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OFFICE OF THE COUNCIL 

RESIDENCE -4,, 2 -98 ?7, 

VOICE MAIL 376-1356 

April 12, 1999 

Jane Gruvey, Administrator 
F edcral Aviation Adm.in. 
800 Independence Ave. SW 
Washington, DC 20591 

Re: Logan Airport Expansion Resolve 

Dear Ms. Garvey: 

BRUCE J. AYERS 

WARD VI COUNCILLOR 

Enclosed please find a copy of the Resolve I introduced at the Quincy City �uncil 
meeting April 5, 1999, entitled "Resolutions Indicating City of Quincy Op!;f�tion To 
Airside Expansion At Logan Airport And Construction Of Runway 14-32''., This Resolve 
'W'aS \llUUUmously passed. 

Bruce J. Aye� 
WARD SIX COUNCILLOR 

BJA/jm 

Encl. 





City of Quincy, Massachusetts 
In 

CITY COUNCIL 

Presented by: City Councillor and State Representative Bruce J. Ayers 
Monday. April 5, 1999 

LETTER 55 

RESOLUTIONS INDICATING CrrY OF QUINCY OPPOSITION TO AIRS/DE 
EXPANSION AT LOGAN AIRPORT AND CONSTRUCTION OF RUNWAY U-32 

WHEREAS, the Massachusetts Port Authority operates Logan International Airport and 
has initiated plans to increase airplane capacity through the construction of an additional runway 
known as "14-32" by its navigational compass points; and 

WHEREAS, the stated reason for construction of this proposed new runway is to reduce 
delays at Logan Airport; and 

WHEREAS, Massport is forecasting such a significant increase in the overall number of 
aircraft operations over the next five years that delays will reach current levels within that time 
even if the runway expansion is undertaken; and 

WHEREAS, M�rt has not fully examined alternatives to airport �xpansion like 
diverting more cargo and planes to ifanscom Field and Worcester Airport; and 

WHEREAS, Massport has not yet fully investigated other ways to alleviate the strain on 
capacity at Logan like irxreasing transportation acce.5s to other regional airports like T.F. Green 
in� Island·and M�hester Airport in New Hampshire; an 

WHEREAS, Mass port has not taken advantage of certain internal management tools that 
could be used to alleviate delays snch as a Peak Period Management Program that would save 
money for those passengers who can travel af a time when the airport typically experiences less 
service demand and less delays; and 

WHEREAS, Massport has indicated that operation of the new runway wouldim9act. 
several neighborhoods in the City of Ollincy, especially, Squantum, W�t Quincy, North Quipcy,
Germantown, Houghs Neck, Merrymount, Montclair, Quincy Point an Wollaston; and 

-

WHEREAS, Massport has not conducted or officially offered to hold any local meetings 
to better e ain this ro· to our residents, listen to their concerns and to ans;,,er their 
complaints about �urrent problems wit arr ffic noise and air pollution; and 

WHEREAS, Massport has already filed an Environmental Impact Statement with the 
support of the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) to secure the environmental approvals 
necessary to begin construction on this project; and 

WHEREAS, two public hearings will be held this week to discuss the environmental 
impact that expansion of Logan Airport would cause; and 

55.1 

55.2 

55.3 

55.4 

55.5 



WHEREAS, all plans to expand Logan Airport must be approved by federal 
environmental regulators before any construction activity can begin; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Quincy agrees with the concerns of its 
citizens about increased noise, vibration and potential health and safety hazards that arise from 
additional airline traffic and has serious reservations about the need and benefits of proposed 
runway 14-32; therefore b.! it 

RESOLVED, that the City Council hereby requests the EederaJ Aviation Administration 
to withdraw its support fur expansion of Logan Airp_grt at le.a.st until the questions of neighboring 

communities have been answered in better detail; and be it further 

RESOLVED, that the addition of more air traffic over the city is unacceptable and the 
City Council strongly urges that the transportation and environmental needs of the metropolitan 
Boston area be reviewed in a much broader scope than the proposal currently under 
consideration; and be it further 

RESOLVED, that in order to take steps to help preserve quality-of-life in our 
community, the City Council records it objection to expansion of Logan Airport by means of this 
resolution and urges that it not be granted authorization to proceed; and be it finally 

RESOLVED, that the Clerk of the City of Quincy forward a copy of these resolutions to 
the following parties: 

• Mayor James A. Sheets

• Congressman William D. Delahunt, 24 Cottage Avenue, Quincy, MA 02169

• Senator Michael W. Morrissey, The State House, Room 413-E, Boston, MA 02133
Representative A. Stephen Tobin, The State House, Room 166
Representative Ronald Mariano, The State House, Room 234
Representative Liz Malia, The State House, Room 540

• Jane Garvey- Administrator, Federal Aviation Administration, 800 Independence
Avenue, SW, Washington, D.C. 20591 

• Peter I. Blute, Executive Director and CEO, Massachusetts Port Authority, One
Harborside Drive, Suite 200, East Boston, MA 02128 

• Betty Desrosiers, Director of Aviation Planning, Massachusetts Port Authority, One
Harborside Drive, Suite 200, East Boston, MA 02128 

• Neighborhood Centers

• Marie Stamos, Stop the Runway Committee, 747 East Squantum St., Quincy, MA
02171 

i; 

55.6 

55.7 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 Topic2 

55.1 Regional Regional 
Transportation Airports 

55.2 i Alternatives Regional 
Airports 

55.3 Alternatives Peak Period 
Pricing 

Letter 55 
City of Quincy, City Council 

Bruce Ayers 

Comment Response 

... Massport has not fully examined alternatives to airport Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that 
expansion like diverting more cargo and planes to includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 
Hanscom Field and Worcester Airport ... 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 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. 

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. 

... Massport has not yet fully investigated other ways to Massport is supportive of ground transportation improvements 
alleviate the strain on capacity at Logan like increasing to the regional airports, The MassHighway is analyzing 
transportation access to other regional airports like T.F. alternative routes that would improve surface access from 1-90 
Green in Rhode Island and Manchester Airport in New and 1-290 to the Worcester Regional Airport. MassHighway is in 
Hampshire ... the process of preparing the EIS/EIR for these highway 

improvements. Massport supports this project. 

... Massport has not taken advantage of certain internal ' The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
management tools that could be used to alleviate delays DEIS/FEIR contain an analysis of PPP as a 
such as a Peak Period Management program that would demand management alternative at Logan Airport. Massport 
save money for those passengers who can travel at a has developed an action plan as described in Section 4.5 of 
time when the airport typically experiences less service the Supplemental DEIS/ FEIR, designed to address 
demand and less delays; .... overscheduling conditions at Logan Airport. 

Letter 55: City of Quincy, City Council Bruce Ayers 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

55.4 

55.5 

Topic 1 

Noise 

Environmental 
Review Process 

Topic2 

Impacts 

Public Process 

Comment 

... Massport has indicated that operation of the new runway 
would impact several neighborhoods in the City of Quincy, 
especially Squantum, West Quincy, North Quincy, 
Gemiantown, Houghs Neck, Merrymount, Montclair, Quincy 
Point and Wollaston; .... 

... Massport has not conducted or officially offered to hold any 
local meetings to better explain this project to our residents, 
listen to their concerns and to answer their complaints about 
current problems with air traffic noise and air pollution; .... 

Letter 55: City of Quincy, City Council Bruce Ayers 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

In 1998, n percent Qf Logan Airport's jet traffic affected 
communtties 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 anivals 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. 

�----------------

! There was an extensive public participation and review process
during the preparation of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR. Public
comments were received on the ENF after tt 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 (wtth 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 commurity and business
leaders, reaching an audience of more than 3,000 people. During
the public comment period on the Airside Project Draft E IS/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 F AA'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 lntenm 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
consult ing team and other independent industry experts.



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

55.6 

Topic 1 

Alternatives 

Topic 2 

Runway 14/32 

Comment 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

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 City Council of the City of Quincy agrees with the 
concerns of its citizens about increased noise, vibration 
and potential health and safety hazards that arise from 
additional airline traffic and has serious reservations about 
the need and benefits of proposed Runway 14/32; .... 

--L---- -- �--·-- - �
:
-

55.7 Environmental MEPA 
Review 
Process 

... the addition of more air traffic over the city in 
unacceptable and the City Council strongly urges that the 
transportation and environmental needs of the 
metropolitan Boston area be reviewed in a much broader 
scope than the proposal currently under consideration; .... 

Letter 55: City of Quincy, City Council Bruce Ayers 

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. 





ROBERT J. HAAS. JR. 

Mayor 
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LETTER 56 

April 12, 1999 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street 
20th Floor 
Boston, MA 022025 

RE: Draft EIR Logan Airside Improvements Planning Projects - EOEA 
#10458 

Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

The City of Revere Department of Planning and Community Development 
in conjunction with the Mayor's Office has reviewed the above 
referenced EIR and offers the following comments: 

Massport' s prediction that the airport will grow from the 1996 
level of 25 million to between 37. 5 million and 45 million 
passengers per year by 2010 can only result in a substantial 
increase in air traffic and attempts to increase capacity at Logan. 
This no doubt will be the case should Massport not aggressively 
pursue a realistic plan to coordinate this projected growth in 
operations with other airports accessible to the Boston 
metropolitan area within the Route 495 belt. This growth factor is 
of grave concern to the City of Revere given its geographical and 
topographical relation to Logan Airport. In particular, the 
Beachmont neighborhood is only 1 1/2 miles from the touchdown point 
on Runway 22 Left and is presently heavily impacted by air t�affic. 
In general, any attempts to add air traffic and increase operations 
at Logan to the already overburdened schedule will be harmful to 
Revere in terms of both noise and operational difficulties 
including increased vehicular traffic through the community. 

The proposed airside improvements and administrative modifications 
outlined in the EIR are designed to accomplish one purpose - the 
need to accommodate more air traffic at Logan. If this is 
accomplished, it will be at the expense of the health, safety and 
welfare of neighboring communities. 



Proposed Lowering of Weather Minimums for Landing on Runway 22L 

Lowering the decision heights for landing on Runway 22 Left in poor 
visibility weather would allow greater air traffic over the 
Beachmont Hill under poor visibility conditions. The present 
decision height is 420 ft. and is directly over Beachmont Hill 
along the glideslope. Aircraft which are told to abort landings due 
to poor visibility would not impact Beachmont Hill - meaning there 561 
would be less aircraft flying over Beachmont Hill in poor 
visibility conditions. With the decision height brought down to 217 
ft. along the glideslope, more air traffic would be flying over 
Beachmont Hill under worse weather conditions. In poor visibility 
weather the pilots do not have to see Beachmont Hill in their 
approach. Given the already narrow envelope between the existing 
approach path at the top of Beachmont Hill, it is feared that a 
lowered decision height would increase the potential of a hazard 
for Beachmont residents during poor visibility conditions. 

Proposed Runway 14-32 

Runway 14-32 as proposed would allow Logan to become more efficient 
during moderate to strong northwest winds and allow more 
flexibility in shifting air traffic away from Runway 22 Left which 
has the greatest impact on Revere. Revere is more concerned with 
the implications an additional runway would have on additional air 56.2 
traffic than Massport'� ?roposal to just make existing operations 
more efficient. The EIR is not totally convincing that less air 
traffic would result over Revere with the construction of Runway 
14-32. It appears the new runway will increase airport capacity at
Logan which will obviously result in increased air traffic over
Logans neighboring communities.

Proposed Centerfield Taxiway 

The new Centerfield Taxiway will not alleviate traffic on other 
runways. This proposal would allow for additional aircraft to 
occupy runways which would in turn increase airport congestion 
during take offs and landings. This scenario would only further 
impact the neighboring communities of Revere, Winthrop and East 
Boston by allowing more flights under tighter conditions. 

Peak Period Pricing 

Peak period pricing would have a negative financial impact imposed 
on the smaller commuter airlines and the communities they serve. 
This would impact commuter flights and possibly limit these flights 
during peak periods allowing for increased larger jet traffic. 

56.3 

56.4 



In addition to the aforementioned comments, the following 
mitigation measures must be improved within the City of Revere: 

The air pollution monitor is placed at the shore near the 
ocean where particulate matter dissipates. This location does 
not provide for a true reading on air pollution, therefore the 
monitor should be relocated to a more appropriate location. 

A new noise monitor is needed at the playing fields of the 
Beachmont School where school children are effected. 

Aircraft continues to cause considerable soot over the 
Beachmont area. This must be monitored and analyzed more 
carefully by Massport. 

The soundproofing program must be expanded beyond the 65db 
contour to include such areas as Point of Pines, Shirley 
Avenue Hill and the rest of Beachmont and the Beachfront. 
Central airconditioning should be included in the scope of the 
soundproofing program within the more impacted areas. 

The need exists to firmly enforce the regulation of flights 
between 10 pm and 7 am and recertification for Stage 3 
aircraft. Many aircraft have been recorded over 95db between 
10 pm and 7 am. Over 95db is extremely loud, especially in 
nighttime and early morning conditions. A definite need exists 
for recertification if aircraft cannot stay within current 
noise limits. 

Revere is impacted by Logan Airport in many ways and the need 
exists for a clear understanding of the valid concerns raised in 
these comments and assurance of the implementation of the necessary 
mitigation measures. Given the long history of conflicts with 
Massport's plans to increase capacity and efficiency at Logan, it 
is clear that the demands placed on Logan must continue to be 
distributed to underutilized regional airporcs. 

Respectfully, 

��-
Frank Stringi . 
DPCD Director 

C: Mayor Robert J. Haas, Jr. 
Revere City Council 
Debbie McHatton, Airside Review Committee 

56.5 

56.6 

56.7 

56.8 

56.9 





LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Letter 56 
City of Revere, 

Dept. of Planning & Community Development 
Frank Stringi, Director 

Code Topic 1 

56.1 Alternatives 

Topic 2 

Reduced 
Approach 
Minimums 

Comment 

Lowering the decision heights for landing on Runway 22 
Left in poor visibility weather would allow greater air traffic 
over the Beachmont Hill under poor visibility 
conditions ... With the decision height brought down to 217 
ft. along the glideslope, more air traffic would be flying 
over Beachmont Hill under worse weather 
conditions ... Given the already narrow envelope between 
the existing approach path at the top of Beachmont Hill, it 
is feared that a lowered decision height would increase 
the potential of a hazard for Beachmont residents during 
poor visibility conditions. 

Letter 56: City of Revere, Department of Planning & Community Development, Frank Stringi, Director 

Response 

Reducing the current landing minimums for Runway 22L at 
Logan Airport does not equate to a reduction in the existing 
levels of safety and doesn't change noise levels. Aircraft 
would follow the same arrival paths, at the same altitudes as 
today, but the location at which a missed approach decision 
must be made would be moved closer to the airport. Both 
Appendix D and Section 3.4 include discussions of reduced 
minimums. Figure 3.4-1 and Figure 3 of Appendix D of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR show that even under existing 
approach minimums, aircraft are already beyond Beachmont 
Hill before reaching the decision height. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic
_
1 
____ 

Topic 2 
_Comment __ ___ __ _____ _ ______ _ 

56.2 ! Alternatives Runway 14/32 1 Revere is ... concemed with the implications an additional 

56.3 Alternatives Taxiway 
Improvements 

runway would have on additional air traffic ... The EIR is 
not totally convincing that less air traffic would result over 
Revere with the construction of Runway 14/32. It appears 
the new runway will increase airport capacity at Logan 
which will obviously result in increased air traffic over 
Logan's neighboring communities. 

The new Centerfield Taxiway will not alleviate traffic on 
other runways. This proposal would allow for additional 
aircraft to occupy runways which would in tum increase 
airport congestion during takeoffs and landings. This 
scenario would only further impact the neighboring 
communities of Revere, Winthrop and East Boston by 
allowing more flights under tighter conditions. 

Letter 56: City of Revere, Department of Planning & Community Development, Frank Stringi, Director 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

I 

Response - - -- ___ _J
Implementation of unidirectional Runway 14/32 significantly 
reduces the most severely impacted populations within the 70 
and 75 dB noise contours in Winthrop and Revere (refer to 
Section 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR). 
Revere is nearest the flight paths of Runway 4UR departures 

I and Runway 22UR arrivals. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
indicates that the Preferred Alternative would promote runway 
use in a manner that is more consistent with annual 
PRAS goals, reducing the current dependence on 
northeasVsouthwest operations. This will lead to a decreased 
percentage of equivalent operations over Revere. 
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, cutting dwell and persistence 
over Revere significantly. 
The Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 
Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport's normal 
airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 
This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 
80 percent of the time. 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 the delays that now 
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 by 
passenger or airlines, it is not expected that their prevention 
will stimulate grow1h in Logan Airport passenger demand 
above and beyond the rates that would have occurred absent 
the runway. 
Instead, groW1h 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 examined in the airside operational 
and environmental analyses would capture any potential 
variation in future passenger and aircraft activity at 
Logan Airport. 
The purpose of the proposed Centerfield Taxiway system is to 
improve the flow of taxiing aircraft and to reduce aircraft ground 
delay. With the Centerfield Taxiway in place, neighbors in Winthrop 
and East Boston adjacent to the 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 Rurr.vay 14/32. It 
allows the redistribution of traffic so that there are fewer landirgs on 
Runway 4L and 4R and fewer takeoffs on Runways 22L and 22R. 
The taxiway rtself has no beanng on these flights. 
Dispersion Modeling indicates no violations of the NAAOS at any of 
the srtes shown on Figure 6.3-1 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, 
including those at public beaches and recreational areas. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 
,·•--- -

56.4 1 Alternatives 

56.5 Air Quality 

56.6 Noise 

56.7 Air Quality 

Topic 2 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Comment 

Peak period pricing would have a negative financial 
impact imposed on the smaller commuter airlines and the 
communities they serve. This would impact commuter 
flights and possibly limit these flights during peak periods 
allowing for increased larger jet traffic. 

.... ,_,,.,,_ .... ,,_, ____ 

Monitoring 

Monitoring 

Soot 

The air pollution monitor is placed at the shore near the 
ocean where particulate matter dissipates. This location 
does not provide for a true reading on air pollution, 
therefore the monitor should be relocated to a more 
appropriate location. 

A new noise monitor is needed at the playing fields of the 
Beachmont School where school children are affected. 

Aircraft continues to cause considerable soot over the 
Beachmont area. This must be monitored and analyzed 
more carefully by Massport. 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

The Airside analysis indicates that PPP is an effective option 
when airline's schedule beyond the normal hourly operating 
capacity of the airport and provides an assessment of the 
extent of the benefits from PPP under such circumstances. 

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 . 

--·-.. . ·-··· . ---·-···--- -·•·---

The closest PM10 monitor, located and operated by the DEP, is 
on Bremen Street. In the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, receptor 
sites, some near the ocean-side residential communities 
adjacent to Logan Airport, were modeled with real 
meteorological conditions. 

·-- -Requests-for new noise mon1iorss_h_ould-6e addre-ssedto
Massport.

Although PM,o emission factors for aircraft are generally not 
available, a conservative estimate was used for the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The dispersion modeling indicates 
there will be no violations of the NAAQS for fine PM,o. The 
modeling included Logan Airport emissions and background 
emissions. Furthermore, PM,o in urban areas is composed of 
compounds from a variety of sources, primarily roadways. 
Monitoring of airborne soot levels in the vicinity of Logan Airport 
has shown that the airport is a very small (less than 1 percent) 
contributor. The air quality analysis, based on EPA/DEP 
models and guidelines, is considered to be comprehensive 
and state-of-the-art. 

Letter 56: City of Revere, Department of Planning & Community Development, Frank Stringi, Director 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 

56.8 Noise Sound The soundproofing program must be expanded beyond 
Insulation the 65 dB contour to include such areas as Point of Pines, 

Shirley Avenue Hill and the rest of Beachmont and the 
Beachfront. Central air conditioning should be included in 
the scope of the soundproofing program within the more 
impacted areas. 

56.9 Noise Nighttime The need exists to firmly enforce the regulation of flights 
Noise between 10 pm and 7 am and recertification for Stage 3 

aircraft. Many aircraft have been recorded over 95db 
between 10 PM and 7 AM. Over 95db is extremely loud, 
especially in nighttime and early morning conditions. A 
definite need exists for recertification if aircraft cannot stay 
within current noise limits. 

Letter 56: City of Revere, Department of Planning & Community Development, Frank Stringi, Director 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 
-·-- __ , ---·- -·-- ------··----- ---

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 
attempting to receive 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 truces), 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.

Massport'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 
Logan Airport 1994/1995 GEIR and the Logan Airport 1998 
Annual Update. Massport has existing actions initiatives 
underway that reduce noise impacts on nearby communities, 
including: 

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. 
···- --

In addition, Massport is committed to exploring other 
measures to reduce nighttime noise whether or not the 
Preferred Alternative is implemented. 



The City of Revere Massachusetts City Holl 
281 BROADWAY 
REVERE, MA 02151 

(617) 286-8160

(617) 286-8135 FAX

LETTER 57 City Council 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley - IOEA No 10458 
100 Cambridge Street 
20th Floor 
Boston, MA 02202 

Attention: MEPA Office 

Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

April 1s,-·1999 

On February 19, 1999 the City of Revere received the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Environmental Impact 
Report ( "Draft EIS/EIR") relative to the Logan Airside Improvements 
Planning Project, ("Project"), submitted by the Massachusetts Port 
Authority and the Federal Aviation Administration. 

Upon receiving the "Draft EIS/EIR" the City of Revere 
requested the Massachusetts Port Authority to provide the City of 
Revere with the financial assistance to evaluate the "project" 
impact on the City. 

Inasmuch as the City of Revere has not received a response to 
its request from the project proponents, on Apri 1 05, 1999 the 
Revere City Council adopted the following resolution: 

Whereas: The Massachusetts Port Authority has not 
responded to Revere City Council Order #99-73, requesting 
that the Massachusetts Port Authority provide the City of 
Revere with funding to ieview the impact of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (Logan Airside Improvements) 
dated February 19, 1999; and 

Whereas: the further expansion of Logan International 
Airport will result in additional landings and take-offs 
at Logan resulting in additional adverse noise impact to 
the City of Revere; and 

Whereas: the Massachusetts Port Authority has declined, 
thus far, the City of Revere's invitation to work with 
the City to address the City's concerns about noise 
pollution impacts from jets landing and taking of£ at 
Logan Airport. 

57.1 

57.2 

57.3 



Page 2 
April 15, 1999 

Now, Therefore, Be It Resolved: That the City of Revere 
record its opposition to further expansion at Logan 
Airport as, contained in the Massachusetts Port 
Authority's Draft Environmental Impact Report and further 
that the City of Revere join with the Mayor of the City 
of Boston, the Honorable Thomas M. Menino, in calling for 
a moratorium on airport expansion until an independent 
commission can develop a regional transportation 
strategy. 

Please include the City of Revere's comments as a 
response to the "project Draft EIS/EIR". 

c: City Council 
Mayor 
C.O. 99-73/99-73A

���;:��;/ 
City Clerk 
on behalf of the Revere City 
Council 

57.4 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code 

57.1 

57.2 

Topic 1 

Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Noise 

Topic 2 

Public Process 

Impacts 

Letter 57 
City of Revere, Revere City Council 

John J. Henry, City Clerk 

Comment 

... The Massachusetts Port Authority has not responded to 
Revere City Council Order #99-73, requesting that the 
Massachusetts Port Authority provide the City of Revere 
with funding to review the impact of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (Logan Airside 
Improvements) dated February 19, 1999, .... 

... the further expansion of Logan International Airport will 
result in additional landings and take-offs at Logan 
resulting in additional adverse noise impact to the City of 
Revere; .... 

Response 

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. Revere is represented in the CAC . 

The Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 
Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport's normal airfield 
capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. This capacity 
is available at Logan Airport approximately 80 percent of the time. 
Runway 14/32 would allow Logan Airport to maintain this capaci ty 
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. 

Letter 57: City of Revere, Revere City Council, John J. Henry, City Clerk 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
------...----

57.3 Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Public Process ... the Massachusetts Port Authority has declined, thus far, 
the City of Revere's invitation to work with the City to 
address the City's concerns about noise pollution impacts 
from jets landing and taking off at Logan Airport. 

Letter 57: City of Revere, Revere City Council, John J. Henry, City Clerk 

There was an extensive public participation and review process 
during the preparation of the Airside Project 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 (w�h 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 w�h 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 Airside Project 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 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. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

57.4 

Topic 1 

Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Topic 2 

Blue Ribbon 
Panel 

Comment 

... the City of Revere ... [calls] for a moratorium on airport 
expansion until an independent commission can develop 
a regional transportation strategy. 

Letter 57: City of Revere, Revere City Council, John J. Henry, City Clerk 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

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 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 Airside Project 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 all 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. 

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. 

-- - - - - - - - ------ -- ---------------- --- --�--





CITY OF SOMERVILLE, MASSACHUSETTS 

OFFICE OF HOUSING & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

WILLIAM ROCHE 

JAMES J. BRETTA 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

April 23, 1999 

Robert Durand, Secretary 

ACTING MAYOR 

LETTER 58 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
MEPA Unit 
100 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor 
Boston, Massachusetts 02202 

RE: EOEA # 10458 - COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR/EIS - AIRSIDE 

IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT, LOGAN AIRPORT 

Dear Secretary Durand:: 

DIRECTORS 

Mary /o Bohart 

Paul Conno/111 

Todd M. Fontanel/a 

Sherrr N Geldersma 
Paula Stuart 

This letter serves to transmit additional comments from the City of Somerville on the above 

referenced project. Enclosed, please find the City's comments previously submitted for your 

records. 

The City is already on record regarding certain components of the Airside Improvements Project. 

in particular the construction of Runway 14/32. Here, I'd rather raise some general issues which 
focus more on the completeness and adequacy of the draft EIR/EIS. 

Our overall impression is that Logan is developing Runway 14/32 because it hopes to put a major 
dent in the low-fare airline wars. Repeatedly throughout the document. it is clear that Massport is 

81 not cooperating with the other regional airports - it is competing for their business. Competition 5 . 
is the key ingredient driving Logan's expansion. This fact is bolstered by Massport's own use 
of the term "leakage" in the document. For us. that explains Massport's emphasis on expansion 
of this facility. It is assumed to be the path of least resistance and expense. The facility is also 



Secretary Durand 
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one that is under Massport's control. 

The EIR/S is instructive. It illustrates well that other airports are absorbing some market share, 
and reducing the need for passengers to fly to Logan in order to connect to other markets. The 
other airports have been successful in luring low-fare carriers - possibly more so than Logan? I'm 
assuming that this is a market Massport feels it must grow at Logan, or it will continue to see its 
role in the marketplace decline. 

I especially found it interesting that Section 2 continuously discusses "recapture" of passengers. 
Massport uses this term as if the passengers were Logan's to begin with. This is erroneous: some 
of these passengers are new trips, others would have chosen alternative transportation or other 
airports besides Logan. Massport takes every opportunity to tell the reader how important Logan 
is. Remember, there are new employers and residents in Rhode Island (for example) who did not 
consider Logan as an alternative - T.F. Green is at their back door. 

The details on air/rail ridership changes projected when the Northeast Corridor project is 
completed are encouraging. It should be noted that Massport has been reluctant to recognize the 
Northeast Corridor rail project in the past; in fact, the previous Secretary of Environmental 
Affairs cited that as a deficiency of the annual GEIR two years ago. 

Repeatedly, Massport makes detenninations about people's mode choice on the basis of travel 
time and mileage. Discuss the Portland-Boston route, for example. There aren't many choices 
except for autos at this time. If workable alternatives are developed and promoted, the public will 
use them. 

Massport makes some very true statements about its agency's role in shaping transportation 
policy. However, it should be noted that agencies above and around Massport have a great deal 
to do with shaping transportation policy which is favorable to Massport's objectives. The FAA is 
a clear champion of the airline industry, and has clout. Perhaps FAA cannot "dictate which 
airports an airline may serve, the schedules or fares a carrier charges", but it can exercise control 
over airport design, capacity and operation which have a lot to do with an airline's decision to 
provide service at a given facility, or to pursue a regional policy which decides the role a 
particular airport will play in a region. 

The noise analysis referred to states that the 5,000 foot runway better met Massport's overall 
objectives, particularly in the area of noise reductions to impacted sensitive receptors. However, 
Section 3-10 does not go into great detail concerning the performance of each alternative. I'd 
like to see the "clear benefits" substantiated. Assumed, this means that a larger runway can 
accomodate more aircraft types, thus removing those aircraft from the other runways which fly 
over greater numbers of sensitive receptors. 

With respect to the centerfield taxiway - I don't have any disagreements with what is stated, but it 

58.2 
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is important to point out that this improvement will also increase airport traffic capacity - and, 
taxiway delays/apron congestion will be relieved for a temporary period. And, with more queue 
space available, noise and air pollution impacts to adjacent communities will also increase. 

The statement is made that "delay statistics for Logan Airport confirm that it is unable to 
accommodate existing demand levels without incurring unacceptable levels of delay". 
Unacceptable to whom? FAA, passengers, Massport? It goes right back to proposing projects 
which will reduce delay effectively, for a reasonable time period - otherwise, it is dishonest to 
propose this improvement as a worthwhile delay reduction measure, especially without noting that 
delays will resume previous levels if an airport-wide growth and expansion plan is to be pursued. 
The problem is not adequately defined. In fact, the problem appears to be misrepresented. 

Regarding ambient sound levels. It is true that nighttime aircraft operations are more noticeable 
and annoying because the ambient sound level is lower. In surrounding, less urbanized 
communities, the sound is even more noticeable. This problem will increase with additional flight 
activity, and may be tempered somewhat by aircraft improvements. 

Passenger Facility Charges (PFC's) - although Massport received approval to assess this fee on 
each passenger in 1993, is the fee being collected? It was unclear from reading the document. 

It's noted that elevated terrain has an affect on sound propagation - particularly in East Boston. 
This has been raised in other communities, including Somerville. 

In Summary, the EIS/R fails to address the following: 

Project cost to the environment and to human health. Where is the risk analysis, particularly for 
the anticipated noise exposure and air pollution which will result from this project? Particularly, 
we believe that the increased activity at Logan Airport will propagate additional traffic - in already 
congested areas. We have always believed that creating and/or expanding other facilities in the 
region would cut down trip miles to/from the airport, and would aid overaH environmental 
quality. This is particularly important when the EIR/EIS states that over 50% of Logan 
passengers originate in the Route 128 and 495 highway regions. Regional employers will 
appreciate this, too. 

Project cost to property owners. Increased traffic at this location will impact all classes of 
property owners in the area, particularly those which are sensitive receptors. 

Inadequacy of noise standards. Reliance on an average Day-Night Sound Level (DNL) contour 
inadequately characterizes true noise impacts associated with the Project. Other reviewers have 
stated that the use of this average do\lffiplays the actual noise levels experienced by sensitive 
receptors - it is the individual (higher) noise emissions which more negatively impact surrounding 
residential receptors - not the average level. HUD and FAA definitions are at fault here. We ask 

58.3 

58.4 

58.5 

58.6 

58.7 

58.8 

58.9 

58.10 

58.11 
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that MEP A address this issue. 

Connection to Landside Improvements. The focus of this Draft EIS/EIR is on the Airside 
Impcovements. The City, after reading the documents, does not believe that improvements to 58.12 
gates, terminals and other landside facilities have been properly presented within the context of 
this document. That is a serious flaw, because the landside and airside facilities are 
interdependent and should not be separated insofar as both contribute to the state of overall 
airport operations and the true operational objectives for this facility. The City believes that if this 
is done, the problem definition will change significantly. 

For the above reasons, we respectfully request that the Draft EIR/EIS be withdrawn. We also 
recommend that a regional approach be taken to dealing with what is a regional issue. My 
administration is willing to participate in such an effort. 

Thank you. 

William Roche 
Acting Mayor 

cc: Anastasia Lyman, Massport Citizens' Advisory Committee 
Allison Stieber 
Todd Fontanella, Somerville CAC representative 
James Bretta, OHCD 
U.S. Representative Michael Capuano
Senator Thomas Birmingham 
Senator Charles Shannon 
Representative Patricia Jehlen 
Representative Timothy Toomey 
Representative Vincent Ciampa 
Somerville Board of Aldennen 

e1se1rm.com 



CITY OF SOMERVILLE, MASSACHUSETTS 

WILLIAM ROCHE 

February 11, 1998 

Peter Blute, Executive Director 
Massachusetts Port Authority 
One Harbourside Drive, Suite 200S 

ACTING MAYOR 

East Boston, Massachusetts 02128-2909 

RE: PROPOSED AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS, LOGAN AIRPORT 

Dear Mr. Blute:· 

This letter is'in response to the presentations made by Massport concerning the future of Logan 
Airport. It is also to comment on the draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement for the 
proposed Airside Improvements Project for Logan Airport. 

The analyses which have been done (and the recent Massport presentation) all support the fact 
that i..ogan Airport will continue to grow - in size as well as activity. This presents long-term 
planning and environmental issues for the communities that live, on a daily basis, wjth the 
environmental consequences of Logan's present operations. 

I believe that most, if not all parties involved in this issue, appreciate the fact that Logan Airport is 
important to the region's economic health. However, its role in serving the region's air 
transportation needs must be balanced regionally if the surrounding environment is to remain 
habitable. 

Somerville is on record as supporting equitable development and distribution of regional air travel 
and air operations. The information we've been given concerning growth rates at other New 
England airports looks positive when presented as percentages of growth; however, the numbers 
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from which these arc:= derived (which are more important) definitely indic: 
undeveloped capacity exists at other regional airports. The percentages a: 
public. Thus, we support the Citizens' Advisory Committee positions - n 
regional solutions to the capacity problem, procurement of funds to make 
competitive, such as at Hanscom Field and at Worcester. 

We have been told that the airline industry does not prefer to develop faci 
in a given market. I would believe that any airline would prefer to do bus 
their customer base may enjoy better access, less flight delay and more m 
development efforts on a new facility away from downtown - where n 
originate. 

Any airport project which ultimately increases operational capacity, partic 
which will impact nearby communities. is of serious concern. In fact, wit 
construction of Runway 14/32, Massport will continue to promote a polic: 
continued growth at Logan. This growth will attract new air traffic - and t 
been one of Logan's most often cited problems will remain. The reclaime 
runways will simply be devoted to future air traffic growth which Masspo 
planning for. 

With regard to review of the draft EIR/S, it has come to my attention that· 
revised continuously as Massport is receiving input at public meetings. 17 
this documen� including members of the Citizens Advisory Committee, a 
outdated version.' It is customary once a draft environmental document is 
comments and to incorporate responses to those comments after the public 
closed. This continuous process deprives reviewers of a fair and meaning 
be rejected on principle. 
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I see no need to debate the finer points of numerous technical documents further. 
Therefore, I ask to be put on record as opposed to the continued expansion of Logan Airport, 
particularly at present against the proposed expansion of Runway 14/32. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

w�;.,�d 
William Roche 
Mayor 

cc: Anastasia Lyman, CAC Chair 
U.S. Representative Michael Capuano 
U.S. Senator Edward Kennedy 
Senator Thomas Birmingham 
Senator Charles Shannon 
Argeo P'atil Cellucci, Governor 
Representative Timothy Toomey 
Representative Patricia Jehlen 
Mayor Thomas M. Menino 
Vincent A. Scarano, FAA Airports Division Manager 
James Bretta, City of Somerville OHCD 
Alison Stieber 
Toe Som�rville Board of Aldermen 

runways.wro 





LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code 

58.1 

58.2 

Topic 1 

Regional 
Transportation 

Noise 

Topic 2 

Regional 
Airports 

Model 

Letter 58 
City of Somerville 

William Roache, Acting Mayor 

Comment 

... it is clear that Massport is not cooperating with the 
other regional airports . ... it is competing for their 
business. Competition is the key ingredient driving 
Logan's expansion. 

The noise analysis referred to states that the 5,000 foot 
runway better met Massport's overall objectives, 
particularly in the area of noise reductions to impacted 
sensitive receptors. However, Section 3-10 does not go 
into great detail concerning the performance of each 
alternative. I'd like to see the "clear benefits' 
substantiated. Assumed, this means that a larger runway 
can accommodate more aircraft types, thus removing 
those aircraft from the other runways which fly over 
greater numbers of sensitive receptors. 

Response 
., .. _.,_.,_�••••• •-•-�•-•,.•-•• �n----•• • --.. -•.,•-•-

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 in 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. 

In addition to providing more delay reduction, the 5,000 foot 
runway also reduces the number of people exposed to a DNL 
of 70 dB or greater. Refer to Section 3.2.1 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

Letter 58: City of Somerville, William Roache, Acting Mayor 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 

58.3 

58.5 

Alternatives 

Purpose And 
Need 

Noise 

Topic 2 

Taxiway 
Improvements 

Delay 

Impacts 

Comment 

... [T]he centerfield taxiway ... will also increase airport 
traffic capacity - and, taxiway delays/ apron congestion 
will be relieved for a temporary period. And, with more 
queue space available, noise and air pollution impacts to 
adjacent communities will also increase. 

The statement is made that "delay statistics for 
Logan Airport confirm that it is unable to accommodate 
existing demand levels without incurring unacceptable 
levels of delay" . ... [D)elays will resume previous levels if 
an airport-wide growth and expansion plan is to be 
pursued. The problem is not adequately defined. In fact, 
the problem appears to be misrepresented. 

... It is true that nighttime aircraft operations are more 
noticeable and annoying because the ambient sound level 
is lower. In surrounding, less urbanized communities, the 
sound is even more noticeable. This problem will increase 
with additional flight activity, and may be tempered 
somewhat by aircraft improvements. 

Letter 58: City of Somerville, William Roache, Acting Mayor 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

The Centerfield Taxiway will not increase the number of 
ground operations at Logan Airport. It will simply increase 
controller flexibility and reduce delays. The number of aircraft 
on the taxiway system is directly related to the number of 
flights operating at Logan Airport and will not change 
because there is another taxiway. 

Neither the airlines nor the FAA desire to have extra aircraft 
idling on the taxiway system, as this 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. The Centerfield Taxiway will not change the taxiway 
demand, and by reducing taxiway congestion will reduce the 
environmental impacts on the surrounding communities 

- - - --··--··· --·-··-··---·· · · ·•---• · ··---· -·-·-·-·- - ··-···-

The goals of the Airside Project are to reduce delay, increase 
airport efficiency and improve airfield safety in an 
environmentally responsible manner. They do not reflect an 
"airport-wide growth and expansion plan", nor increase the 
capacity of the airport. Future passenger and operations 
levels can be accommodated by Logan Airport without any 
airside improvements but not without delays and resulting 
adverse environmental impacts. Long-term aviation growth is 
a recognized worldwide condition that is beyond Massport's 
control, which means that the sooner the airfield efficiencies are 
implemented, the more benefits they will accrue over the future. 

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 A,rside Improvements 
Feasibility Study, Phase I Report and the DEIS!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 env ironmental 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. 

Check that this is till valid . 

Table 6.2-17 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 
nighttime jet operations projected to increase from 144 in 
1998, to as many as 231 under the No Action Alternative with 
the 2015 High Regional Jet Fleet. However, regardless of the 
fleet, many of the future night operations are the result of 
delays that will occur as demand at Logan Airport continues 
to increase. One of the direct benefits of the Preferred 
Alternative is that it will reduce these night operations by 32 
to 43 flights depending on the fleet forecast, though any 
alternative to the No-Action scenario will help alleviate some 
of the projected delays. 

In addition, Massport is committed to exploring other 
measures to reduce nighttime noise whether or not the 
Preferred Alternative is implemented. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
--. ----- -

-------" 

58.6 Purpose and Economic Passenger Facility Charges (PFCs) - although Massport 
Need Impacts received approval to assess this fee on each passenger in 

1993, is the fee being collected? It was unclear from 
reading the document. 

58.7 Noise Model It's noted that elevated terrain has an affect on sound 
propagation - particularly in East Boston. This has been 
raised in other communities, including Somerville. 

58.8 Public Health Effects ... (the EIS/R fails to address] Proiect cost to the 
environment and to human health. Where is the risk 
analysis, particularly for the anticipated noise exposure 
and air pollution which will result from this project? 

Letter 58: City of Somerville, William Roache, Acting Mayor 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Yes. Maspsort is collecting PFCs from enplaning passengers 
at Logan, as authorized by the FAA. PFCs are being used to 
fund a number of projects at Logan including: the 
International Gateway Project; Terminal E Modernization; 
improvements to circulating roadways; construction of 
elevated pedestrian walkways; residential sound insulation; 
and the Terminal A Master Plan. 

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 tts 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 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 ( "hill 
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. 

H •OWH••••�---•••• ••H•--••• •••-� 

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. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

58.9 

58.10 

58.11 

Topic 1 

Ground 
Transportation 

Ground 
Transportation 

Noise 

Topic 2 

Access To 
Logan 

Access To 
Logan 

Model 

Comment 

... we believe that the increased activity at Logan Airport 
will propagate additional traffic - in already congested 
areas. We have always believed that creating and/or 
expanding other facilities in the region would cut down trip 
miles to/from the airport, and would aid overall 
environmental quality. 

[The EIS/R fails to address) Project cost to property owners, 
Increased traffic at this location will impact all classes of 
property owners in the area, particularly those which are 
sensitive receptors. 

Reliance on an average Day-Night Sound Level (DNL) 
contour inadequately characterizes true noise impacts 
associated with the Project. Other reviewers have stated that 
the use of this average downplays the actual noise levels 
experienced by sensitive receptors - it is the individual 
(higher) noise emissions which more negatively impact 
surrounding residential receptors - not the average level. 

Letter 58: City of Somerville, William Roache , Acting Mayor 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 
- ----- -�--- - - --------- - --- ----� 

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). 

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 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 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 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. 

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

For environmental sounds of all types, the EPA adopted the 
Day-Night Sound Level (DNL) to account for both the 
magnitudes and duration of the various sounds. The DNL 
penalizes sounds made during the nighttime (chosen in the 
United States to be 10 PM to 7 AM) by adding 10 dB to the 
measured values. It is unfortunate that it is often 
characterized as the "average level" and therefore some 
people believe that it does not represent the levels of 
individual events. Actually, it represents the total noise 
exposure in a 24-hour day, including a nighttime penalty of 10 
dB. Thus, it accounts for all the individual sound events 
during the 24-hour period. EPA's review of the available case 
studies on the effects of environmental noise on humans 
found that DNL correlates better with the effects than any 
measure of the various individual events. 
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Code Topic 1 
---r 

58.12 ' Environmental 
Review 
Process 

58.13 Regional 
Transportation 

Topic2 

MEPA 

Regional 
Airports 

Comment 

[The EIS/EIR fails to address] Landside Improvements. The 
focus of this Draft EIS/EIR is on the Airside Improvements. 
The City, after reading the documents, does not believe that 
improvements to gates, terminals and other landside 
facilities have been properly presented within the context of 
this document. That is a serious flaw, because the landside 
and airside facilities are interdependent and should not be 
separated insofar as both contribute to the state of overall 
airport operations and the true operational objectives for this 
facility. The City believes that if this is done, the problem 
definition will change significantly. 

... we support the Citizens' Advisory Committee positions • 
namely to look for regional solutions to the capacity 
problem, procurement of funds to make other facilities 
competitive, such as at Hanscom Field and at Worcester. 
Focus development efforts on a new facility away from 
downtown - where many of the travelers originate. 

Letter 58: City of Somerville, William Roache, Acting Mayor 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

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., tenninals 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, tenninal 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 1998 Annual Update and the 1999 ESPR 
analysis is based on the same forecast levels used in the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The GEIR/ESPR infonns 
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. 

---·· - - - ·-·· --

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 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 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. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 

58.14 Purpose And 
Need 

Topic 2 

Delays 

Comment 

... with or without construction of Runway 14/32, Massport 
will continue to promote a policy of development and 
continued growth at Logan. This growth will attract new air 
traffic• and the delays which have been one of Logan's 
most often cited problems will remain. The reclaimed 
capacity on the larger runways will simply be devoted to 
future air traffic growth which Massport has admitted rt is 
planning for. 

Letter 58: City of Somerville, William Roache, Acting Mayor 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Neither Massport nor the FM 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. 
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CITY OF SOMERVILLE, MASSACHUSETTS 
BOARD OF ALDERMEN 

WILLIAM A. WHITE, JR. 

ALDERMAN AT LARGE 

Delivered by hand

Mr. Arthur Pugsley 
MEPA Unit 

LETTER 59. 

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

Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

April 22, 1999

The following are my comments to the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project dated February 1999

("DEIS"). This response first provides an overview of the current impact of air 
traffic from Logan Airport on the City of Somerville (the "City"). Next, it details the 
defects in t];ie noise analysis of the DEIS, paying particubr attention to the 
absolute failure ofMassport to analyze current noise impacts on the City by any 
realistic measures. It then addresses the defects in the DEIS' analysis of the future 
noise impacts on the City that would result from the construction of the additional 
runway. 

I.OVERVIEW

The City is the most densely populated community in the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts with a population of about 80,000. The City stands directly in the 
path of planes departing from Runway 33 L. (5-30 of DEIS) This runway directs 
flights over the City when the FAA utilizes the one runway configuration during 
strong Northwest winds and when the FAA utilizes the two runway configuration 
during moderate northwesterly winds. (1-19, 1-20 of DEIS) This configuration also 
is used during weekends, especially mornings beginning at 6: 15 a.m., in what 
Massport illogically describes as the "equitable adjustment of the burden5 of air 
traffic." The City also has a number of hills directly under the flights from Logan 



Mr. Arthur Pugsley 
MEPA Unit 
April 22, 1999 
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Airport. While northwesterly winds prevail, the City suffers from constant air• 
traffic, especially during the late evenings until well after midnight followed by 
early mornings beginning at 6: 15 a.m. Massport recognizes that these winds 
prevail during 37% of the year. (DEIS figure 1.5-7) Because the FAA also uses this 
configuration during the weekends, affected City residents are unable to receive 
any respite from this traffic frequently during the fall, winter and spring months. 

The topography of the City is such that a number of hills are directly under 
flights from Logan. Although the City begins about 3 miles from the end of runway 
33 L, these elevated areas in the City receive substantial noise impact similar to 
other areas located much closer to Logan. For example, as a resident of Winter Hill, 
during the winter I have observed aircraft flying so close to dwellings that noise 
vibration caused snow to fall off of pitched roofs. 

Over the recent past, I and other Aldermen have consistently received 
numerous phone calls from constituents who have suffered from air traffic noise 
over the City, including distraught parents of young children who are unable to get 
8 hours of sleep. My Winter Hill venue has allowed me personally to experience the 
impact of air traffic, especially the effects of constant dwell in the evenings and 
following mornings, that creates a situation where numerous residents are unable 
to receive a .decent night's sleep over extended periods of time. This lost sleep 
cannot be made up during the weekends because the FAA intentionally directs air 
traffic over the City on weekends beginning at 6: 15 a.m. These concerns have been 
relayed to Massport's noise complaint telephone line. IVIassport offers no 
remediation program for the City and actually downplays the noise impact both in 
statements to the media and in the DEIS.

Because of growing complaints by residents over noise, the Board of 
Aldermen last summer invited representatives ofMassport to appear before the 
Board of Aldermen. When asked ifMassport had any monitoring devices within 
the City or had sent anyone to personally observe the noise level, especially over the 
hilly areas with dense populations, Massport responded negatively. Massport 
further stated that it would not provide any noise monitors in the City of 
Somerville. Instead, Massport relies on computer modeling to measure noise in the 
City. There is no evidence, however, to demonstrate whether Massport's computer 
modeling accurately reflects the noise born by residents where there are hilly 
configurations. Clearly, Massport's cavalier attitude toward the City should be 
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fatal to the DEIS since it shows that Massport has no objective data to demonstrate 
the real impact of noise on the City's many residents. 

II. THE DEIS FAILS TO PROVIDE ANY OBJECTIVE DATE ON CURRENT
NOISE OVER THE CITY 

Although the heart of the flight tracks from 33L is over the City and is 
located less than four miles from the end of Runway 33-L, (5-30), Massport locates 
no noise monitoring equipment within the City or within any reasonable distance 
from the City. (5-13) Interestingly, many of the noise monitors located to the south 
of Logan are at greater distances from runways than impacted areas of Somerville. 
(Id. ) Moreover, although many more departures from 33L fly over the City than 
Everett (see 5-30), Massport does not even consider Somerville to be an area for 
evaluation (5-19). Despite this lack of objective data over current noise conditions 
in Somerville, Massport argues that the proposed expansion will "more equitably 
adjust air traffic" by tripling the volume over the City of Somerville. 

To supp-�rt its claims relating to noise impact, Massport uses a noise measure 
which bears no reasonable relationship to the actual noise experienced by people 
nor the effects of this noise on people. The Day-Night Sound Level (DNL) used by 
Massport is "a weighted sound level of a steady-state noise during a 24-hour day 
which contains the same sound exposure as does the summation of the sound 
exposures from all of the individual events that occur during a 24-hour period, with 
the provision that noises occurring at night are increased by lOd.B." Without 
doubt, fo.ose areas with a high DNL suffer from excessive noise. But because it is a 
24 hour average, the DNL understates the actual impact of noise on many affected 
communities such as Somerville. 

For example, Somerville suffers from severe air traffic on many evenings 
between the hours of 10:30 p.m. through 12:30 a.m. and the following mornings 
between 6:15 a.m. through 8:00 a.m. with little traffic for the rest of the day. 
Needless to say, the affected residents suffer from sleep deprivation with physical 
impacts the next day. Another community could experience constant air traffic 
from 10:00 a.m . through 6:00 p .m. A reasonable person might conclude that the 
first community bore the more severe consequences of air traffic since the noise 

59.1 

59.2 
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would come at night and the early morning against a quieter background wheµ 
most people are at home and trying to sleep. In the second community, most people 
would be at work, out of the house, or doing activities which do not require quiet 
(unlike sleep) Under DNL as used by Massport, however, the first community 
would not appear to suffer any adverse consequences. Likewise, under Massport's 
definitions of dwell and persistence, the first community would not even qualify for 
relief. (See 5-18, 5-19 for Massport's definitions). 

To an elected official in an affected community, it is beyond belief 
that the DEIS does not measure and discuss the amount of noise that 
communities may experience when there is late evening flight traffic 
followed by early morning flight traffic. In such situations, affected 
residents cannot realize a decent night' sleep. Perhaps this oversight is 
understandable, since such a study would show many thousands of people 
in the Greater Boston Area are subject to severe sleep deprivation many 
times during the year as a result of air traffic from Logan Airport. 

A more reasonable method to determine the impact of noise upon a 
community shquld take the noise level, time of day and population density into 
account. If� dense community is subjected to noise which would awaken an 
average person during the late evenings and early mornings, large numbers of 
people may have their sleep affected for extended periods of ti.me. Most people 
would agree that such an area would be suffering from severe environmental 
consequences. In the DEIS, however, Massport has not undertaken such an 
analysis. A realistic figure should be developed to measure the "cost" of noise, 59 3 measuring the number of people affected by noise, the level of noise, and the • 

consequences of noise (such as hours oflost sleep, inability to enjoy one's home, 
etc.). Such a measure should then be contrasted with the economic costs which the 
DEIS claims result from delays. 

Since Massport has no noise monitoring devices in Somerville, it is 
impossible for anyone to obtain actual hard data for noise levels, especially in hilly 
areas, during the late evening and early morning hours to arrive at such a measure 
on their own. In an effort to obtain some hard data, I used a Radio Shack Sound 
Level Meter to take measurements at Winter Hill. Depending on the altitude of 
planes, I measured up to 110 dB out doors and 75dB indoors with windows closed 
during late night and early morning hours. This hard data confirms my personal 
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experience and the experience of constituents suffering from this air traffic. F.6r 
example, I have been awoken on numerous mornings by flights departing at 6:00 
a.m. after suffering from persistent flights that occurred from after 11:00 through
midnight (and even 1:00 a.m.) the prior evening. In fact, on Sunday, April 10, 1999
three flights traveled over Winter Hill from approximately 1:00 a.m. through 1:15
a.m .. The following morning, flights started at 6: 15 a.m., which awoke me. The
last four Sundays in a row air traffic has begun at 6: 15 a.m. During the past week,
I was awoken twice after 3:00 a.m. and received complaints from constituents who
were also awoken. I have personally contacted the noise complaint telephone line
on a number of these occasions, even Thanksgiving and Christmas morning at 6:30
a.m. Of course, Massport takes the information but provides no relief. (Copies of
somP. notices are attached hereto as Exhibit A). Given my personal experience with
noise and the experiences of my constituents, I can affirmatively state that the
DEIS is totally defective in its analysis with respect to the current noise impacts on
the City and elsewhere.

III. THE DEIS FAILS TO ADEQUATELY ADDRESS THE NOISE
CONSEQUENCES TO THE CITY IF THE PROPOSED RUNWAY IS BUILT 

Since. the DEIS fails to objectively measure the current noise impacts on the 
City, it is imp·ossible to reasonably evaluate the impact of the proposed expansion 
on the City. As discussed above, Massport relies on its general discussions of 
decipel levels over areas, but does not provide a realistic evaluation of the impact of 
the additional noise on real people in the City. Interestingly, although departures 
from 331 are expected to triple, and the heart of this flight pattern is over the City, 
(6-13), Massport does not specifically address the impact on the City from this 
tripling in air traffic. Instead, Massport provides charts showing increases in dwell 
exceedence and persistence exceedence for the various runways. (Figures 6.2-5 

_ 59. 4 through 6.2-8). 

These charts demonstrate that dramatic increases in dwell and persistence 
over the City will result from departures from 33L if the run way is constructed. 
There is, however, no description of the impact of the new runway on heavy late 
night overflights followed by heavy early morning overflights. The discussion in 
Part II above showed that Massport and the DEIS does not measure or address the 
level oflate night overflights followed by heavy early morning overflights on the 
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City. My own experience, however, demonstrates that such level is substantial 
during much of the year. Since 33 Lis the only runway that can be used when there 
are severe northwest winds, if the runway is built, the City will continue to suffer 
from such late night overflights followed by early morning overflights when such 
winds predominate. But, the City will then also suffer from excessive dwell and 
persistence during the rest of the day resulting from the use of the new runway. A 
fair reading of the DEIS, however, shows that these clear noise environmental 
impacts to the City are not adequately addressed. 

Not only is there a clear danger of severe noise environmental impacts on the 
City, but the remedial measures proposed by Massport are ineffective. For a 
community like Somerville which suffers from substantial late night followed by 
early morning overflights, Massport offers no soundproofing. The only remedial 
measure discussed in the DEIS is the projected increase in the use of Stage 3 
aircraft. (6-9). However, use of stage 3 aircraft is already required during the late 
night and early mornings. But it is the noise from these stage 3 aircraft that 
currently awakens people in the City after 11:00 p.m. and after 6:00 a.m. And 
without actual hard data from noise measurements in places such as Winter Hill in 
the City, there can be no objective analysis of the noise experienced by people when 
these stage' 3 jets are used. Unfortunately, it appears that the proposed 
remediation requiring the use of stage 3 jets would be nothing more than an empty 
palliative for the residents of the City. 

IV.SUMMARY

In summary, the DEIS utterly fails to address the current impact of noise 
from Logan on the City, despite the fact that the City is the densest community in 
the Commonwealth. Likewise, the DEIS fails to address the current level of late 
evening followed by early morning overflights, despite the fact that this type of air 
traffic results in substantial sleep deprivation over extended periods of time. 

59.5 

59.6 
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Lastly, the DEIS fails to address the future noise impact of the proposed runway 
on the City. As a result, the Secretary of Environmental Affairs should insure that 
the Final EIR. measures and discusses these present and future noise impacts on 
the City as set forth herein 

Very truly yours, 

William A. White, Jr Chairman 
Committee on Hvusmg and 

Community Development 



CITY OF SOMERVILLE, MASSACHUSETTS 
BOARD OF ALDERMEN 

WILLIAM A. WHITE, JR. 

ALDERMAN AT LARGE 

Via Fax 727-1598 Mr. Arthur Pugsley MEPA Unit Executive Office of ��nvironmental Affairs

100 Cambridge Street, 20th floor Boston, MA 02202 
Dear :M:r. Pugsley: 

Today I filed with your office a letter setting forth my comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the proposed expansion of Logan Airport. 1 inadvertently failed to attach Exhibit A to those comments. AB a result, I am faxing you a copy of Exhibit A and ask that you attach it to my letter to you. Thank you for your cooperation. 
Very truly yours, 
��PiC/ud// 
William A. White, Jr. / 



MASSACBOSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noi•e Abatement office 

Boston-Logan Xntarnationa.1 Airport 
Ease Boston, HA OlllS-�04� 

Aircraft Disturbance Report 

Person Reporting Oisturbance: 

Mr. William White 
16 Browning Rd. 
Somerville 1 MA 02145 

Disturbance Date and Time: 

Conditions: 

Telephone: 617-625-2600

06:42 on 11 Apr 99 to 
06:42 on 11 Apr 99 

Wind Direction: 
Ceiling: 

300 deg 
25000 Ft 

Wind Speed: 
Visibility: 

Runways in use: 

Arrivals: 
Departures: 

JJL - 33R 
33L 

9 Knots 
10.0 Miles 

Complaint Description: The last aircraft last night went over at 
1:30 am. It is only 6:42 am and there are more aircraft flying 
over already. 

Massport Report of Investigation: You are affected by jet 
departures on Runway 33L, in use with northwesterly winds. A 
change of runway configuration occurred at 10:10 am. 

Maseport Reportsr: Operations Dept. 

Send Copy: Yes 

cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 



MASSACHUSETTS PORT AtrrBORJ:'l'Y 
Noise Abatement Offica 

Boston-Logan IncarnatioJ111l Airport 
Baat Boston, MA 021�8-�04� 

Aircraft Disturbance Report 

Person Reporting Disturbance: 

Mr. William White 
16 Browning Rd. 
Somerville, MA 02145 

Disturbance Data and Time: 

Cond.it:ions: 

' 

\ 

Telephone: 617-625-2600

03:44 on 13 Apr 99 to 
03:44 on 13 Apr 99 

Wind Direction: 
Ceiling: 

320 deg 
15000 Ft 

Wind Speed.: 
Viaibility: 

13 Knots 
10.0 Miles 

Runways in Osa: 

.Arrivals: 
Departures: 

33L - 33R 
33L 

Complaint Description: An aircraft flew over at 3:30 am. Please 
identify the stage. Who authorized the flight? Why not over the 
water? 

Massport Report of Investigation: You were affected by an 
departure from Runway 33L. The aircraft was Stage 3 and 
Runway 33L with the strong northwesterly winds. The FAA has 
noti!ied of your observations and concerns by c:opy of 
complaint. 

Maasport Reporter: Operations Dept. 

Send Ccpy: No 

cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 

LR35 
used 
been 
this 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code 

59.1 

59.2 

59.3 

59.4 

Topic 1 

Noise 

Noise 

Noise 

Alternatives 

Topic 2 

Monitoring 

Model 

Impacts 

Runway 14/32 

Letter 59 
City of Somerville, Board of Alderman 

William A White Jr., Chairman, 
Committee on Housing and 

Community Development 

Comment 

Although the heart of the flight tracks from 33L is over the 
City and is located less than four miles from the end of 
Runway 33-L, (5-30), Massport locates no noise 
monitoring equipment within the City or within any 
reasonable distance from the City. 

··�-- ---·· ··-····-·· ·-

The Day-Night Sound Level (DNL) used by Massport is "a 
weighted sound level of a steady-state noise during a 
24-hour day which contains the same sound exposure as
does the summation of the sound exposures from all of
the individual events that occur during a 24-hou r period,
with the provision that noises occurring at night are
increased by 10dB." Without doubt, those areas with a
high DNL suffer from excessive noise. But because it is a
24 hour average, the DNL understates the actual impact
of noise on many affected communities such as
Somerville.

A realistic figure should be developed to measure the 
"cost" of noise, measuring the number of people affected 
by noise, the level of noise, and the consequences of 
noise (such as hours of lost sleep, inability to enjoy one's 
home, etc.). Such a measure should then be contrasted 
with the economic costs which the DEIS claims result 
from delays. 

... although departures from [Runway] 33L are expected to 
triple, and the heart of this flight pattern is over the City, 
([Page] 6-13), Massport does not specifically address the 
impact on the City from this tripling in air traffic. Instead, 
Massport provides charts showing increases in dwell 
exceedence and persistence exceedence for the various 
runways. (Figures 6.2-5 through 6.2-8). 

These charts demonstrate that dramatic increases in dwell 
and persistence over the City will result from departures 
from 33L if the runway is constructed. There is, however, no 
description of the impact of the new runway on heavy late 
night overflights followed by heavy early morning overflights. 

Response 

Requests for new noise monitors should be addressed to 
Massport. 

For environmental sounds of all types, the EPA adopted the 
Day-Night Sound Level (DNL) to account for both the 
magnitudes and duration of the various sounds. The DNL 
penalizes sounds made during the nighttime (chosen in the 
United States to be 10 PM to 7 AM) by adding ten dB to the 
measured values. It is unfortunate that it is otten 
characterized as the "average level" and therefore some 
people believe that it does not represent the levels of 
individual events. Actually, it represents the total noise 
exposure in a 24-hour day, including a nighttime penalty of 
ten dB. Thus, it accounts for all the individual sound events 
during the 24-hour period. EPA's review of the available case 
studies on the effects of environmental noise on humans 
found that DNL correlates better with the effects than any 
measure of the various individual events. 

The Airside Project Dratt 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 
Dratt EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR is intended 
to provide analytic context. 

There are five jet departure tracks from Runway 33L. Of 
these, two tracks tum over Somerville (refer to Figure 6.2.3 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR). These two tracks carry less 
than 30 percent of the departures from Runway 33L. The 
increase in effective jet departures from Runway 33 over 
Somerville is from about 3.3 percent to 3.6 percent in the 
29M Low Fleet scenario and from 2.7 percent to 3.2 percent 
in the 37.5M Low Fleet scenario (refer to Table 6.2-2 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR). This increase of about ten percent 
would not dramatically increase either dwell or persistence. 
The increases attributed to "Arr 15/Dep 33" in Figures 6.2-5 
through 6.2-8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR result primarily 
from increased arrivals on Runway 15 (refer to Table 6.2.2 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR). Since these arrivals do not fly 
over Somerville there will be little increase in noise in 
Somerville from the proposed changes at Logan Airport. 

Letter 59: City of Somerville, Board of Alderman 
William A. White Jr., Chairman, Committee on Housing and Community Development 
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Code Topic 1 

59.5 Noise 

59.6 Noise 

Topic 2 

Sound 
Insulation 

Comment 

Not only is there a clear danger of severe noise 
environmental impacts on the City, but the remedial 
measures proposed by Massport are ineffective. For a 
community like Somerville which suffers from substantial 
late night followed by early morning overflights, Massport 
offers no soundproofing. 

-- - -- ----- --·�- · --

Impacts The only remedial measure discussed in the DEIS is the 
projected increase in the use of Stage 3 aircraft. (6-9). 
However, use of Stage 3 aircraft is already required during 
the late night and early mornings. But it is the noise from 
these Stage 3 aircraft that currently awakens people in the 
City after 11 :00 p.m. and after 6:00 a.m. 

Letter 59: City of Somerville, Board of Alderman 
William A. White Jr., Chairman, Committee on Housing and Community Development 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 
If the Preferred Alternative is implemented, Somerville's 
overflights will increase in comparison to the No-Action 
Alternative. However, the highest resulting noise exposure in 
that community is estimated to be on the order of 55 dB DNL, 
well beyond the 60 dB DNL contours shown in Figures 6.2-8 
and 6.2-10 through 6.2-14 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
The average mise of Stage 3 aircraft operating at 
Logan Airport is expected to decrease with time as the low 
bypass JT8D powered aircraft, which have been hushkitted to 
meet Stage 3 requirements, are retired from the fleet and 
replaced by the quieter new high bypass powered Stage 3 
aircraft. 
The Night Equivalent Sound Level (LeqN) was calculated at 
23 selected locations for all fleets and scenarios. Table 6.2.15 
of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIA reports 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. 
In addition, Massport proposed the following noise mitigation 
measures: 
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 i, 
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. 
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 monitoring 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. 

__ j 



CITY OF SOMERVILLE, MASSACHUSETTS 

CITY CLERKS OFFICE 

ARTHUR McCUE 

CITY CLERK 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley 
MEPA Unit 
Executive Office of 
Enviromnental Affairs 
100 Cambridge St. 
Boston, MA 02202 

Dear Sir: 

WILLIAM ROCHE 

ACTING MAYOR 

LETTER 60 

Enclosed please find a certified copy of a Resolution 
unanimously adopted by the Somerville Board of Aldermen at their 
April 22, 1999 meeting. 

Alderman-at-Large William A. White, Jr. the resolution's 
sponsor, also has requested that a copy of the video tape of the 
public hearing regarding Logan runway expansion which was held on 
April 13, 1999 at Somerville City Hall be forwarded to you. 
Accordingly both documents are included herewith. 

If yo� have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact 
me. 

Very truly yours, 

�� 
City Clerk 



RESOLVED, 

RESOLVED, 

Board o/ .../JfJ11rm1zn 

C;�'J o/ Somervif/e 

rnadJac�uul!J 

April 22, 1999

RESOLUTION 

Ca" fia ti 
�ll - 62s-6600

That this Board of Aldermen hereby adopts the comments of Alderman William A.
White Jr. on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Logan Airside
Improvements Planning Project as set forth in the attached letter from Alderman White
to Mr. Arthur Pugsley, dated April 22, 1999; AND BE IT FURTHER 

That this Board requests that a copy of this Resolution be sent to Mr. Pugsley for
inclusion in MEP A's record. 

Submitted By:
---1 °/� �/�L-L�� 

/>i>ies'entfuseph A. Curtatone 
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Alderman Gra� ·o 

A TRUE COPY ATTEST:

�.� 
CITY CLERK 

W�{lU£/ 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 

60.1 ' General 
Opposition 

Topic 2 

Letter 60 
City of Somerville, City Clerk's Office 

Arthur B. Mccue, City Clerk 

Comment Response 

Comment noted. 

Letter 60: City of Somerville, City Clerks Office - Arthur B. Mccue, City Clerk 





TOWN OF WINTHROP 

I 

GERALD B. OGUS, Chairman 
ROBERT L. DRISCOLL, JR. 
MATTHEW D. LANZA 

TOWN HALL 
WINTHROP, MA 02f52-3156 

TEL: 617-846-1077 
FAX:617-846-5458 PATRICIA A. FRAZIER 

Administrative Secretary OFFICEOFTIIE 

BOARD OF SELECTME� 

LETTER 61 April 22, 1999 

BY HAND (EOEA) and VIA AIRBORNE OVERNIGHT (FAA) 

John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Di vision. ANE-600 

New England Region 
12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, Massachusetts O 1803 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Unit. Mr. Arthur Pugsley 
100 Cambridge Street 
20th Floor 
Boston, Massachusetts 02202 

Gentlemen: 

Re: Boston. Logan International Airport 
Logan Airside Improvements Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Environmental Impact Report 
EOEA No. l 0458 

This letter provides the comments of Board of Selectmen of the Town of Winthrop. 
Massachusetts ("Selectmen") on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report ("DEIS/R") 
for the above-referenced project ("Project") under the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act 
("MEPA"), the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 ("NEPA"). It also provides the 
comments of the Selectmen under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 
("4f'). Finally, it provides the comments of the Selectmen on the Notice of Project Change for 
the Project, submitted by the Massachusetts Port Authoiity ("Massport") on February 19, 1999. 

The Selectmen find the DEIS/R wholly inadequate under both NEPA and MEP A. The 
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Selectmen urge the United States Environm�ntal Protection Agency ("EPA") to give the DEIS/R 
· a ranking of "Environmentally Unsatisfactory" and "Inadequate." The reasons for these findings
by the Selectmen are as follows:

A. The DEIS/R completely ignores the "induced demand" issue highlighted by the EPA
in its comments on the Environmental Notification Fonn/ScoHe of Work ("ENF") and required to 
be studied and included in the DEIS under the regulations of the Council on Environmental 
Quality. The Project clearly increases capacity and fosters the growth of both passenger volwne 
and aircraft operations at Logan. Yet, the DEIS/R pretends that the Project is somehow "demand 
neutral." 

B. As a result, virtually all of the environmental impact analyses for the Project are
inaccurate because they are based on the same passenger levels for both the preferred alternative 
and the no-build alternative. This means that the DEIS/R significantly understates both the 
environmental impacts of the Project and the potential for passenger diversion of various 
alternatives. 

C. Whole categories of impacts on Winthrop, such as land use patterns, historical and
cultural resources and wetlands are ignored. 

D. Several reasonable alternatives have not been included or analyzed in any meaningful
way. 

E. The DEIS/R ignores major impacts on 4f resources.

F. It also ignores public health issues.

G. The DEIS/R fails to meet the requirements of both MEPA and NEPA with respect to
mitigation. 

1. The Basic Flaw: This Project Increases Capacity and Induces Growth Rather Than Just
Reducing Delays

A. Induced Demand

The stated purpose of the Project is to reduce delays at Logan. Even assuming for the 
sake of argument that the Project would address that problem. it is quite clear that the very 
existence of the Project will also induce passenger demand.· The EPA stated this issue quite 
succinctly in its November 8. 1995 comments on the ENF for the Project: 

EPA is concerned that airside and landside improvements will attract 
more passengers to the airport ("induced demand"), as opposed to merely 
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accommodating the already ai:iticipated passengers. 

The Regional Administrator, John DeVillars, echoed this theme in his November 13, 1995 
comment on the ENF: 

... the expected increase in passenger volume th�t will be accommodated by 
these projects will affect regional and local transportation patterns and 
consequently, air quality. 

EPA did not raise these concerns in a regulatory vacuum. The regulations of the Council 
on Environmental Quality ("CEQ") for implementing NEPA require an EIS to analyze both 
direct and indirect effects. An "indirect effect" is defined by CEQ to include: 

... growth inducing effects and other effects related to induced changes 
in the ... growth rate, and related effects on air and water and other 
natural systems, including ecosystems. 

40 CFR Section 1508.8 (b ). Thus, it is hardly surprising that EPA was so concerned about 
"induced demand" in 1995. The NEPA regulations require the DEIS/R to deal with the issue. 

The project proponents, Massport and the FAA, inexplicably try to pretend that this 
requirement does not exist. They cling to the notion that the same number of passengers will fly 
in and out of Logan whether or not t�e airside "improvements" are built. claiming that "[n]either 
the runway nor any other improvements associated with the ... Project will induce demand by new 
passengers who would not otherwise come to Logan." This "demand neutral" approach flies in 
the face of common experience and common sense. It is well established that major regional 
transportation'initiatives such as highways or runways induce demand. Indeed, the Boston 
business community and Massport have been promoting the Project in the press with the claim 
that Boston will lose conventions, tourists, jobs and business meetings if the Project is not built. 
If, for the sake of argument. one accepts theses claims by Project backers, then it is quite clear 
that the Project will induce tourists, conventioneers and business people to come to Boston, using 
Logan to do so. 

Conversely, if the Project is not built, these same passengers will (according to the 
business community and Massport) avoid Boston at all costs. Thus, the no-build alternative 
clearly has a "negative inducement" factor. For example, the DEIS/R claims that if the Project is 
not built, the average delay at Logan for each takeoff and landing may well reach almost an hour. 
If that is the case, then the time differential between flying and taking the alternative of high 
speed rail between Boston and New York is virtually eliminated. Clearly, the effect of such a 
leveling of the transportation playing field will be to induce more Boston-New York passengers 
to take the train instead of the shuttle. However, the DEIS/R completely ignores this effect .. It 
pretends that air travel will still have a more than one hour time advantage over high speed rail 
(Table 2.4-5). Are Massport and the FAA seriously arguing that average delays of one hour per 
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flight will have no effect on Logan's passenger and operations levels? Put another way, there i� 
"little or no chance that Logan's passenger level would ever approach 45 million under the no
build scenario with average delays of almost an hour per operation. 

The DEIS/R also fails to look at induced demand issue with regard to the cumulative 
effects of the combination of Logan 2000 landside program and the airside Project. Massport 

\ 

and FAA employed the same demand neutral argument with respect to the billion dollar Logan 
2000 landside project.. Now Massport and FAA claim that putting a billion dollars into 
improving ground access, parking and terminal space at Logan (Logan 2000). contributing $300 
million to a new harbor tunnel and related highways designed to improve interstate highway 
access to Logan (Third Harbor Tunnel and Route IA), and finally creating a new runway and 
various airside improvements (the Project), all at the same time and in the same location will 
have absolutely no effect on passenger demand at the airport. 

It is time for Massport and the FAA to abandon that "theory." The Secretary's decision 
on the ENF clearly stated that the DEIS/R "should include analysis of cumulative impacts, and 
should clearly explain the relationship between the Logan 2000 landside program and the Airside 
Improvements." The EPA went further. The Regional Administrator stated that the DEIS/R 
would "provide the critical opportunity" ( emphasis in original) to examine the synergistic or 
cumulative effects of Logan 2000 and the Project. The EPA comments on the ENF described 
the FAA's environmental review for Logan projects as "segmented." EPA was very clear in its 
recommendation that the DEIS needed to evaluate the possibility "that more people will drive to 
the airport if there is a new garage, and that more passengers will choose to fly from Logan .. .if 
Logan's capacity is increased as a result of airside improvements such as a new runway." EPA 
questioned the Massport and FAA position that none of the landside/airside projects would 
induce demand, and called for a DEIS/R that would analyze the inducement factor in a 
"comprehensive landside/airside" context. 

The DEIS/R pays lip service to these comments by including a section entitled 
"Cumulative Impacts." However, it ignores the substance of the comments. In the "Cumulative 
Impacts" section of the DEIS/R, Massport and FAA simply return to their prior position that 
"[a]irside improvements ... do not relate to or affect any of the landside facilities or operations, 
and consequently, do not change any of the" environmental analyses. This again flies in the face 
of the expert opinions of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs and the EPA, as well as 
common experience and common sense. For example, if Massport cannot find ways to get 45 
million or even 37.5 million passengers to and from Logan. then it is certainly reasonable to 
assume that less people will fly into and out of Logan and the need for the airside Project 
diminishes. Similarly, if you do not build the airside Project and, as a result. delays increase 
dramatically, then it is also reasonable to assume that passenger and operation levels will 
decrease and you may not need. for instance, the second phase of the West Garage. In short, the 
entire Logan package, Logan 2000 and the Project, will work together and be anything but 
"demand neutral." That package will induce demand; or, by its absence will cumulatively 
reduce demand. 
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The DEIS/R needs to examine all of the ramifications of the induced demand factor and 
· its corollary, the negative inducement factor. It must examine if any airport has ever functioned
with delays averaging almost one hour per flight and a ground access system that simply cannot 
handle the tens of millions of cars that Massport and FAA project will be headed for Logan even 
if Massport achieves its ambitious HOV and transit goals. It must determine how many 
passengers and operations such a level of delay (or anything c.lpse to it) getting to and flying out 
of the airport would eliminate as passengers choose other modes or perhaps avoid Boston 
altogether. Then, and only then, can the environmental impacts of the Project versus other 
alternatives, including the no-build alternative, be compared. 

2. Capacity Enhancement by Design

The demand-inducing aspects of the mere existence of the Project (and its related 
projects) are exacerbated by the Project's very design, which strongly suggests that it's main 
purpose is to provide for an increase in operational capacity at Logan rather than just addressing 
the current delay situation. For example, Massport and FAA claim that Runway 14/32 is 
designed primarily to deal with the problem of wind-related delays. However, according to the 
DEIS/R, such delays occur only 11 % of the time. What will be the effect of using Runway 14/32 
the other 89% of the time? Severe wind delays ( l  runway) occur only l O days per year. What 
will 14/32 be used for on the other 355 days? Runway 14/32 is designed to handle 70,000 
operations per year. Do you need to handle 70,000 flights ( 13% of all operations) just to deal 
with l 4/32's projected share of the delay reduction activity? It certainly seems that Runway 
14/32 is designed to allow L0gan to increase its overall capacity rather than to just address wind
related delays. 

The same can be said for the taxiway improvements. According to the DEIS/R, the 
taxiway improvt:;ments have no effect on runway-related (or wind -related) delays. Further, 
taxiway traffic issues are only a very small part of the delay problem. If the purpose of the 
Project, as stated in the DEIS/R, is "[t]o address the delay problem at Logan" then the taxiway 
improvements are not necessary. Clearly, the taxiway improvements are necessary and are 
designed to enable the project proponents to push more people and planes through Logan, not to 
deal with the delay problem. 

Indeed, if delays at Logan are the problem that the Project is supposedly designed to 
address, then it appears to be a poor solution. Even with all of the airside "improvements," the 
DEIS/R only projects a 30% improvement in the delay picture. What is being done about the 
other 70% of the problem? The Secretary's decision on the ENF recognized this incongruity. 
That decision required the DEIS/R to discuss delays from non-wind related conditions, such as 
delays started at other airports. The DEIS/R fails to meet this requirement. 

Are new runways and other airside "improvements" really the only answer to the delay 
problem? According to the DEIS/R, there are five airports in the U.S. which have a greater level 
of delay than Logan. Are those airports proposing new runways and taxiway improvements? 
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The DEIS/R does not tell us. Are those airpc:>rts addressing their more severe delay problems 
· with other alternatives? Again the DEIS/R is silent. Are the cities that experience more delay
than Logan suffering from a lack of tourist, convention and business travel? The reader of the
DEIS/R is not provided with such information, but he or she is told that such will be the fate of
Boston if the Project is not built.

If wind-related delay reduction is not the major goal of the Project, then what is? Note 
that Logan ranks 6th in delays and 11 th in operations, but only 17th in passenger volume. Clearly, 
delays are not attributable to the crush of tourists, conventioneers and businesspeople that the 
Project's backers insist will disappear if the Project is not built. If that were the case, then the 
passenger volume ranking would not be so low. These rankings suggest that the real problem 
which the Project is aimed at may be the crush of small commuter and shuttle flights which 
cause the high operations to passenger ranking ratio. 

Thus, the Project appears to be anything but "demand neutral." Its very existence in 
isolation would induce demand by virtue of the fact that it will make air travel from Logan 
significantly more attractive than it would be absent the Project. That inducement is 
compounded by the synergy of the Project with the Logan 2000 landside improvements and the 
Third Harbor Tunnel. which allow passengers to get to and from the flights that the airside 
" improvements" will accommodate. The Project is also designed to accommodate, handle and 
thus induce much more than air traffic affected by wind-related delays. It is designed to enable 
Logan's managers to pump an ever-increasing amount of operations through the airport. That is 
the only way that the demand projections for the year 2010 can be met. 

2. The Project's Environmental Impacts are Understated

A. Fleet and Passenger Levels Cannot be the Same for All Alternatives

Once one acknowledges the fact that the Project is not "demand neutral," but instead 
represents a powerful engine for accommodating and inducing the growth of operations at 
Logan, it is clear that environmental analyses in the DEIS/R for every medium or pollutant 
significantly understate the impacts of the Project This stems from the fact that the DEIS/R 
assumes that the Project will have absolutely no impact on demand at Logan and therefore 
applies the same fleet and passenger levels to each alternative analyzed, including the no build 
alternative. With this simplistic approach (questioned by both the EPA and EOEA), Massport 
and FAA can claim that the Project will produce environmental "benefits." These "benefits" 
stem from the fact that if fleet and passenger levels are equal for every alternative, then the 
preferred alternative will always move that equal number of planes and passengers through the 
airport more quickly and thus more cleanly. The aircraft will move beyond the relevant airshed, 
noiseshed, etc. more rapidly, thereby "reducing" impacts. However, alternatives 2, 3 and 4 (all 
of which exclude the new runway and two of which exclude all of the physical "improvements") 
should not be compared to the preferred alternative at the same fleet and passenger levels. This 
is because, as demonstrated above, the very "efficiency" of the preferred alternative. and the 
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delays associated with the "inefficiencies" o( alternatives 2. 3 and 4 would change the demand 
'levels (and thus the fleet and passenger levels) at any point in time. 

Take for example the impact on Court Road residences in Winthrop from taxiway noise. 
Under alternative IA (the preferred alternative) a certain level of passengers and operations will 
produce a level of impact. That level should be greater than t¥ level produced under alternative 
4 (the true "no build" alternative) at any given time because under alternative 4 there should be 
less demand for air travel and thus less passengers and operations. The DEISIR. however, 
ignores the induced demand and capacity enhancement attributes of the preferred alternative and 
simply assumes that the same number of people will fly into and out of Logan under alternatives 
IA and 4, even as delays approach one hour for each operation as projected under alternative 4. 
The result is that both the alleged environmental "advantage" of the preferred alternative and the 
environmental impacts of alternative 4 are overstated. 

B. Even Without the Induced Demand Factor, Impacts are Ignored or Miscalculated

(i). Noise 

Noise is a particularly troublesome factor for Winthrop. The DEIS/R presents a 
confusing and often inconsistent picture of the Project's noise impacts. This approach fails to 
meet MEPA/NEPA standards as well as certain specific requirements of the comments and 
decision on the ENF. 

The noise data and the conclusions derived therefrom in the DEIS/R are flawed. 
Massport continues to employ its computer noise models even when it knows that the models 
understate actual noise. especially in Winthrop. For example, the DEIS/R utilizes noise data for 
1993 from the·models when actual, real life data from noise monitors is available which shows 
higher noise levels. 

Why does the DEIS/R utilize 1993 as the noise baseline year? That year featured the 
highest number of operations until last year, the highest delay ranking in Logan ·s history, a 
lower percentage of Stage 3 aircraft in the fleet than you would find in subsequent years, and in 
1993 the INM model had not yet been corrected to cure the understatement of noise. In short. 
1993 seems to be a fairly "dirty" and inaccurate baseline choice. Its use may overstate the 
alleged "improvements" from the Project. 

A basic premise of the DEIS/R is that without the airside "improvements" Logan will 
become a "north-south" airport. Winthrop is to the east of Logan. Presumably. Winthrop would 
be a candidate for more noise with the "improvements." Yet the DEIS/R purports to demonstrate 
that Winthrop gets less noise with the Project. That does not make sense. 

Ground taxi noise is a particular problem for Winthrop residents, especially at Court 
Road. Indeed, the DEIS/R shows that the highest level of ground taxi noise. is found at Court 
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Road, from aircraft taxiing to the 22 runway� for departure. How then, can Massport and FAA _ 
· claim that a centerfield taxiway which brings more planes per hour to the 22s for departure
somehow reduces noise on Court Road? The answer should not be just "increased efficiency"
because the data show that even with all of the airside improvements delays will increase by a
factor 1.4.

' 

\ 

The Secretary's decision on the ENF specifically requested that the DEIS/R should 
include the 60 dB contour. This is important for Winthrop and many other communities since 61.21 
the DEIS/R acknowledges that the population within the 65 dB contour actually goes up with the 
addition of the airside "improvements." Naturally, one wonders if the same is true for the 60 dB 
contour. It is. While the DEIS/R does not include the 60 dB contours throughout the main text, 
hidden away in Appendix L, Table 1.1 is data demonstrating that the population exposed to 60 
dB with the airside "improvements" goes up in every fleet scenario. 

Even utilizing Massport/FAA's flawed assumption that the Project has nothing to do with 
demand and passenger levels, it is clear that the airside "improvements" do not deliver the 61.22 
promised noise benefits for portions of Winthrop. The important "night time equivalent" sound 
level values go up in Winthrop in the 29 million low fleet scenario at 4 out of 5 monitoring 
locations when you add Runway 14/32. In the 37.5 million low fleet scenario. adding 14/32 
makes these values go up at 2 out of the 5 locations in Winthrop. Similarly. sound from ground 
operations increases in Winthrop with the addition of airside "improvements." At both the 
Somerset and Johnson as well as the Loring and Court Road locations noise goes up with the 
"improvements" versus the no action alternative. 

(ii). Air/Odor Pollution 

Massport and FAA do not seem to have taken EPA's comments on tile air pollution issue 
seriously. EPA called for an inventory of total air toxics. Where is it? EPA requested a 
combination of all landside and airside emissions. It is difficult to determine if that analysis is 
included in the DEIS/R. 

The issue of the Project's conformity with the federal Clean Air Act is an important one. 
As with the issue of demand and cumulative impacts. Massport and FAA simply assume the 
issue away. They come to the rather tortured conclusion that no Conformity Determination is 
required under the Clean Air Act, even though emissions go up for just about every category of 
pollutant if the Project is built. Their "reasoning," once again, is that the preferred alternative 
results in an alleged "reduction" of air pollutants when compared to the no action alternatives at 
the same fleet and passenger levels. Such reasoning, as demonstrated above. completely ignores 
the induced demand issue and the cumulative effects issue that EPA noted. It further ignores the 
simple common sense argument that it is highly unlikely (if not impossible) that anything close 
to 4::, million or even 3 7.5 million passengers will utilize Logan if delays for each takeoff and 
landing average about an hour and ground access is a nightmarish experience. 
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The Mass port and FAA "theory" that. the Project does not require a Conformity 
· Determination is simply asserted in the DEIS/R without any citation or reference to provisions of
the Clean Air Act, its implementing regulations or case law that allow such a conclusion. The
fact is that the Project will cause emissions to go up. One such emission is NO x. NO xis one of
the precursors of ozone. Massachusetts is a "serious non-attainment" state for ozone under the

61 _25 Clean Air Act, as noted by Administrator DeVillars in his convnents on the ENF. The Project
will allow or accommodate ever-increasing numbers of Stage 3 aircraft to fly into and out of
Logan. Stage 3 aircraft, while quieter, produce more NO x than the noisier planes that they are
replacing. Therefore, it is clear that the Project will have a decidedly negative effect on the
Commonwealth's ability to meet Clean Air Act requirements. A Conformity Determination
should certainly be required. The "theory" in the DEIS/R used to avoid such a Determination
finds little support in the facts and the DEIS/R provides no legal support for such a position.

The DEIS/R goes on at great length to make the case that delays at Logan are extremely 
costly. However, it is silent on the economic impact of the failure of Massachusetts to achieve 61.26 
required results under the Clean Air Act. Such costs could be astronomical. Failure to achieve 
the requirements of the Act can result in the loss of federal highway funds. Given the cost of the 
Central Artery, what would be the impact of such a loss on the Massachusetts economy? Logan 
is one of the largest generators of pollution in Massachusetts. If Logan helps to trigger a failure 
to achieve Clean Air Act goals, what will be the costs in terms of added air pollution 
requirements for private stationary sources, such as utilities and factories? Will businesses 
relocate because tougher air pollution standards imposed on them as a result of emissions 
emanating from Logan? 

The dispersion model results do not seem to conform to the inventory model results. For 
example, at the 37.5 million low fleet scenario. 3 out the 8 pollutants in 2010 for the true no
build alternative are either less than or the same as the results for the preferred alternative. The 
same holds true for the 37.5 million high fleet scenario in 2010. For the 45 million high fleet 61.27 
scenario, a full half ( 4/8) of the pollutants measured are less for the true no-build alternative than 
they are for the preferred alternative. These results draw into question the argument in the 
DEIS/R that the "efficiency" of the preferred alternative provides clear air pollution benefits over 
no-build alternatives. 

Finally, the discussion in the DEIS/R of the dispersion modeling results is completely 
disingenuous and casts further doubt about the air pollution conclusions in the DEIS/R. When 
the results show that the preferred alternative has a slight advantage over the no-action 
alternative, the DEIS/R proclaims that the "the lowest levels occur in association with" the 61.28 
preferred alternative. However, when, as noted above, the results show that the no-action 
alternative has virtually the same advantage over the preferred alternative, the DEIS/R comes to 
the very different conclusion that "there will be no detectable differences in air quality impacts 
among the four alternatives," or "there is no significant difference." This lack of consistency in 
analysis draws into question the conclusions of the DEIS/R. ls it an advocacy document or an 
impartial environmental disclosure document? 
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(iii). Land Use 

Both MEPA and NEPA require the DEIR/S to discuss impacts on land use. The CEQ 
regulations implementing NEPA are quite specific on this requirement. They provide that an 
environmental impact statement "shall include discussions of:, 

(c) possible conflicts between the proposed action and the objectives of ...
local...land use plans, policies and controls for the area concemed ... (g) Urban
quality, historic and cultural resources, and the design of the built environment...

40 CFR Section 1502.16 ( emphasis added). 

There can be no doubt that Winthrop is part of the "area concerned." There can also be 
no doubt that Winthrop's "built environment," "urban quality," and "historic and cultural 
resources are heavily impacted by the airport and will be affected by the Project. Indeed, part of 
the airport lies within Winthrop. Major runways are located only a stone's throw from Winthrop 
residential neighborhoods and from the Belle Isle Marsh, an important historic and cultural 
resource. The overflights from Logan have had a considerable impact on land use and land 
values in certain parts of Winthrop. Airport-related noise and air pollution impacts have helped 
to shape the "built environment" and "urban quality" of such neighborhoods. A school building 
listed on the National Register of Historic Places is either in or quite near to the 65 dB contour, 
as is a park. The use and enjoyment of one of Winthrop's greatest resources. the beach, is 
heavily impacted by noise from aircraft. 

Yet, the DEIS/R includes the rather astonishing statement that the airside improvements 
will "not alter existing land use patterns." This is preposterous. Airport development and 
expansion have already had a major effect on land use in Winthrop. Further expansion 
associated with the Project will definitely impact land use patterns in Wintlu·op. 

The DEIS/R must explore this. At a minimum it should look into the land use impacts 
on Winthrop brought about historically by Logan development and passenger growth. That 
historical experience should be utilized to develop a picture of what impacted portions of 
Winthrop will be like in 2010 at various passenger and fleet scenarios. 

(iv). Wetlands/wildlife habitat/waterways 

61.29, 

The DEIS/R claims that the project is not within any wetlands resource area. However. it 
also states that the Project will need an Order of Conditions from the Boston Conservation 61.30 
Commission. Obviously, then, there is at least a presumption of impact on a resource area. Such 
impacts need to be discussed. 

There is no mention in the DEIS/R of the possibility that the Project.would require an 
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Order of Conditions from the Winthrop Conservation Commission. Clearly the Project will have 61.31 an impact on wetlands areas in Winthrop. Noise and exhaust pollution will impact on Belle Isle-
Marsh. Runoff and outflow increases from new taxiways may wash up on Winthrop shores. 
These issues should be discussed in the DEIS/R. 

The DEIS/R discusses the issue of the Upland Sandpi�r nesting areas, but not in the 61.32 
context of the wildlife habitat portion of the Wetlands Protection Act· 

The Project is planned to be constructed on filled tidelands or waterways. It represents a 
6 significant expansion of structure on existing fill. The DEIS/R does not discuss any possible 1.33 

need for a Chapter 91 license and/or compliance with the Rivers and Harbors Act or the Clean 
Water Act. . 

(v). 4f/Article 97 

While historic resources in Chelsea are discussed, as noted above, impacted historic and 
cultural resources in Winthrop are ignored. We note further that the DEIS/R summarily 
dismisses the acknowledged impacts on historic buildings in Chelsea with the proposed 
soundproofing of the historic residences affected. Soundproofing is a "band aid" approach. It 
does not fully mitigate the impacts of repeated noise assaults from jet aircraft. It is quite useless 
during warm weather when windows will be open and it does nothing for sound impacts outside 
of the building. It hardly represents all feasible mitigation measures. 

While the DEIS/R correctly points out that the legislation creating the Boston Harbor 
Islands park reservation may have exempted the islands from the provisions of 4f, the quoted 
legislation does not exempt the park reservation from MEP A and NEPA. In short, just because 
Congress saw fa to eliminate the Harbor Islands park area as a potential resources for purposes 
of 4f litigation in connection with airport activities, it does not mean that Congress meant that the 
environmental impacts on the islands from airport expansion should be ignored for MEP A and 
NEPA purposes. The Project will clearly have a major impact on the Harbor Islands parkland. It 
will create major noise problems for those making use of the islands and change the entire 
experience of anyone exploring the Harbor Islands. Such impacts need to be discussed and 
analyzed. 

Further, while federal legislation may have exempted the Harbor Islands from 4f 
litigation, it did not explicitly exempt the Islands for Article 97 purposes. The possible 
applicability of Article 97 of the Massachusetts Constitution should be explored in the DEIS/R. 

(vi). PRAS benefits 

The DEIS/R makes much of the assertion that the Project will enable Massport and the 
FAA to better achieve PRAS goals. Assuming, for the sake of argument, that this proposition is 
true, the DEIS/R should take into account the fact that the PRAS goals are almost 20 years old. 
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The world has changed a great deal in 20 ye¥s. Achievement of the PRAS goals should not, 
· then, be deemed such a terrific benefit automatically. The DEIS/R should discuss whether or
not the PRAS goals need revision in order to actually maximize environmental benefits.

It is also unclear from the DEIS/R just how much compliance with PRAS goals the 
Project might actually produce. The data in the DEIS/R is all over the map. For some runways 
the no-action alternative actually results in better PRAS compliance when compared to the 
preferred alternative. These discrepancies should be laid out and discussed fully in the DEIS/R. 

(vii). Public health 

Public health issues relating to airport activity remain a major concern in Winthrop and in 
other "close-in" communities. Massport was required to present public health issues in its GEIR 
process for Logan 2000. The result was far from adequate. It was mostly a recitation of 
Massport monitoring meetings convened by other agencies. The Department of Public Health 
commented that Massport's presentation was not particularly useful or accurate. 

The DEIS/R foils to advance the inquiry into airport-related public health issues. The 
Project will clearly enhance capacity at Logan and thus increase noise and emissions. According 
to the report of the Natural Resources Defense Council, Flving Off Course (NRDC 1996), a 1993 
EPA study ( EPA, Estimation and Evaluation of Cancer Risks Attributable to Air Pollution in 
Southwest Chicago) ranked aircraft engine emissions ahead of steel mills, hazardous waste 
treatment plants and other industrial facilities as a potential health hazard. That study concluded 
that aircraft engines are responsible for 10.5% of the cancer cases in southwest Chicago caused 
by toxic air pollution. It noted that "it is no surprise that emissions from aircraft engines may 
have a significant impact on the people living in the study area, especially to people living at 
receptors adjacent to the airport." The NRDC report also notes that the United Nations is 
concerned about NO x emissions from airplanes and has considered tightening international 
controls. 

The DEIS/R should note these studies, update them and present a comprehensive review 
of what is known about the health effects of airport noise and emissions. Massport and the FAA 
should work closely with Massachusetts and federal health agencies to address the legitimate 
health concerns of Winthrop residents who are exposed to potentially harmful emissions. Since 
the Project will increase those emissions, the DEIS/R must deal with this subject. Massport 
failed to do so adequately in the GEIR. It is time address the issue properly. 

3. Reasonable Alternatives are Not Considered

When Massport·s Executive Director came to Winthrop prior to the publication of the 
DEIS/R to discuss the Project, he was asked if Massport had any alternatives to the proposed 
Project. His rather surprising answer was quite simply, "No." In other words. Massport had 
already made up its mind that the Project was the only possible way to address air transportation 
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in th� Boston area. Before the Executive Director had even seen the impacts of the Project, he 
had already made up his mind that there wer� no viable alternatives. 

-

Such a statement flies in the face of the purposes of MEPA and NEPA. It is not 
surprising, then, that the DEIS/R ignores several reasonable alternatives. Rather than discussing 
and comparing such alternatives, the entire alternatives discus�ion in the DEIS/R centers on 
various combinations of airside "improvements" and the no-b�ild alternative. It neglects true 
alternatives to the Project. 

Two such alternatives involve other airports. There is no discussion in the DEIS/R about 
a second major airport. Given the ground access and other constraints confronting Logan, a 
second airport is clearly an option that is worth consideration. It is also clearly reasonable, since 
second airports have been employed with success in other situations similar to Boston. Dulles 
Airport in Washington is an example. 

61.40 

Another airport alternative ignored by the DEIS/R is Hanscom Field. This facility is 
owned by Massport, has adequate runways, is convenient to Boston and is underutilized. The 
DEIS/R does not explore the possibility of opening up Hanscom to commercial passenger and/or 61. 41 
freight traffic. It does not discuss the fact that Federal Express once operated out of Hanscom or 
that the Hanscom Master Plan, agreed to by the surrounding towns, allows for an increase in 
operations over the current level. It also fails to acknowledge that many of the so-called 
"operations" at Hanscom are "touch and go" training exercises where each "touch" and each "go" 
is considered a separate operation, thus greatly inflating the operational level at Hanscom. 

Another alternative is that of stopping the proposed centerfield taxiway at Runway 15/33. 61. 42 
This alternative would greatly reduce taxiway noise and pollution for Winthrop residents. It is 
not even mentioned in the DEIS/R. 

· The DEIS/R makes an attempt at discussing "support" for other transportation modes
which can divert air passenger traffic from Logan. but on close inspection the discussion reveals 
a complete lack of effort in this regard. Most of the studies that are cited in the DEIS are several 
years old. Massport's participation in reviews of projects such as high speed rail. the North 
Station-South Station Rail Link ("NSRL") and others consists of simply sending a low-level 
official to attend meetings and keep a seat warm. The DEIS/R should explore real participation 
by Massport in promoting projects like high speed rail and the NSRL, including the expenditure 61. 43
of funds. The DEIS/R claims that Massport lacks jurisdiction to get involved in such matters. 
However, Massport has found the "jurisdiction" when it so desires to spend funds on rail 
infrastructure to Fort Devens. running a bus public transit operation (Logan Express), building 
highways ($300 million for the Artery/Tunnel project) and advertising to promote Logan Express 
and other alternative means for ground access to the airport. Why is Massport incapable of 
promoting and spending money on alternatives to the Project such as high speed rail to New 
York and Portland, the NSRL and better highway access to the Worcester Airport? 
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California and many European count.fies utilize the Community Noise Equivalent Level 
("CNEL") instead of the DNL. The DSEIS/R should present CNEL data. 

Massport and FAA refuse to even consider applying for curfews under the Airport Noise 
and Capacity Act of 1990. While such an application may be fraught with difficulty, it is still 
legally available and thus still a reasonable alternative. 

4. Concrete Mitigation Measures are Missing

The MEPA regulations require the DEIS/R to contain Section 61 findings. The document 
does not meet this requirement. Mitigation commitments are sorely lacking. 

As noted above, soundproofing is not adequate mitigation. It is a "band aid" approach 
which is completely ineffective for much of the year and totally ineffective outside of a 
soundproofed building. Yet, the DEIS/R notes repeatedly that soundproofing is the mitigation 
answer to all noise problems. 

Massport has had years to deal with the Upland Sandpiper habitat problem. Instead of 
coming up with a plan for mitigation that can be reviewed in the DEIS/R, the document just 
notes that Massport is working with another state agency to develop options. That is not good 
enough. 

The DEIS/R assumes that Runway 14/32 will be "unidirectional" only. However, it does 
not provide any detailed discussion as to how that restriction will be put in place and maintained 
over time. Indeed, the DEIS/R simply recites that FAA "policy" will keep 14/32 unidirectional. 
Policies come and go. 

5. Notice of Project Change

Massport filed a Notice of Project Change on February 16, 1999. The Selectmen support 
a Notice of Project Change and urge that the Secretary require Massport to refile the ENF and 
recommence the EIR process. More than three years have elapsed between the filing of the ENF 
and the publication of the DEIS/R. That gap has created significant environmental and 
procedural consequences that require additional analysis. 

First, the ENF for this Project was not a typical ENF filing. It was a detailed scope of 
work that contained a great deal of environmental analysis which truly structures and defines the 
DEIS/R. It triggered a tremendous amount of controversy and comment. The Certificate of the 
Secretary was not a simple determination that an EIR was required. It was an 8-page document 
that was based on the information and analysis contained in the ENF and the issues raised by the 
comments. All of that information, analysis and commentary is now "stale." The general public 
has long forgotten the information and analysis set forth in the ENF. The public is entitled to 
have the benefit ofa fresh ENF. 
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Obviously, the world of Logan has changed over the last three years. For example, in 
1995 (a year for which results may have bee� available for purposes of the 1996 ENF) Logan's -
delay ranking was 8th in the U.S. That is considerably different from the 1997 ranking that the 
DEIS/R emphasizes. Passengers and operations have increased significantly. Projections from 
the GEIR process for passengers and operations which formed the basis of much of the ENF 
analysis have been shown to be inaccurate over time and have been revised. In short, the facts 
presented and debated at the time of the ENF and which formed the basis of the 8-page scoping 
decision have changed. 

Other factors have changed as well. High speed rail will come to Boston this year. 
Boston-Portland rail service is soon to be a reality. Green and Manchester airports have 
expanded tremendously. Highway improvements to Worcester are underway. All of these 
changes suggest a different scope and a different EIR. 

Environmental issues have also changed. For example, ozone concerns have become 
more pronounced. Administrator De Vi liars in his comments on the ENF noted that the EIR was 
to be published in approximately 18 months and he pointed out that during that time there will be 
an increase in "overall airport-related emissions." That increase has now gone on for more than 
twice the projected time period, doubling Mr. DeVillar's concerns. 

The EPA also stressed concerns about funding. Mr. De Villars pointed out that the 
Project was competing for funds with other transportation projects, which may have air quality 
benefits. That funding pool has dramatically shrunk over the last three years as a result of the 
combination of the escalation of Central Artery costs and reduced overall federal funding. 

Accordingly, the Secretary should determine that things have changed and the ENF process 
must be repeated. 

For all of the foregoing reasons, the DEIS/R must be deemed inadequate. 
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cc: Senator Kennedy 
· Senator Kerry

Congressman Markey
Congressman Moakley
Congressman Capuano
Adminstrator Jane Garvey
Administrator John DeVillars
Representative Deleo
Senator Travaglini
Mayor Menino
Winthrop Airport Hazards Committee
CARE
CAC
Anastasia Lyman
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Letter 61 
Town of Winthrop, Board of Selectmen 

Robert L. Driscoll Jr., Selectman 

Code 

61.1 

Topic 1 

Analysis 
Assumptions 

Topic 2 

Passenger 
Forecasts 

Comment 

The DEIS/R completely ignores the "induced demand" issue 
highlighted by the EPA in its comments on the Environmental 
Notification Form/ Scope of Work ("ENF") and required to be 
studied and included in the DEIS under the regulations of the 
Council on Environmental Quality. The Project clearly 
increases capacity and fosters the growth of both passenger 
volume and aircraft operations at Logan. Yet, the DEIS/A 
pretends that the Project is somehow "demand neutral." 

Letter 61: Town of Winthrop, Board of Selectmen 
Robert L. Driscoll, Jr., Selectman 

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. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 

612- --r-;;:�alysis
Assumptions 

Topic 2 

Passenger 
Forecasts 

61.3 Environmental MEPA 
Review 
Process 

Comment 

... Mirtually all of the environmental impact analyses for the 
Project are inaccurate because they are based on the same 
passenger levels for both the Preferred Alternative and the 
no-build alternative. This means that the DEIS/A 
significantly understates both the environmental impacts of 
the Project and the potential for passenger diversion of 
various alternatives. 

Whole categories of impacts on Winthrop, such as land 
use patterns, historical and cultural resources and 
wetlands are ignored. 

Letter 61: Town of Winthrop, Board of Selectmen 
Robert L. Driscoll, Jr., Selectman 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

The Preferred Alternative will not create additi�nal 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 

1

• 

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 analysis in the SDEIS/FEIR includes diversions. 
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 in 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. 
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. 
As described in Sections 6.3 and 6.5 of the SDEIS/FEIR, no 
impacts to land use or wetlands would result from the 
Preferred Alternative. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 
61.4 Environmental MEPA 

Review 

61.5 

61.6 

Process 

Open Space/ 
Parkland 

Public Health 

Section 4(1) 

Effects 

Comment Response 
--,-·-several reasonable alternatives have not been included or The improvement concepts evaluated in the Airside Project 

analyzed in any meaningful way. 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. 

The DEIS/A ignores major impacts on 41 resources. 

The DEIS/R ignores public health issues. 

The proposed improvements at Logan Airport will neither 
incorporate land from the Section 4(1) resource nor affect the 
nomial activity or aesthetic value of a public park, recreation 
area, wildlife refuge, or historic site. Therefore, the 
Preferred Alternative does not constitute a use of Section 4(1) 
resources. In addition, the FAA has detemiined that there are 
no feasible or prudent alternatives to the Preferred Alternative 
that would achieve the delay reduction, safety, transportation, 
noise distribution, and other objectives of the 
Preferred Alternative. Therefore, even if the noise levels 
associated with the Preferred Alternative were determined to 
interfere with the nomial activity associated with the identified 
Section 4(1) resources (which they do not), the FAA 
concludes that the sound insulation mitigation proposed for 
the affected Section 4(1) structures includes all possible 
planning to minimize hami from that increase in noise. 
The Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC) has 
concurred that the Proposed Project will have no adverse 
effect on significant historic properties (MHC letter to FAA, 
December 21, 1999 Sections 6.3.2 and 6.3.3 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provide a summary of Section 4(1) 
resources within the project area. 
Massport has provided the City of Boston and public health 
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 
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 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

Letter 61: Town of Winthrop, Board of Selectmen 
Robert L. Driscoll, Jr., Selectman 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

61.7 

Topic 1 

Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Topic 2 

FAA/NEPA 
MEPA 

Comment 

The DEIS/R fails to meet the requirements of both MEPA 
and NEPA with respect to mitigation. 

Letter 61: Town of Winthrop, Board of Selectmen 
Robert L. Driscoll, Jr., Selectman 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Mitigation is addressed in detail in Chapter 8 ofthe 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 

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. Chapter 8 of this Supplemental 
Draft EIS/FEIR outlines Massport's mitigation commitments 
associated with the Airside Improvements Planning Project. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 
61.8 

61.9 

Topic 1 
-

Analysis 
Assumptions 

Analysis 
Assumptions 

Topic 2 

Passenger 
Forecasts 

Passerger 
Forecasts 

Comment 
- -·- --· . --

It is well established that major regional transportation 
initiatives such as highways or runways induce demand. 
Indeed, the Boston business community and Massport have 
been promoting the Project in the press with the claim that 
Boston will lose conventions, tourists, jobs and business 
meetings if the Project is not built. lf...one accepts these 
daims by Project backers, then it is qutte dear that the Project 
will induce tourists, conventioneers and business people to 
come to Boston, using Logan to do so. Conversely, if the 
Project is not built, these same passengers will (according to 
the business community and Massport) avoid Boston at all 
costs. Thus, the no-build alternative clearly has a 'negative 
inducement'' factor. For example, the DEIS/R daims that if the 
Project is not built, the average delay at Logan for each 
takeoff and landing may well reach almost an hour. If that is 
the case, then the time differential between flying and taking 
the alternative of high speed rail between Boston and New 
York is virtually eliminated. Clearly, the effect of such a 
leveling of the transportation playing field will be to induce 
more Boston-New York passengers to take the train instead 
of the shuttle. However, the DEIS/A competely ignores this 
effect. There is little or no chance that Logan's passenger 
level would ever approach 45 million under the no-build

. scenario with average delays of almost an �ou�p�r.9peration.
The DEIS/A also fails to look at induced demand issue with 
regard to the cumulative effects of the combination of Logan 
2000 landside program and the Airside Project. Massport and 
FAA claim that putting a billion dollars into improving ground 
access, parking and tenninal space at Logan (Logan 2000), 
contributing $300 million to a new harbor tunnel and related 
highways designed to improve interstate highway access to 
Logan (Third Harbor Tunnel and Route 1A), and finally 
creating a new runway and various airside improvements (the 
Project), all at the same time and in the same location will 
have absolutely no effect on passenger demand at the airport. 
The Secretary's decision on the ENF clearly stated that the 
DEIS/A "should include analysis of cumulative impacts, and 
should clearly explain the relationship between the Logan 
2000 landside program and the Airside improvements." The 
EPA Regional Administrator stated that the DEIS/A would 
"provide the critical opportunity" (emphasis in original) to 
examine the synergistic or cumulative effects of Logan 2000 
and the Project. The EPA comments on the ENF described 
the FAA's environmental review for Logan projects as 
"segmented." ... The DEIS/R ignores the substance of the 
comments . ... The entire Logan package, Logan 2000 and the 
Project, will work together and be anything but "demand 
neutral." That package will induce demand; or, by its absence 
will cumulatively reduce demand. 

Letter 61: Town of Winthrop, Bo ard of Selectmen 
Robert L. Driscoll, Jr., Selectman 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

-·-Loga�· Airport is part-Of a -r9QiOrlai-SYSt9m 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, induding 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 
wtthin the service area of such airports w� 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 proposed improvements analyzed in the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR and 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 facilfy improvements (e.g., 
terminals and roadways) or related operations. The Airside 
Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR analyze 
in detail the impacts from aircraft operations, induding extensive 
analysis of noise and air quality impacts durirg 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 Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR conform with scoping directives 
from the lead federal agency (the FAA) and with applicable FAA 
environmental orders, all issued in accordance with NEPA, and 
wtth directives from EOEA issued under MEPA. The various 
GEIR documents, includirg the most recent Logan Airport 1998
Annual Update and the 1999 ESPR, provide additional analytic 
context by examinirg cumulative impacts from airside (i.e., 
aircraft) operations and landside (e.g., vehicular traffic, terminal 
service vehides) operations at Logan Airport as well as 
Massport's comprehensive mitigation program. The 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 submission is subject to 
public review and comment. The Logan Airport
1998 Annual Update and the 1999 ESPR analyses are based on 
the same forecast levels used in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR 
and the Suppemental DEIS/FEIR. The GEIR informs Massport's 
planning process for all the improvements at Logan Airport, 
induding the improvements under review in the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The GEIR is 
specifically referenced in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. These documents also discuss the 
relationship of the GEIR/ESPR analysis to the Airside Project 
analysis. Consistent with past practice, Massport expects that the 
FAA will take the GEIR/ESPR analysis into account during tts 
deliberations and ultimate decision on the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR_and the Su.pplemental DEIS/FEIR: 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code 
61.10 

61.11 

61.12 

Topic 1 

Analysis 
Assumptions 

Purpose and 
Need 

Purpose and 
Need 

Topic 2 
Passenger 
Forecasts 

Delays 

Delays 

Comment 

The DEIS/A needs to examine all of the ramifications of 
the induced demand factor and its corollary, the negative 
inducement factor. It must examine if any airport has ever 
functioned with delays averaging almost one hour per 
flight and a ground access system that simply cannot 
handle the tens of millions of cars that Massport and FAA 
project will be headed for Logan even if Massport 
achieves its ambitious HOV and transit goals. It must 
determine how many passengers and operations such a 
level of delay (or anything close to it) getting to and flying 
out of the airport would eliminate as passengers choose 
other modes or perhaps avoid Boston altogether . 

Response 

· The Airside Project Draft-EIS/EIR -;dth;-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.

.. -··· .. ... -·-·�---·-·-··· -·- ··-·-·-··· ·- -----· --·-· . -····-·-·- ··-·-·-· - - - .. -·-·-·- --··--·-

The Project's design strongly suggests that its main purpose Implementation of the recommended Airside Project, 
is to provide for an increase in operational capacity at Logan specifically unidirectional Runway 14/32, would not increase 
rather than just addressing the current delay situation. For Logan Airport's normal airfield capacity of 
example, Massport and FAA claim that Runway 14/32 is approximately 120 operations per hour. This capacity is 
designed primarily to deal with the problem of wind-related available at Logan Airport approximately 80 percent of the 
delays. However, according to the DEIS/A, such delays occur time. Runway 14/32 would allow Logan Airport to maintain 
only 11% of the time. What will be the effect of using this capacity during periods of strong northwest winds that 
Runway 14/32 the other89% of the time? Severe wind delays now require controllers to operate on only one or 
(1 runway) occur only 10 days per year. What will 14/32 be two runways, compared to the typical three-runway 
used for on the other 355 days? Runway 14/32 is designed to configurations used at Logan Airport. 
handle 70,000 operations per year. Do you need to handie The runway would substantially reduce the delays that now 70,000 flights (13% of all operations) just to deal with 14I32's occur during northwest wind conditions. Preventing these projected share of the delay reduction activity? It certainly delays would represent a real benefit to the passengers and seems that Runway 14/32 is designed to allow Logan to airlines that currently experience them. However, because increase rts overall capacity rather than to just address wind- these wind conditions and the associated delays are not related delays. 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 without 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 
current and future passenger and aircraft activity at 

According to the DEIS/A, the taxiway improvements have 
no effect on runway-related (or wind-related) delays. 
Further, taxiway traffic issues are only a very small part of 
the delay problem. If the purpose of the Project, as stated 
in the DEIS/A, is "[t]o address the delay problem at 
Logan" then the taxiway improvements are not necessary. 
Clearly, the taxiway improvements are necessary and are 
designed to enable the project proponents to push more 
people and planes through Logan, not to deal with the 
delay problem. 

Logan Airport. 
While taxiway delays are much lower than runway delays. the 
taxiway improvements will provide 15,000 to 21,000 annual 
hours of delay reduction in future scenarios. Just as 
importantly, the taxiway improvements will increase airfield 
safety and operational efficiency. Finally, by decreasing 
ground delays, these improvements will also result in small 
reductions in noise and air quality impacts of the airfield. 

Letter 61: Town of Winthrop, Board of Selectmen 
Robert L. Driscoll, Jr., Selectman 
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61.13 

61.14 

Topic 1 

Purpose and 
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Purpose and 
Need 

Topic 2 

Delays 

Delays 
-+--

Comment 

Even with all of the airside "improvements," the DEIS/A 
only projects a 30% improvement in the delay picture. 
What is being done about the other 70% of the problem? 
The Secretary's decision on the ENF recognized this 
incongruity. That decision required the DEIS/A to discuss 
delays from non-wind related conditions, such as delays 
started at other airports. The DEIS/A fails to meet this 
requirement. 

' Are new runways and other airside "improvements" really 
the only answer to the delay problem? According to the 
DEIS/A, there are five airports in the U.S. which have a 
greater level of delay than Logan. Are those airports 
proposing new runways and taxiway improvements? The 
DEIS/A does not tell us. Are those airports addressing their 
more severe delay problems with other alternatives? Again 
the DEIS/A is silent. Are the cities that experience more 
delay than Logan suffering from a lack of tourist, convention 
and business travel? The reader of the DEIS/A is not 
provided with such infonnation, but he or she is told that 
such will be the fate of Boston if the Project is not built. 

Letter 61: Town of Winthrop, Board of Selectmen 
Robert L. Driscoll, Jr., Selectman 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

The Airside Project is designed to reduce delays from to 
adverse winds and taxiway congestion. 

Current traffic trends at Logan Airport and the 
regional airports indicate that Logan Airport may not reach 
the 1999 passenger forecast (29 million) presented in the 
Draft EIR/EIR until 2002 or 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 may not achieve the 
37.5 million passenger forecasts until after 2010, but rather 
closer to 2015, and the 45 million passenger forecasts will not 
be achieved until after 2020. 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." To "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. Refer to Section 4.2 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR for a complete discussion of the planning 
forecasts. 

Airports with greater delays than Logan Airport (ranked by total 
OPSNET delays) include Atlanta, Newark, La Guardia, Chicago 
O'Hare, and San Francisco International. According to the 1998 
Aviation Capacity Enhancement Plan, a fifth parallel commuter 
runway is under design for Hartsfield Atlanta International 
Airport, and Newark International Airport is constructing an 
extension for Runway 4U22R. Other major airports studying or 
constructing runway improvements include Lambert St Louis, 
Philadelphia, Dallas - Fort Worth, Detroit Metropolitan Wayne 
County, Washington Dulles, Minneapolis-St. Paul, and Seattle
Tacoma, all which are ranked in the top 20 airports in tenns of 
total OPSNET delays in 1998. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 
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61.15 Purpose and 
Need 

61.16 Analysis 
Assumptions 

Topic 2 

Delays 

Passenger 
Forecasts 

Comment Response 
---- - -- - -- - ----�--- - - - -

Note that Logan ranks 6th in delays and 11th in operations, The delay measures and Massport's modeling both show that 
but only 17th in passenger volume. Clearly, delays are not Logan Airport continues to suffer from serious airside delays 
attributable to the crush of tourists, conventioneers and despite the regional carrier consolidation and the decline in 
businesspeople that the Project's backers insist will regional carrier operations. Regional carrier consolidation did 
disappear� the Project is not built. If that were the case, not substantially reduce delays at Logan Airport because 
then the passenger volume ranking would not be so low. airline overscheduling is not a significant cause of delays at 
These rankings suggest that the real problem which the Logan Airport. As the Airside Project analysis shows, the lack 
Project is aimed at may be the crush of small commuter and of a three-runway configuration to handle arriving flights 
shuttle flights which cause the high operations to passenger during periods of northwest winds is a major source of 
ranking ratio. Logan Airport delays. Furthermore, the impact of regional 

carrier consolidation on future delay levels was explicitly 
examined through the analysis of several future "Low" fleet 
scenarios, which assume that commuter aircraft comprise a 
smaller share of Logan Airport's fleet compared to the 
"High" fleet scenario (new fleet, incorporating a significant 
proportion of regional jets was also analyzed). Even future 
Low fleet scenarios show signmcant levels of delays at 
Logan Airport. Based on actual experience and the 

Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 (all of which exclude the new runway 
and two of which exclude all of the physical '1mprovements") 
should not be compared to the Preferred Alternative at the 
same fleet and passenger levels. This is because, the very 
"efficiency" of the Preferred Alternative, and the delays 
associated with the "inefficiencies" of alternatives 2, 3 and 4 
would change the demand levels (and thus the fleet and 
passenger levels) at any point in time. 

Airside Project modeling, further regional carrier consolidation 
is not expected to have a significant impact on delay levels in 
Low fleet conditions. In high fleet conditions, when airline 
overscheduling is a major contributor to delays, regional 
carrier flight consolidation reduces delay levels. Massport 
proposes to monitor airline overscheduling conditions and to 
seek voluntary schedule adjustments from airlines to reduce 
delays caused by overscheduling. I f airlines do not voluntarily 
comply, 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 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 GEIRs. 

Letter 61: Town of Winthrop, Board of Selectmen 
Robert L. Driscoll, Jr., Selectman 
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Noise 

Topic 2 

-rModel
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Assumptions 

Noise Impacts 

Comment 

. The DEIS/A presents a confusing and often inconsistent 
picture of the Project's noise impacts. This approach fails to 
meet MEPA/ EPA standards, as well as certain specific 
requirements of the comments and decision on the ENF. 
The noise data and the conclusions derived therefrom in the 
DEIS/A are flawed. Massport continues to employ its 
computer noise models even when it knows that the models 
understate actual noise, especially in Winthrop. For 
example, the DEIS/A utilizes noise data for 1993 from the 
models when actual, real life data from noise monitors is 
available which shows higher noise levels. 

Why does the DEIS/A utilize 1993 as the noise baseline 
year? That year featured the highest number of 
operations until last year, the highest delay ranking in 
Logan's history, a lower percentage of Stage 3 aircraft in 
the fleet than you would find in subsequent years, and in 
1993 the I NM model had not yet been corrected to cure 
the understatement of noise. In short, alleged 
"improvements" from the Project. 

------

A basic premise of the DEIS/A is that without the airside " 
improvements" Logan will become a "north-south" airport. 
Winthrop is to east of Logan. Presumably, Winthrop would 
be a candidate for more noise with the •�mprovements." 
Yet the DEIS/A purports to demonstrate that Winthrop 
gets less noise with the Project. That does not make 
sense. 

Letter 61: Town of Winthrop, Board of Selectmen 
Robert L. Driscoll, Jr. , Selectman 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

The standard FAA INM is known to produce results that are 
lower than the Day-Night Sound Levels measured at some of 
the Massport microphones. To minimize this error, the 
measured data for 1993 at the close-in monitors were 
compared to calculated values for the actual 1993 operations 
using 1993 runway use, day-night split. 1993 is 
representative of historic high fleet operating conditions at 
Logan Airport. The results showed that the monitors at the 
edge of the airport, which were primarily affected by noise 
radiated during aircraft ground roll, were low by an average of 
6.5 dB. Those monitors, primarily affected by landing noise, 
were low by an average of 4 dB. However, those affected by 
takeoff noise radiated after the aircraft was airborne (noise 
levels in Point Shirley, for example) were± 1 dB. Accordingly, 
in preparation for this study, Massport requested that the FAA 
approve an adjustment to the INM 5 .0 database to add six dB 
to the noise radiated during ground roll and 4 dB to the noise 
radiated during the final phase of approach. These 
corrections were approved and were implemented throughout 
the Logan Airport Airside Project planning studies. 
The Airside Project has independent utility from existing and 
proposed landside projects at Logan Airport. 

The principal noise impacts to Winthrop occur in the Point 
Shirley neighborhoods from departures on Runway 9 and 
arrivals on Runway 27, in the Court Road neighborhood by 
departures on Runway 22U7R, and in the Amelia and Morton 
location by Runway 4R departures and Runway 22L arrivals 
and departures. 
Examination of the effective jet departures for the various 
alternatives and fleets in Table 6.2.2 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR shows that the effective jet departures on 
Runway 9 are significantly reduced by the 
Preferred Alternative. This is consistent with the North-South 
flow since the principal runways used in the northerly flow are 
Runway 4 for arrivals and Runway 9 plus Runway 4 for 
departures, with the main load on Runway 9. In Table 6.2.2 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, the effective jet arrivals on 
Runway 27 are increased by four percent in the 29M Low 
Fleet scenario and decreased by 3 .7 percent in the 
37. 5M Low Fleet scenario. These data are consistent with the 
analysis of the Day-N ight Sound Levels values at 
Point Shirley.
Examination of Runway 22 effective jet departures in 
Table 6.2.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows an 
increase of 0.7 percent for the Preferred Alternative in the 
29M Low Fleet scenario and a decrease of 9.2 percent in the 
37.5M Low Fleet scenario. Departures on Runway 4 show 
increases of 0.1 percent and 0.2 percent in those two years. 
Effective jet arrivals on Runway 22L show decreases of 0.1 
percent and 1. 9 percent, respectively. 
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Runway 14/32 

Comment 

Ground taxi noise is a particular problem for Winthrop 
residents, especially at Court Road. Indeed, the DEIS/A 
shows that the highest level of ground taxi noise is found at 
Court Road, from aircraft taxiing to the 22 runway for 
departure. How then, can Massport and FAA claim that a 
centerlield taxiway which brings more planes per hour to the 
22s for departure somehow reduces noise on Court Road? 

The Secretary's decision on the ENF specifically 
requested that the DEIS/A should include the 60 dB 
contour. While the DEIS/A does not include the 60 dB 
contours throughout the main text, hidden away in 
Appendix L, Table 1.1 is data demonstrating that the 
population exposed to 60 dB with the airside 
"improvements" goes up in every fleet scenario. 

- -- -·· - - · ··- - ·-· - -·

... [l]t is clear that the airside "improvements" do not deliver 
the promised noise benefits for portions of Winthrop. The 
important "night time equivalent" sound level values go up in 
Winthrop in the 29 million low fleet scenario at 4 out of 5 
monitoring locations when you add Runway 14/32. In the 
37.5 million low fleet scenario adding 14/32 makes these 
values go up at 2 out of the 5 locations in Winthrop. 

Letter 61: Town of Winthrop, Board of Selectmen 
Robert L. Driscoll, Jr., Selectman 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

The taxiway improvements are designed to improve ground 
movement efficiency and safety, and to reduce taxiing delays, 
thereby reducing associated noise and emissions. 
Section 3.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR describes 
several operating situations that would benefit from these 
improvements. Unidirectional Runway 14/32 would allow 
more evenly distributed runway use, reducing the use of the 
Runways 4/22 from 60 to 70 percent to 35 to 40 percent. 
When using Runways 22UR for departures, the 
Centerfield Taxiway would be used for Runway 22L 
departures to bypass the queue for Runway 22R. 

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

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 6.2-5 through 6.2-7 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 

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 6.2-5 through 6.2-7 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 

The nighttime equivalent sound levels (LeqN) at the 
two microphones at Point Shirley are estimated to change by 
+0.4 dB and -0.7 dB at Monitor Nos. 4 and 5 for the 29M Low
Fleet scenario, and by -0.4 dB and -0.9 dB at the same 
monitors for the 37.5M Low Fleet scenario. More importantly,
the Day-Night Sound Levels (DNLs) at these locations
change by -0.9 dB and -1. 7 dB for the 29M Low Fleet
scenario and by-1.3 dB and -.2 dB for the 37.5M Low Fleet
scenario. This area also has a significant reduction in both
persistence and dwell for these two fleets (refer to "Arr
27/Dep 9" on Figures 6.2-5 through 6.2-8 of the Supplemental:
DEIS/FEIR). These changes are improvements in the noise
environment.

The nighttime noise (LeqN) at Monitor No. 6 at Somerset and 
Johnson are estimated to change by +0.1 dB for the 
1999 29M Low Fleet scenario, and -0.4 dB for the 37.5M Low, 
Fleet scenario. The DNLs at this location change by +0.2 dB 
for the 29M Low Fleet scenario and by 0 dB for the 
37.5M Low Fleet scenario. These changes represent no 
perceptible change in the noise environment. 

The LeqN at the two microphones near Runway 4R/22L are 
estimated to change by +3.2 dB and +0.9 dB at Monitor Nos. 
7 and 8 for the 29M Low Fleet scenario, and by +0.9 dB and 
by-0.9 dB at the same monitors for the 37.5M Low Fleet 
scenarios. The DNLs at these locations change by+ 1. 5 dB 
and -0.1 dB for the 29M Low Fleet scenario and by-0.3 dB 
and -1.1 dB for the 37.5M Low Fleet scenarios. These 
changes show an increase at Monitor No. 7 at Court Road 
and no net change at Monitor No. 8 at the Amelia and Morton 
location in 1999 , but generally show decreases for the 37.5M 
Low Fleet scenarios for a net improvement in the noise 
environment in 2010. This area also has a significant 
reduction in both persistence and dwell for these two fleet 
scenarios (refer to "Arr 22/Dep 4" in Figures 6.2-5 through 
6.2-8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR). 
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Massport and FAA do not seem to have taken EPA's 
comments on the air pollution issue seriously. EPA called 
for an inventory of total air toxics. Where is it? EPA 
requested a combination of all landside and airside 
emissions. It is difficult to determine if that analysis is 
included in the DEIS/R. 

The issue of the Project's conformity with the federal Clean 
Air Act is an important one. Massport and FAA come to the 
conclusion that no Conformity Determination is required 
under the Clean Air Act, even though emissions go up for 
just about every category of pollutant if the Project is built. 
Their "reasoning," once again, is that the 
Preferred Alternative results in an alleged "reduction' of air 
pollutants when compared to the no action alternatives at 
the same fleet and passenger levels. Such reasoning, as 
demonstrated above completely ignores the induced 
demand issue and the cumulative effects issue that EPA 
noted. 

The Massport and FAA 'theory" that, the Project does not 
require a Conformity Determination is simply asserted in 
the DEIS/R without any citation or reference to provisions 
of the Clean Air Act, its implementing regulations or case 
law that allow such a conclusion. The fact is that the 
Project will cause emissions to go up. One such emission 
is NOx. NOx is one of the precursors of ozone. 
Massachusetts is a "serious non-attainment" state for 
ozone under the Clean Air Act, as noted by Administrator 
DeVillars in his comments on the ENF. The Project will 
allow or accommodate ever-increasing numbers of 
Stage 3 aircraft to fly into and out of Logan. Stage 3 
aircraft, while quieter, produce more NOx than the noisier 
planes that they are replacing. Therefore, it is clear that 
the Project will have a decidedly negative effect on the 
Commonwealth's ability to meet Clean Air Act 
requirements. A Conformity Determination should 
certainly be required. 

The DEIS/A goes on at great length to make the case that 
delays at Logan are extremely costly. However, it is silent on 
the economic impact of the failure of Massachusetts to 
achieve required results under the C lean Air Act. Failure to 
achieve the requirements of the Act can result in the loss of 
federal highway funds. Given the cost of the Central Artery, 
what would be the impact of such a loss on the 
Massachusetts economy? 

Letter 61: Town of Winthrop, Board of Selectmen 
Robert L. Driscoll, Jr., Selectman 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response - -- -·-·- -·-- - -- --··---.. ---···-·-· - ---·-·-·-- --� ·---·-· .. -·----
The emission inventory in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
includas both landside and airside emissions associated with 
Logan Airport. 

Current guidance in 40 CFR 93, Determining Conformity of 
Federal Actions to State or Federal Implementation Plans, 
specifies procedures to determine the conformity of projects, 
like the Airside Project, to the Massachusetts State 
Implementation Plan (SIP). Based on this guidance, the project
related emissions are de minimis, and the Airside Project 
therefore conforms to the SIP. 

Emissions of ozone precursors, NO. and voes, decrease 
under the Build Alternatives, when compared to the 
No Action Alternative. Current guidance in 40 CFR 93, 
Determining Conformity of Federal Actions to State or Federal 
Implementation Plans, specifies procedures to determine the 
conformity of projects, like the Airside Project, to the 
Massachusetts State Implementation Plan (SIP). Based on this 
guidance, the project-related emissions are de minimis, and the 
Airside Project therefore conforms to the SIP. 

The General Conformity provision of the CAA prohibits any 
federal agency, including the FAA, from approving, funding or 
permitting any project or action that does not conform to the 
State Implementation Plan (SIP) - the plan developed by 
DEP and approved by the EPA to achieve the goals and 
requirements of the CAA. In this case the planned 
improvements to Logan Airport have been shown to conform 
to the SIP because the emissions associated with the 
projects are well within the de minimis levels of the General 
Conformity rule. Based on this finding, the projects are not 
viewed as being an impediment to the Commonwealth's 
progress in meeting the requirements of the CAA 
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The dispersion model results do not seem to conform to the 
. inventory model results. For example, at the 37.5 million low 

fleet scenario, 3 out the 8 pollutants in 2010 for the true 
no-build alternative are either less than or the same as the 
results for the Preferred Alternative, The same holds true for 
the 37.5 million high fleet scenario in 2010. For the 
45 million high fleet scenario, a full half (4/8) of the 
pollutants measured are less for the true no-build alternative 
than they are for the Preferred Alternative. These results 
draw into question the argument in the DEIS/A that the 
"efficiency'' of the Preferred Alternative provides clear air 
pollution benefits over no-build alternatives. 

The discussion in the DEIS/A of the dispersion modeling results 
is completely disingenuous and casts further doubt about the air 
pollution conclusions in the DEIS/R. When the results show that 
the Preferred Alternative has a slight advantage over the 
no-action alternative, the DEIS/A proclaims that the "the lowest 
levels occur in association with" the Preferred Alternative. 
However, when, as noted above, the results show that the 
no-action alternative has virtually the same advantage over the 
Preferred Alternative, the DEIS/A comes to the very different 
condusion that "there will be no detectable differences in air 
quality impacts among the four alternatives," or "there is no 
significant difference." This lack of consistency in analysis draws 
intoguestio�_the_�onclusion��t�e_ DEl�--
Both MEPA and NEPA require the DEIR/S to discuss impacts 
on land use. The CEO regulations implementing NEPA are 
quite specific on this requirement. They provide that a 
environmental impact statement "shall include discussions of: 
(c) possible conflicts between the proposed action and the
objectives of.. local ... land use plans, policies and controls for 
the area concerned ... (g) Urban quality, historic and cultural
resources, and the design of the built environment.. There can
be no doubt that Winthrop is part of the "area concerned." There
can also be no doubt that Winthrop's "built environment," "urban
quality," and "historic and cultural resources are heavily
impacted by the airport and will be affected by the Project .
. . . The overflights from Logan have had a considerable impact
on land use and land values in certain parts of Winthrop. Airport
related noise and air pollution impacts have helped to shape the
'built enwonmenr and "urban quality" of such neighbor-
hoods .... Ye� the DEIS/R includes the rather astonishing 
statement that the airside improvements will "not alter existing 
land use patterns." ... Airport development and expansion have 
already had a major effect on land use in Winthrop. Further 
expansion associated with the Project will definitely impact land 
use patterns in Winthrop .... Af a minimum the DEIS/A should 
look into the land use impacts on Winthrop brought about 
historically by Logan development and passenger growth. That 
histoncal expenence should be utilized to develop a picture of 
what impacted portions of Winthrop will be like in 2010 at 
various passenger and fleet scenarios. 

Letter 61: Town of Winth rop, Board of Selectmen 
Robert L. Driscoll, Jr., Selectman 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

For ease in assimilating the data, the dispersion modeling results 
are presented in both the tables and the figures of the EIS/A as the 
"highest predicted level' at each of the 12 receptors, irrespective of 
the wind conditions. In other words, it is highly uniikely (if not 
impossible) for all of these highest predicted concentrations to occur 
simultaneously. Rather, when wind conditions cause the highest 
concentrations at receptors on one side of the airport, receptors on 
the other side of the airport would experience concentrations less 
than their maximum predicted levels. This reporting technique was 
conceived to present the data in a concise way and show the 
potential worst-case conditions. Another factor that leads to these 
results is the change in aircraft operations with the planned airfield 
improvements (e.g. changes in aircraft taxHn, taxi-out, landing and 
take-off pattenns). While this may lead to small increases in 
concentrations at some receptors, lower concentrations are 
predicted to occur at others. In all cases, these changes are very 
small and will be imperceptible. Most importan�y. the predicted 
concentrations are all well within the NAAQS - standards I 
established by the EPA to protect public health. The emission 

11

1 inventory results show an overall reduction in emissions with the 
Preferred Alternative when compared to the No-build condition. This 
finding is more reflective of the improved efficiency realized by the 
planned improvements. 
Generally, the Preferred Alternative has lower emissions and 
dispersion modeling indicates that pollutant concentrations will 
be within the NAAQS under all alternatives. Only small 
differences are seen among the four alternatives, when 
comparing dispersion modeling results. 

Refer to Section 6.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
discussion of land use impacts on the surrounding 
communities .  
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61.31 
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Wetlands 
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Wetlands 
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Impacts, Open 
Space/ Parkland 

Article 97 

Comment 

The DEIS/A claims that the project is not within any 
wetlands resource area. However. It also states that the 
Project will need an Order of Conditions from the Boston 
Conservation Commission. Obviously, then, there is at least 
a presumption of impact on a resource area. Such impacts 
need to be discussed. 

There is no mention in the DEIS/A of the possibility that the 
Project-would require an Order of Conditions from the 
Winthrop Conservation Commission. Clearly the Project will 
have an impact on wetlands areas in Winthrop. Noise and 
exhaust pollution will impact on Belle Marsh. Runoff and 
outflow increases from new taxiways may wash up on 
Winthrop shores. These issues should be discussed in the 
DEIS/A. 

The DEIS/A discusses the issue of the Upland Sandpiper 
nesting areas, but not in the context of the wildlife habitat 
portion of the Wetlands Protection Act. 

The Project is planned to be constructed on filled tidelands 
or waterways. It represents a significant expansion of 
structure on existing fill. The DEIS/A does not discuss any 
possible need for a Chapter 91 license and/or compliance 
with the Rivers and Harbors Act or the Clean Water Act. 

While historic resources in Chelsea are discussed, as 
noted above, impacted historic and cultural resources in 
Winthrop are ignored . ... [T]he DEIS/A summarily 
dismisses the acknowledged impacts on historic buildings 
in Chelsea with the proposed soundproofing of the historic 
residences affected. Soundproofing is a "band aid" 
approach ... It hardly represents all feasible mitigation 
measures. 

The Project will clearly have a major impact on the Harbor 
Islands parkland. It will create major noise problems for 
those making use of the islands and change the entire 
experience of anyone exploring the Harbor Islands. Such 
impacts need to be discussed and analyzed. 

The possible applicability of Article 97 of the 
Massachusetts Constitution should be explored in the 
DEIS/A. 

Letter 61: Town of Winthrop, Board of Selectmen 
Robert L. Driscoll, Jr., Selectman 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Portions of the runway construction will involve work in the 
upland Buffer Zone adJacent to Boston Harbor, though no 
work in the harbor or adjacent wetlands is proposed. Work in 
the Buffer Zone will be limited to removal of unsuitable soil 
materials, minor regrading, placement of new clean fill and 
construction of the runway. This work requires an Order of 
Conditions from the Boston Conservation Commission. 
Details of runway construction impacts are described in 
Section 6.9 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

The Preferred Alternative will not require an Order of 
Conditions from the Winthrop Conservation Commission. 

The Upland Sandpiper is an upland species whose habitat at 
the airport is comprised primarily of infield areas of the airfield 
not subject to the Wetlands Protection Act as habitat. 

-- - ·-·--

In accordance with Section 310 CMR 9.03(3) of the Chapter 
91 Waterways regulations, airport activities conducted by 
Massport at Logan Airport on previously filled tidelands are 
exempt from Chapter 91 permitting requirements. No work is 
proposed in the harbor or areas subject to the River and 
Harbors Act. A multi-sector NPDES Discharge Permit will be 
required for Clean Water Act compliance during construction. 
Massport has an individual NPDES permit for operations of 
the airport. 

The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR includes a discussion of 
historic and cultural resources in Winthrop. Five properties in 
Winthrop that are included in the Inventory of Historic and 
Archaeological Assets of the Commonwealth fall within the 
65 dB DNL contour (45 Enfield Road, 240 Pleasant Street, 
75ll7 Somerset Avenue, 88 Somerset Avenue, 94 Somerset 
Avenue). The implementation of a sound insulation program 
for affected historic residences is an accepted FAA mitigation, 
as outlined in FAR Part 150. FAA proposes to mitigate noise 
impacts by sound insulation all affected residences, historic 
and non-historic, that fall within the 65 dB DNL contour for the 
Preferred Alternative. 

The Boston Harbor Islands, while within the 
No Action Alternative (Alternative 4) 
65 dB Day-Night Sound Level (dB DNL) contour, will have no 
noise increase with the Preferred Alternative. Refer to 
Section 6.3.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for additional 
discussion of parklands relative to the Preferred Alternative. 

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 
parklands. 

No Article 97 impacts result from any of the alternatives. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 

61.37 Noise PRAS 

61.38 Noise PRAS 

Comment 

The DEIS/R should take into account the fact that the 

PRAS goals are almost 20 years old. The DEIS/R should 
discuss whether or not the PRAS goals need revision in 
order to actually maximize environmental benefits. 

Response 

The PRAS goals were established by the PRASAdvisory 
Committee during the development of the original 

computerized system between 1980 and 1983. The advisory 
committee was composed of representatives from Massport, 
the FAA, airlines, and 12 neighbonng communities. It 
concluded that the PRAS goals should provide an equitable 

distribution of aircraft noise over the long-term, as well as 
short-term relief from excessive operations over certain 
neighborhoods. The FEIR demonstrates that there have been 
no significant demographic changes to warrant an update of 
the PRAS goals. A complete discussion of PRAS, the goals, 
and historic performance is included in Section 4.3 of the 

__ -��p����e-��al DEIS/FEIR. _____ -----------------------1
It is also unclear from the DEIS/A just how much compliance There are no cases where the No Action Alternative provides 
with PRAS goals the Project might actually produce ... For better achievement of PRAS goals than the 

some runways the no-action alternative actually results in Preferred Alternative. Achievement must be compared on an 
better PRAS compliance when compared to the overall basis such as the sum of the absolute or squared 
Preferred Alternative. These discrepancies should be laid out deviations from the goals. While the use of one runway may be 
and discussed fully in the DEIS/R. closer to the goal when comparing the No Action Alternative 

with the Preferred Alternative, the goal deviation from all 
runways must be considered. Section 4.3 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR contains a complete description of the PRAS 
system and achievement of historic goals and explains this 
issue further. Appendix Hof the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
presents achievement statistics for each fleet and alterna tive. 
Each improvements package provides increased goal 
achievement when compared with the No Action Alternative, 
and Alternatives 1 and 1A, which include the Runway 14/32, 
provide the greatest increase in annual PRAS goal 
performance. 

Letter 61: Town of Winthrop, Board of Selectmen 
Robert L. Driscoll, Jr., Selectman 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 
T 

61.39 · Public Health 

Topic 2 

Effects 

Comment 

Public health issues relating to airport activity remain a 
major concern in Winthrop and in other "close-in" 
communities ... The DEIS/A fails to advance the inquiry into 
airport-related public health issues. The Project will clearly 
enhance capacity at Logan and thus increase noise and 
emissions . ... The DEIS/A should note ... [the Natural 
Resources Defense Council and EPA] studies, update them 
and present a comprehensive review of what is known 
about the health effects of airport noise and emissions. 
Massport and the FAA should work closely with 
Massachusetts and federal health agencies to address the 
legitimate health concerns of Winthrop residents who are 
exposed to potentially harmful emissions. Since the Project 
will increase those emissions, the DEIS/A must deal with 
this subject. 

Letter 61: Town of Winthrop, Board of Selectmen 
Robert L. Driscoll, Jr., Selectman 

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. 

The Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 
Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport's normal 
airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 
This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 
80 percent of the time. 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 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 

Implementation of the recommended Airside Project, 
specifically unidirectional Runway 14/32, would not increase 
Logan Airport's normal airfield capacity of 
approximately 120 operations per hour. This capacity is 
available at Logan Airport approximately 80 percent of the 
time. 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 would substantially reduce the delays that now 
occur during northwest wind conditions. Preventing these 
delays would 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 without 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 
current and future passenger and aircraft activity at 
Logan Airport. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code 

61.40 

61.41 

61.42 

Topic 1 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Transportation 

Alternatives 

Topic 2 

Regional 
Airports 

Regional 
Airports 

Taxiway 
Improvements 

Comment Response 

The DEIS/R ignores several reasonable alternatives. Rather Comment noted. 
than discussing and comparing such alternatives, the entire 
alternatives discussion in the DEIS/R centers on various 
combinations of airside "improvements" and the no-build 
alternative. It neglects true alternatives to the Project. Two 
such alternatives involve other airports. There is no 
discussion in the DEIS/R about a second major airport. 
Given the ground access and other constraints confronting 
Logan, a second airport is clearty an option that is worth 
consideration. 

Another airport alternative ignored by the DEIS/R is 
Hanscom Field. This facility is owned by Massport, has 
adequate runways, is convenient to Boston and is 
underutilized. The DEIS/R does not explore the possibility 
of opening up Hanscom to commercial passenger and/or 
freight traffic. It does not discuss the fact that 
Federal Express once operated out of Hanscom or that 
the Hanscom Master Plan, agreed to by the surrounding 
towns, allows for an increase in operations over the 
current level. It also fails to acknowledge that many of the 
so-called "operations" at Hanscom are "touch and go" 
training exercises where each "touch" and each "go" is 
considered a separate operation, thus greatly inflating the 
operational level at Hanscom. 

Another alternative is that of stopping the proposed 
centerfield taxiway at Runway 15/33. This alternative 
would greatly reduce taxiway noise and pollution tor 
Winthrop residents. It is not even mentioned in the 
DEIS/R. 

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 airtine, 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. 

Most of the delay reduction and environmental benefits are a 
result of the availability of the north end of the 
Centerfield Taxiway. 

Letter 61: Town of Winthrop, Board of Selectmen 
Robert L. Driscoll, Jr., Selectman 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 

61.43 -T Regional Passenger Rail The DEIS/R should explore real participation by Massport 
Transportation in promoting projects like high speed rail and the NSRL 

(North-South Rail Link), including the expenditure of 
funds. 

--••N•-• - •••~•-- --· 

61.44 Noise Model California and many European countries utilize the 
Community Noise Equivalent Level ("CNEL") instead of 
the DNL. The DSEIS/R should present CNEL data. 

61.45 Noise Nighttime Noise Massport and FAA refuse to even consider applying for 
curfews under the Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990. 
While such an application may be fraught with difficulty, it 
is still legally available and thus still a reasonable 
alternative. 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Massport 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 for 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. 

- - ··-···-·---- -·---

There is no regulatory or scope requirement to provide CNEL 
contours in Massachusetts. Furthermore, CNEL values for an 
airport usually differ from DNL values by only a few tenths of 
a decibel. The metric would not lead to any different 
conclusions than those drawn here using DNL. 

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

The FAA has stated that it does not intend to grant curfew 
regulations of Stage 3 aircraft. Therefore, such a regulation 
has not been proposed as a mitigation action in this study. 

--·----· · ···-·-----··-····-···· 

Letter 61: Town of Winthrop, Board of Selectmen 
Robert L. Diiscoll, Jr., Selectman 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 
61.46 

61.47 

Topic 1 
Environmental 
Review Process 

Noise 

Topic 2 
MEPA 

Comment 
The MEPA regulations require the DEIS/A to contain Section 61 
findings. The document 56-46 does not meet this requirement. 
Mitigation commitments are sorely lacking. 

Sound Insulation ... soundproofing is not adequate mitigation. It is a "band aid" 
approach which is completely ineffective for much of the year 
and totally ineffective outside of a soundproofed building. Yet, 
the DEIS/A notes repeatedly that soundproofing is the mitigation 
answer to all noise problems. 

Letter 61: Town of Winthrop, Board of Selectmen 
Robert L. Driscoll, Jr . ,  Selectman 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Refer to the Proposed Section 61 Findings in SectionB.7 of the
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
Chapter 8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR summarizes Massport's 
proposed project-specific mitigation program associated with the 
Preferred Alternative induding: 
Runway 14/32 would be designed, constructed, and operated to 
handle over-water operations orly (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 R. 

For the eligible residences, the FAA will fund building code 
upgrades, to the extent necessary, to implement sound insulation 
improvements. 
Relocation assistance will be provided to eligible tenants of Cargo 
Building 60. 
The potential loss of Upland Sandpiper habitat will be mitigated by 
altering airfield mowing procedures, implementing an on-airfield 
reconnaissance program and restoring off-site habitat 
During the construction period an extensive array of traffic, air quality 
and noise mitigation measures will be employed to mitigate 
temporary construction impacts. 
Since the publication of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR, Massport 
is proposing the following additional mitigation measure: 
A PRAS monitoring system to gather data and report on the actual 
achievement of PRAS. The objective of this system is to improve 
the achievement of the PRAS goals and to provide a broader 
platform for disseminating of the monitoring results. 
While not related to the Airside Project, Massport is proposing the 
following initiative: 
Should the passenger activity level require it, Massport wiU identify a 
conceptual small community exemption program for PPP that will 
reduce the expected degree of service disruption without 
undermining the PPP Program's delay reduction benefits, and that 
could be incorporated as part of any PPP regulations come into 
effect in the future. 
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 ESP� (previous� GEIR): 
Massport'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 Logan
Airport 1994/1995 GE/A and the Logan Airport 1998 Annual
Update. Massport has existing actions initiatives underway that 
reduce noise impacts on nearby communities, including: 
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. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 

61.48 1 

Ecosystems 

Topic 2 

Endangered 
Species 

------ ·-· ·----·-··········· 

Comment 

Massport has had years to deal with the Upland 
Sandpiper habitat problem. Instead of coming up with a 
plan for mitigation that can be reviewed in the DEIS/R, the 
document just notes that Massport is working with another 
state agency to develop options. That is not good enough. 

61.49 · Alternatives Runway 14/32 The DEIS/R assumes that Runway 14/32 will be "unidirec-
tional" only. However, it does not provide any detailed 
discussion as to how that restriction will be put in place and 
maintained over time. Indeed, the DEIS/R simply recites 
that FAA "policy" will keep 14/32 unidirectional. 

Letter 61: Town of Winthrop, Board of Selectmen 
Robert L. Driscoll, Jr., Selectman 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 
Massport has developed a comprehensive on-srre and. off-s.ite 
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 
Centertield 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 ofthe S�ppleme_n.tal DEIS�FEIR. 
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 surtace 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. 
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l 

This has become the year that Massport is finally being held to account by the 
communities. The objections to Massports inadequate proposal are growing and 
spreading almost uncontrollably. Congressman, Michael Capuan'l, Mayor Thomas 
Menino, Representative Robert Deleo, Senator Robert Travaglini and many of their fellow 
representatives and senators, Chelsea City Council, Board of Selectmen, Town of 
Winthrop, just to name a few are forcefully· against the construction of runway 14/32, and 62.1 
other projects. These projects may temporarily provide a small decrease in the delays in 
air traffic at Logan Airport, but they will increase the number of flights per hour per day, 
and the environmental degradation that goes with those flights. If you had attended 

. meetings on airport issues in Winthrop, Chelsea, Revere, Jamaica Plain, Hyde Park, South 
Boston, Roxbury, Melrose, East Boston an d Charlestown, you would have been 
impressed �y the expresse d outrage and indignation at these Massport Proposals. 

You may ask yourself why is Massport causing an uproar and strenuous objections 
by many of the leaders an d communities who were silent in 1997? It is sdmewhat 
surprising that the communities of Winthrop, East Boston and South Boston are opposing 
these plans, when Massport has projecte d  thirty to forty (30% - 40%) percent decrease in 
noise in these areas. Many of you have been promised le!i� .Jr pollution from the 
contaminants generated by the operations of Loan International Airport. 

The answer is simple .. The citizens of all of these communities finally understand 
that Massport can not be believed; that any relief promised by Massport would simply be 62 2 short term if at all. Eventually, these communities that have been promised relief will be • 
subjected to even a higher level of noise by the year 2010, than these communities are 
experiencing today. 

I am going to refer you to Massports draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Report, Table 4.5-1, P 4-29: you will note that ifMassport is allowed it's 
prefe
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15R, 22L, 27 and 33L,) the flight delays will increase from 168,000 to 236,000 per year 
by 2010. In in 1999, Massport projects flight delays of only 126,500. So things are not 
going to get better at Logan even with the new runway. 

The increase of passengers at Logan in the year 2010 will increase by 6 2. 4 
approximately 42%. I suggest gentlemen that you try to visualize the increase in the 
amount of cars and trucks on the Massachusetts Turnpike, Southeast Expressway and the 
tunnels, during rush hour. Massport plans indicate one major and obvious error .... It has 
failed to plan for growth! 

If you review the history ofMassport, and the web of political intrigue, that has 
been spun by Massport and certain political leaders, the issue of expansion has taken on 
the appearance of a social and economic spin-off. In 1990-1991, James King, now a 
presidential fellow at Trinity College, was then Chainnan of the Mass Aeronautics 
Commission, who studied sites for a second major airport. He recommended that serious . 
consideration be given to the Fort Devens Site. However, Governor Weld removed that 
consideration completely from the table. I am referring to a Globe article, March 17, 
1999. Secretary of Transportation of he Commonwealth, Fred Salvucci has admitted that 
he and then Governor Dukaisis promised the residences of East Boston that they would be 
no further expansion at Logan International Airport. (Also Globe, 3/17/99) 

There has been no consideration or studies directed at expanding Hanscom Airfield 
in Bedford, which has two existing lengthy runways. A commitment from Massport to 
focus its energies and funding to improving the cargo and terminal facilities at Hanscom 
would help their cause far greater than the short term of runway 14/32 at Logan. 
Massport will admit, if confronted, that the expansion at Hanscom would be a political 
nightmare. A recent article in the Globe regarding a meeting that Governor Celluci 
granted to a selectman from the Town of Lexington, as you know, Lexington is adjacent 
to Hanscom. The governor was quoted as stating to the selectman that he certainly would 
not support an airport or expansion in an area where the residents "did not want it" 
Governor Celluci has not responded to the January 25, 1999 request by the residents of 
the Town of Winthrop for a meeting on the airport issues, and he probably will not 
respond. We do not want it. Governor Cellucci, are we a lesser class of citizens than 
those from lexington well-heeled suburbs? FAA, are you complying with your 
environmental justice requirements? 

Massport has failed to take into consideration the updating and modernizing of either 
Worcester Municpal Airport, or New Bedford. For years, we have urged Massport to 
work on the Worcester Airport development, but we were told that Massport has no 
authority, Yet Peter Blute, the CEO at Massport was quoted in the Herald issue of 
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March 16, 1999 that "Massport is in the process of talcing over the operation of 
Worcester Airport." What does this mean? Why was it not done years ago? 

Rather than Massport facing reality, in developing these regional airports and also 
laying the foundation for a second major airport after the year 2010, it commits itself to 
spending $200,000 in an ad campaign in order to "sell" runway 14/32. A substantial 
portion of those funds are ours, the taxpayer monies! 

Massport has done very little, in actively promoting construction of the 
North/South Station link (except to attend meetings). In November of 1999, Amtrak will 

· begin a regular schedule of high speed trains traveling at 150 miles per hour reaching
Penn Station, in New York in approximately 3 hours. A North/South Station link would
open up high speed rail travel to all commuter lines running into North Station, the
Woburn Regional Transportation Center and Northern New England and would divert a
substantial number of air travelers to rail travelers.

Finally, I would like to address the issue of the economic effect of concentrating 
on regional airports. In the Boston Business Journal of March 19, 1999, Paul Guzzi, the 
CEO of the Boston Chamber of Commerce stated that the New Runway is "good for the 
economy and it is good for jobs". Is he implying that utiliz.ation of regional airports will 
cause a decline in the greater Boston economy? I believe that to be an improper 
statement. First of� the airlines, internally are one of the major causes of delays. If 
instead of utilizing smaller aircraft on a more frequent basis they used larger planes on an 
infrequent basis, there would be substantial decrease in the noise. More importantly, 
people will still come to Boston with or without the construction of runway 14/32.

Massport has admitted that in its statement. Hanscom's airfield is approximately 15 mil 
from Boston. With proper link into the Massachusetts Turnpike, Worcester would be 
within a reasonable distance from Boston. These regional airports would maintain and 
impro·.� the Boston economy, as well as, provide the sarr.e number of jobs if not more as 
would the current Massport expansion plan. 

In closing, I would like to quote sections from former Governor William Weld's 
executive order number 385, in the fifth paragraph he states "whereas in the absence of the 
effective growth management, the burden of balancing economic development with 
resource protection is not spread equitably, but falls disproportionately on proponents on 
the most recent development, as well as, on communities lacking sufficient means to 
protect their resources and guide the development." (emphasis added). He then went 
on to issue several orders under "declaration of policy". In section 3, he ordered all State 
Agencies, Departments, Boards, Commissions, Authorities and instrumentality's of the 
Commonwealth (hereafter "agencies") shall evaluate the effect of their current regulations, 
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policies, plans, and practices on their and others' ability to facilitate sustainable economic 
development and to presenre environmental quality and resources, and shall adopt 
changes to the extent necessary to effectively contribute to the attainment of these 
objectives; provided that no such change shall infiinge on the jurisdiction or authority of 
municipal, county, regional or Federal Government. 

Massport has failed to preserve environmental quality, and resources. I urge you 
to find the Massport Environmental Impact Statement/Report Inadequate. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

�{J;tfftv 
JEROME E. FALBO, CHAIRMAN 
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Code 

62.1 

62.2 

Topic 1 

Alternatives 

Alternatives 

Letter 62 
Town of Winthrop, Noise, Air Pollution and 

Airport Hazards Committee 
Jerome E. Falbo 

Topic 2 
··-·--··--·-···-··-· 

Runway 14/32 

Runway 14/32 

Comment 

... [T]he construction of Runway 14/32, and other projects. 

... may temporarily provide a small decrease in the delays in 
air traffic at Logan Airport but they will increase the number of 
flights per hour per day, and the environmental degradation 
that goes with those flights. 

... [T]he communities that have been promised relief will be 
subjected to even a higher level of noise by the year 2010, 
than these communities are experiencing today. 

Response 

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/SIEIR 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. 

Projected changes in flight patterns and associated noise 
shifts are consistent with the PRAS goals, which were studied 
and approved by the community when established. Activity 
increases over certain communities are offset by activity 
reductions over other severely impacted communities and by 
activity increases over water. 

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. 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. 

Letter 62: Town of Winthrop, Noise Air Pollution & Airport Hazard Committee - Jerome E. Falbo 
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Code 

62.3 

62.4 

Topic 1 

Alternatives 

Ground 
Transportation 

Topic 2 

Preferred Alter 
native 

Access to 
Logan 

Comment Response 
- - - ------

[With] Alternative I A (which encompasses the construction of 
Runway 14/32[,] construction of center field taxi way and 
reducing the approaching minimums of runway 15R, 22L, 27 
and 33L,) flight delays will increase from 168,000 to 236,000 
per year by 2010. In 1999, Massport projects flight delays of 
only 126,500. So things are not going to get better at Logan 
even with the new runway. 

The increase of passengers at Logan in the year 2010 will 
increase by approximately 42% .... Visualize the increase in 
the amount of cars and trucks on the Massachusetts 
Turnpike, Southeast Expressway and the tunnels, during rush 
hour. Massport ... has failed to plan for growth! 

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 DEIS/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. 

----

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). 

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 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. Finally, with regard to caps on airport operations, 
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. 
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. 

Letter 62: Town of Winthrop, Noise Air Pollution & Airport Hazard Committee• Jerome E. Falbo 
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Code 

62.5 

62.6 

Topic 1 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Transportation 

Topic 2 

Regional 
Airports 

Regional 
Airports 

Comment 

There has been no consideration or studies directed at 
' expanding Hanscom Airfield in Bedford, which has two 
, existing lengthy runways. A commitment from Massport to 
i focus its energies and funding to improving the cargo and 

terminal facilities at Hanscom would help their cause far 
greater than the short term of Runway 14/32 at Logan. 

(Is the] FAA ... complying with ... [its] environmental justice 
requirements ... (by failing to seriously consider 
Hanscom]? 

Letter 62: Town of Winthrop, Noise Air Pollution & Airport Hazard Committee - Jerome E. Falbo 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

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 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 significant 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 GE/R 

(HGEIR) and ijs 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. 

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. 

Refer to response to comment 62.5. 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 

62.7 Regional Regional Massport has failed to take into consideration the updating 
Transportation Airports and modernizing of either Worcester Municipal Airport, or 

New Bedford. 

62.8 Regional Passenger Rail Massport has done very little, in actively promoting 
Transportation construction of the North/South Station link (except to attend 

meetings) ... A North/South Station link would open up high 
speed rail travel to all commuter lines running into North 
Station, the Woburn Regional Transportation Center and 

Response 
_ __,.._ -·---

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Since 1995, Masspo rt 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 a irports 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 in 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. 

P RAS 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. 

The official estimate of passenger diversion from 
Logan Airport to the North/South Rail Link is 
46,700 passengers in 2010, approximately 0.1 percent of 
Logan Airport's expected passenger traffic in 2010. Refer to 
Technical Report No. 4 Ridership Methodology and 

Northern New England and would divert a substantial number Forecasting Study of the North/South Rail Link Project 
of air travelers to rail travelers. (February 1998). 

Letter 62: Town of Winthrop, Noise Air Pollution & Airport Hazard Committee - Jerome E. Falbo 
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Code Topic 1 

62.9 Regional 
Transportation 

62.10 Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Topic 2 Comment 

Regional Hanscom's airfield is approximately 15 mil(es] from Boston. 
Airports 

MEPA 

With proper link into the Massachusetts Turnpike, Worcester 
would be within a reasonable distance from Boston. These 
regional airports would maintain and improve the Boston 
economy, as well as, provide the same number of jobs if not 
more as would the current Massport expansion plan. 

[Massport has failed to comply with] Governor William 
Weld's executive order number 385 .... 

- ,-·---·· ·------·· •-*----p-- ·-----·-··---�--- ••ff•----ff--

Letter 62: Town of Winthrop, Noise Air Pollution & Airport Hazard Committee -Jerome E. Falbo 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Refer to response to comment 62.5. 

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. 

Massport disagrees with this assertion, as extensively 
described in Chapter 1 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 





TOWN OF WINTHROP 

NOISE, AIR POLLUTION AND AIRPORT HAZARDS COMMITTEE 

MEMOf.RS· 
Jcromo E. Falbo, Clwrmaa 
R.abcn L Drilcoll, Sr., V"aco-Owrmaa 
IUcurdN.Daap 
IUcurdD.Dimcl 
R.obcr1£.l\ala1far 
M.alaowuma.� 
OcraldROgsa.Selq,aaaa 
R.obcr1 L 1kiamU, Jr., Sckcr = Mi 
� Robar1 A DoLoo 

NllltD'f A. Loubier, Socnury 

LETTER 63 

April 12, 1'999 

Massachusetts Environmental Protection Agency 
I 00 Cambridge Street 
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Attention: Arthur Pugsley, MEP A 

Dear Mr. Puglsey: 
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Enclosed is the Town of Winthrop Noise, Air Pollution, Airport Hazards 
Co1r..mittees written cornm�.its to Massachusetts Port Authorities Environmental Impact 
Statement/Report. --

JEF:jp 
Enclosure 



Return-path: ArtFlavin@aol.com 
From: ArtFlavin@aol.com 
Full-name: Art Flavin 
Message-ID: <86fa466c.245 l I 503@aol.com> 
Date: Thu, 22 Apr I 999 20: 12:5 I EDT 
Subject: Fwd: Response to Draft EJSIR EOEA f! I o..iss 
To: Ardwest7@aol.com 

TOWN OF WrNTHROP 
NOISE, AIR POLLUTION AND AIRPORT HAZARDS COMMITTEE 
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH FACTS SUBCOMMITTEE 

Robert Durand 
Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
I 00 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor 
Boston MA 02202 

April 21, 1999 

Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project EOEA #10458 

Dear Mr. Durand, 

The following comments are being submitted in response to the above Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement/Report (EIS/R). It is the opinion of the 
members of this committee that the Draft EIS/R does not adequately address 
very critical issues regarding the generation of airborne pollutants from the 
combustion of petrochemical fuels, and the effects of these environmental 
pollutants on the health of Winthrop residents. A considerable proportion of 
the residents ot' Winthrop are concerned about what they perceive to be a high 
incidence of respiratory disease and cancer, which they attribute to 
exposure to pollutants currently and historically generated by airport 
activities. In the current Draft EIS/R. Masspon estimates (Vol IV, Tables 
E14-I Through EI4-4) indicate that, in 1999, airport related activity 
releases 50,000 pounds of toxic pollutants into the air daily. 

The relationship between these pollutants and serious respiratory disease is 
well established in the literature. Considerable evidence exists for 
elevated levels of Asthma, and Respiratory Tract Cancer in both East Boston 
and South Boston. Winthrop, primarily a residential community located 
seaward of the airport, in the past has shown lesser health effects than 
these communities. However more recent reports (Massachusetts Disease 
Registry) show that we have now reached the incidence levels of Asthma of our 
neighbor communities. Lung Cancer levels in Winthrop (Massachusetts Cancer 
Registry), not in themselves excessive, consistently demonstrate a markedly 
increased rate for females, who in past years have constituted the at home. 
exposed population. As these results become clearer, the wisdom of locating 
airports, generators of concentrated petrochemical combustion waste, in urban 
:enters becomes very suspect. 

63.1 



While we are aware that the changes proposed in the Draft EIS/R indicate 
increased efficiency of operation of the airport. and project only slight 
change in the level of pollutants emitted, we strongly feel that the current 
levels are themselves creating a significant negative impact on the health 
and well being of Winthrop residents. We strongly oppose any development 
which will increase the operational capacity of Logan Airport until these 
adverse impacts and their relation to airport pollution generation have been 
thoroughly addressed. 

We note that these issues concerning immediate and local impact were raised 
in public comments, and in the Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Certification statement with regard to the Logan Airport GEIR annual update 
in 1996, EOEA # 324 7. Massport was directed at that time to initiate such 
studies, but we have no kn<,wledge that such activities were ever undertaken. 
Massport has instead relied on its participation in the State Implementation 
Program, and the projection of pollutant concentrations by EPA dispersion 
modeling techniques which indicate levels within the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards . We would like to make the following points: 

I. Accurate analysis of the public health impact of this localized
pollution source requires that the data be gathered and analyzed for
differential effects on local neighborhoods within the affected area, and
this data be compared to meteorological dispersion of pollutants generated by
airport activity.

2. Dispersion models which predict essentially no variation in 
concentration of pollutants throughout the Town of Winthrop, which has 
neighborhoods both a few hundred yards, and several miles from the generation
source must be considered very suspect. The technology exists for the direct 
measurement and monitoring of these pollutants, and should be established

without delay.

We feel that addres·sing these issues must be carried out before any actions 
are taken to further the development or operational capacity of this airport. 

J.B. Dumser, PhD, CIH, Chaim1an of the Subcommittee 
Committee Members: 
Barbara Bishop 
Jack Dowd 
Madeline Burke 
Arthur Flavin, Sr. 
Bob Massa 
John Marcy 
Greg Curci 
Jean McNeish 
Barbara Flavin 
Harvey Maibor 
Judy Silck 
Conal Foley 

63.1 
(cont.) 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 

63.1 Public Health Effects 

63.2 Air Quality Model 

63.3 Air Quality Model 

Letter 63 
Town of Winthrop, Noise Air Pollution & 

Airport Hazard Committee 
Jerome E. Falbo 

Comment Response 
-��•···· . --··-.. -··· --�--------

... the Draft EIS/R does not adequately address very critical Public health issues are discussed in Section 6.8 of the 
issues regarding the generation of airborne pollutants from Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
the combustion of petrochemical fuels, and the effects of 
these environmental pollutants on the health of Winthrop 
residents. A considerable proportion of the residents of 
Winthrop are concerned about what they perceive to be a 
high incidence of respiratory disease and cancer, which 
they attribute to exposure to pollutants currently and 
historically generated by airport activities ... While we are 
aware that the changes proposed in the Draft EIS/R indicate 
increased efficiency of operation of the airport and project 
only slight change in the level of pollutants emitted, we 
strongly feel that the current levels are themselves creating 
a significant negative impact on the health and well being of 
Winthrop residents. We strongly oppose any development 
which will increase the operational capacity of Logan Airport 
until these adverse impacts and their relation to airport 
pollution generation have been thoroughly addressed. 

Accurate analysis of the public health impact of this localized Public health issues are discussed in Section 6.8 of the 
pollution source requires that the data be gathered and Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
analyzed for differential effects on local neighborhoods within 
the affected area, and this data be compared to 
meteorological dispersion of pollutants generated by airport 
activity. 

Dispersion models which predict essentially no variation in The air quality dispersion model used for the Supplemental 
concentration of pollutants throughout the Town of DEIS/FEIR complies with EPA and FAA standards. 
Winthrop, which has neighborhoods both a few hundred 
yards, and several miles from the generation source must 
be considered very suspect. The technology exists for the 
direct measurement and monitoring of these pollutants, and 
should be established without delay. 

Letter 63: Town of Winthrop, Noise Air Pollution & Airport Hazard Committee, Jerome E. Falbo 
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March 30, 1999 

421 Avlatlon W<:r--( • Freder1ck. MD 21701-4798 
Telephone (301) 695-2000 • FAX (301) 695-2375 
YfflW.oopa.org 

LETTER 64 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEP A Office 
100 Cambridge Street 
20th Floor 
Boston, MA 022025 

Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

The Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association (AOPA) represents the general aviation interests of more 
than 340,000 individual pilots and aircraft owners in the United States, more than 30,000 of whom 
reside in New England. AOPA and its members are very interested in any action that will enhance the 
access to and capacity of airports in New England and the efficiency of the air traffic control system. 

For more than ten years, AOP A has been participating in the airside development issues at Boston
Logan International Airport. Recently we were provided the opportunity to review the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) entitled "Logan Airside 
Improvement Pl�ing Project." 

It is our assessment that reducing delays through new infrastructure, including runways, is the 
appropriate way to ensure that the Boston Metropolitan area will be able to meet the growing demand 
for air transportation in the 21st century without suffering significant environmental and economic 
consequences. Alternative IA in the Draft EIS/EIR would enhance capacity by building runway 14/32 
and a new centerline taxiway. This alternative also calls for improvements to additional taxiways and 
would address the approach minimums for runways at Logan. 

Additionally, Alternative IA provides solutions for the recognized needs of the users of Boston-Logan 
International Airport while minimizing and mitigating environmental impacts, including noise, on the 
surrounding communities. Alternative IA not only protects but also enhances the socioeconomic 
benefits that Boston-Logan International Airport brings to the Boston Metropolitan area and New 
England as a whole. Alternative IA would also reduce fuel-wasting delays and in many cases reduce 
noise, especially late �t night, for the communities most severely impacted at the present time. 

On behalf of our New England members, AOPA fully supports Alternative lA and urges its timely 
implementation. 

64.1 



Mr. Arthur Pugsley 
Page 2 
March 30, 1999 

Should you require any additional information on this or any other related issue, please feel free to 
contact me at (301) 695-2221. 

Sincerely, 

Dennis Roberts 
Vice President, Executive Director 
Government and Technical Affairs 
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Code Topic 1 

64.1 Alternatives 

Topic 2 

Preferred 
Alternative 

Letter 64 

Aircraft Owners & Pilots Association 

Dennis Roberts, Vice President, 

Executive Director of 

Government and Tech. Affairs 

Comment 

It is our assessment that reducing delays through new 
infrastructure, including runways, is the appropriate way to 
ensure that the Boston Metropolitan area will be able to 
meet the growing demand for air transportation in the 21st 
century without suffering significant environmental and 
economic consequences ... On behalf of our New England 
members, A0PA fully supports Alternative 1A and urges its 
timely implementation. 

Response 

Comment noted. 

Letter 64: Aircraft Owners & Pilots Association, Dennis Roberts, Vice President, Executive Director Government & Tech. Affairs 
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(A PROFESSIONAL ASSOCL\TION INCLUDING A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION) 

COUNSELW.RS AT LAW 

PAUL A. �cGCWA.'-, lil 

MARK D. ENGEL 

THOMAS H. TCCKER 

STEPHEN SCHULTZ 

CATIIY P. BROOKS 

Mr. John Silva 

125 illGH STREET 

HIGH STREET TOWER, SUITE 2601 

BOSTON, MASSACHUSETI'S 02110 

TELEPHONE (617) 951-9980 

FACSIMILE (617) 951-0048 

LETTER 65 

April 16, 1999 

Manager, Environmentdl Programs 
New England Region 
Federal Aviation Administratio� 
12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA O 1803 

R e: L ogan Airside Improvements Planning Project, Boston, MA 
EOEA #10458 

Dear Mr. Silva: 

OFCOt.mSEL 

PETER L. KOFF 

MICHAEL ROITMA.� 

SUSAN GRANDIS BRANDER. P.C:. 

I am submitting the following comments on behalf of Airport Impact !le lie+: Inc. ("MR Inc.") 
in regard to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report ("EIS/R") for the above project. 

The Draft EIS/R does not adequately descn"be the environmental and socio-economic impacts 
of the project and evaluate other reasonable alternatives to the proposal chosen by Massport as its 
preferred alternative. Furthermore, to the extent this document has been circulated to comply with 
the requirements ofFederal law, the Draft EIS/R shows that the Federal Aviation Administration has 
not properly carried out its own obligations under relevant provisions ofTitle 49 of the United States 
Code, the Naticnal Envircmnental Policy Act (''NEPA") ar.d its implementing regulations, and the 
requirements ofExecutive Order 12898 arid the DOT Order regarding environmental justice. 

i. Ferierai statutory rontext. Masspon's proposai to construct a new Runw&y l4i32 and
other airfield improvements at Logan Airport will trigger a number of FAA and Secretary of 
Transportation approvals and/or actions with respect to a future grant application, changes to the 
L
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Federal approvals which will be necessary, and provide a documented record of how the FAA has
carried or will carry out its obligations under Federal law with regard to this project. The Draft 
EIS/R falls far short in providing this info.mation to the public. 
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For example, the briefreference in Table 8.8-1 on pages 8-27 and 8-28 of the need for FAA 
"Federal funding approval" and a "Section 4(F) Determination" from the U.S. Department of 
Transportation, and the actual Section 4(f) discussion on pages 8-18 to 8-21, totally full to provide 
the reader with a fair understanding of the important requirements ofFederal law with respect to the 
approval of airport development projects. In fuct, the only provision of Title 49 of the United States 
Code which is reproduced in the docwnent is Section 40103, a provision which concerns FAA 
author:ity to regulate use cf ai..'"space. a fuct wrucb is not in dispute. On the other hand other than one 
cryptic reference to the pubic hearing requirement of"49 USC 47106(c}" c.n page P-3 o!'th� Draft 
EIS/R this document does not summarize the relevant provisions of Federal law and policies 
contained in 49 U.S.C. § 47101 et seq. which luve been enacted to ensure that airport development 
projects are consistent with the needs of the surrounding communities and protect the environment. 

It is not generally understood by the many citizens who are impacted by the present, and 
proposed future, operations of Logan Airport that it is the policy of the United States that airport 
development projects should minimize, rather than increase, projected noise impacts on nearby 
communities (49 U.S.C. § 47101(a)(2)) and provide for the protection and enhancement of the 
quality ofthe environment (49 U.S.C. § 4710l(a)(6)); that mitigation of existing noise impacts must 
be given a high priority in airport development projects which expand capacity (49 U.S.C. § 

4 710 J ( c) ); and that airport development proiects should be planned in a cooperation effort with state 
and local officials (49 U.S.C. § 4?10l(g)(1)). None of these poli::ies are :tlhrctect tc i.'1 the Draft 
EIS/R. 

These general policies are then reinforced by the more specific provisions of 49 U.S. C. § 

4 7106 which ensure that airport development projects do not have significant adverse impacts on the 
surrounding region. For example, a project grant application may be approved by the Secretary of 
Transportation only ifhe is satisfied that ''the interests of the community in or near which the project 
may be located have been given fair consideration .... " Seco� 49 U.S.C. § 47106(c)(l )(A)(ii) gives 
the City of Boston, where the Massport airfield improvement project will be located, the right to 
petition the Secretary of Transportation about this project <;ince the Massport Board does not have 
any voting representation from B!":ston, a right which is not discussed in the Draft EIS/R. Third, 
under 49 U.S.C. & 47106rc)ll)l_A) the �ecretary of Trans!)Ortation may not approve the runway 
unless a publlc heanng is held t� consider •.vhether the runway :.s consIStent with the conummity1s 
planning objectives, as well as the economic, social and environmental effects of the runway. The 
public hearings held last week did not make this fact clear to the public. Finally, 49 U.S.C. § 
47106(c)(C) prohibits approval of the project ifit has significant adverse effects on natural resources 
(including recreation assets) unless there is no possible and prudent alternative and every reasonable 
step has been ta.ken to minimize the adverse effects of the project. 

The Draft EIS/R does not show that any cooperative planning efforts were made by Massport 
with the City of Boston and other local communities regarding which of the alternatives should be 

65.2 

65.3 
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selected by Massport as its preferred alternative. In fact, Massport repeatedly refused over an 18-
month period to consult with the Community Advisory Committee about its choice of a preferred 

65 4 alternative. As you know, in October of 1997 AIR Inc. specifically requested, in the enclosed letter 
to Massport Executive Director Peter Blute, an opportunity ''to start the process of discussion" 
concerning airside improvements at Logan. This letter was never responded to by Mr. Blute or by 
anyone else at Massport or the FAA, to whom a copy was sent. Neither Massport nor the FAA 
consulted with the affected communities as to whether the selection of Alternative IA would be 
consistent with the requirements of FederaJ law: particularly regarding mmuru.zation of noise and 

. . 
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Accordingly, we believe iliat it would be impossible for the Secretary of Transportation to 
be satisfied that "fair consideration" has been given to the interests of the surrounding communities 
when other alternatives, such as an aggressive peak period pricing program or further development 
of other existing commercial airfields, and Mass port's own Hanscom Field, were not even evaluated. 
Furthermore, as documented in the comments of the Community Advisory Committee (CAC) dated 
March 29, 1999, which comments are endorsed and adopted by AIR, Inc., the project - particularly 
the proposed Runway 14/32 - will have excessive noise and other impacts on surrounding 
communities, in conflict with the national policy established in 49 U.S.C. § 4710l(a) and (c). 

One other area of particular concern to AI� lnc. is the aocument's failure to make a 
meaningful evaluation, as required by Federal law (mcluctmg 49 U.S.C. � 47i06tc)((l)(C)), of the 
impacts of the project on Section 4{t) resources. The document's apparent status as a ''Draft Section 
4(t) Statement" as well as a Draft EIS/R is not really made clear except on the page following REV-
32 entitled "List of Preparers" at the end of volwne I. The Preface (page P-1) and the discussion of 
the MEPNNEPA Process and the Massport - FAA Roles on pages P-2 to P-5 do not indicate that 
the document is being circulated for comment as a Draft Section 4(t) Statement. The references at 
the top of each page and the Table of Contents to "Draft 4(f)" are confusing and not explained in the 
text. 

The :ictual discussion of potential Sl!ction 4(f) impacts on pages 8-18 to 8-21 of the Draft 
EIS.'R does not present sufficient data which shows the actual effects of the proposed project on the 
two histonc srtes-1<1entifiee1 in Cheisea The bare determination by me FAA 'wt there are no f�ible 
or prudent alternatives to the f>reteaed PJ�emative which wouia adueve me oelay reduction, safety, 

- .:t.�portation, noise distribution and other objectives of the Preferred Altern�.tive" (page 8-21) is so
conclusory as to be meaningless.

2. Environmental justice compliance. The draft EIS/EIR reflects significant, and fa1a4
short-comings in the FAA's ascertainment and evaluation of the impacts of this project on minority 
and low-income populations living adjacent to the prcject. The document shows that the FAA did 
not actively obtain the population and impact information required by the Executive Order and the 
DOT Order; the only specific data presented is noise dat� which compares the projected noise 

65.5 

65.6 

65.7 

65.8 

65.9 
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John Silva 
April 16, 1999 
Page 4 

impacts ( which we believe 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 best, the environmental justice infonnation is presented in a way which suggests 
the FAA was simply "checking off'' this requirement rather than attempting, in good faith, to provide 
a meaningful evaluation of the project on minority and low-income communities. 

�. Preferen.tial runway advisory system {PRAS}. In Chapter 8 of !he Draft ElS/R 
Massport and the FAA maintain that the preferred alternative selteted by Mass-p0rt ·will help to obtain 
a better achievement of the goals of PRAS. In our opinion, however, that justification is misplaced. 
PRAS has not been a useful and reliable mechanism for equitable-distribution c,f noise impacts for 
many years, due to increased volwnes of air traffic and other historic and operational reasons. 
Achievement of the PRAS goals is not a relevant criterion for this project. If anything, the PRAS 
goals need to be revisited and understood by the public before any decisions should be made based 
upon PRAS. 

4. Conclusion. AIR Inc. respectfully requests that the Draft EIS/R. be found inadequate by
the Secretary ofEnvironmental Affairs for all of the reasons stated above and in the comments of the 
CAC; that the FAA should reconsider its support for the project in light of the many deficiencies 
noted in the Drafi: E!S/R: and that the document should be ·withdrawn from further pubic 
consideration or processing at this time pending the development of a meaningful participatory 
process for evaluation of alternatives to the Runway 14/32 proposal. 

cc: Arthur Pugsley, lvffiPA 
AI� In:. member$ 
Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair, CAC 

Sincerely yours, 

(?./LJ /lt,--
Peter L. Koff 

65.10 
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.'AUi. A. McGOWAN. nI 

�L\RK D. ENGEL 

TIImlAS II. TUCKER 

ROBERT W. GARRETT 

STErIIE."J SCHULTZ 

Mr. Peter Blute 
CEO & Executive Director 
Massport 
10 Park Plaza 
Boston, MA 02116 

COUNSELWRS AT LAW 

125 HIGH STREET 

lflG H STREET TOWER. SUITE 260 l 

OOSTON, MASSACHUSE'ITS 02110 

(617) 951-9980 

TELECOPIER (617) 951-0048 

October 16, 199? 

Re: Peak period pricing and airside improvements 

Dear Peter: 

Airport Impact Relief, Inc. has asked that 1 write to you regarding the issues of peak period 
pricing anlairside improvemenls. issues which have been"made even more important by yesterday's 
Wail Street Journal story and your message in this week's £,a.st Boston Sun Transcript. 

We are concerned by the lack of information which is being provided to us regarding the 
nature and timing ofMassport's plans with respect to peak pricing. I gather from the Journal piece 
and other information I have heard that Massport has decided to move forward, together and at the 
same time, with peak period pricing and airside improvements (including Runway 14/32 and a 
centerfield taxiway), and that a Draft EIR. will be published next month. I do not know if this 
information is accurate, but it would certainly be helpful to the community if some specific timetable 
was communicated as to when and what Mass port proposes to do. Of course, I am surprised if the 
Massport plan would have a runway element going forward at the same time as the initiation of peak 
pricing. It. had been our understanding that you were in agreement about "giving 'peak' a chance." 

ln another ironic twist to thls issue, 1 was today calied by someone in the Hanscom area 
asking whether Massport would be subject to local zoning requirements relative to a possible golf 
course and non-aviation development plans for Hanscom. The possibility that Massport would be 
giving up airport uses at Hanscom -- while it simultaneously moves to expand Logan's "operational 
flexibility' and ability to accommodate increased numbers of small and commuter aircraft using Logan 
-- is most troubling to us. The people of East Boston and Winthrop have always been sensitive to 
not shifting the problems of Logan Airport to the Hanscom area communities of Lexington, Concord, 
Bedford, and Lincoln. But at the same time, as long as Logan Airport growth is being discussed and 
Massport is considering options which we believe wo�ld increase the use of and impacts generated 
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Mr. Peter Blute 
October 16, 1997 
Page2 

by Logan Airport, it is only fair and necessary for other a lternatives to be explored and equally 
considered by your agency. Therefore, I would expect to see in any EIR. for airside development at 
Logan a rigorous analysis of options for use of Hanscom, as well as the possibilities of a slot system 
and other demand management techniques for Logan, even if some of these would require FAA 
implementatic!'.. ! am a.Lrious whether this !end ofinforma!ion will be available in your EIR and what 
studies have taken piace regarding these various alternatives. 

Your m�sage in the Sun Transcript stated that you were committed to pr0ceeding in good 
faith and in a spirit of cooperation to work with the Airport's neighbors to resolve difficult issues to 
the satisfaction of all concerned. I suggest that the difficult issues of peak period pricing, airside 
improvements, and alternatives to physical construction at Logan Airport should now be at the top 
of your list for discussion with the community. As one group which has a key role to play in these 
issues, we would like to start the process of discussion. If you would call me directly or ask Scott 
Ka&er or another member of your staff to de, so, we could hopefully agree upon the right way for 
this discussion to proceed. 

I look forward to hearing from you. 

cc: Scott Kafker, Esq., Chief Legal Counsel 
Richard Lettieri, Esq., Ropes & Gray 

Sincerely yours, 

9,4,1( 
Peter L. Koff 

Betty Desrosiers, Director of Aviation Planning and Development 
Jane Garvey, Administrator, Federal Aviation Administration 
Robert Bartanowicz, Regiorial Director, FAA 
AIR, Inc. officers and active members 
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Letter 65 
Airport Impact Relief, Inc. 

(McGowan, Engel, Tucker & Schultz) 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
· ··-· ·-·---· -------- ···-·-·- · ·- ·•-··-•• ·---

65.1 Environmental · FAA/NEPA ! ... [T]his Draft EIS/A should ... discuss the Federal

65.2 

65.3 

Review · policies and future Federal approvals which will be
Process necessary ... with regard to this project.

Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Environmental 
Review 
Process 

· ···------
·
··-· . 

FAA/NEPA 

FAA/NEPA 

General policies enacted in 49 U.S.C. § 47101 are not 
alluded to in the Draft EIS/A. 

The Public Hearing did not make clear to the public the 
requirements of 49 U.S.C. § 47106. 

Letter 65: Airport Impact Relief, Inc. (McGowan, Engel, etc.) 

Response 
-·-·--·- -- . ·-····-·-·•-•-

Chapter 1 of this SDEIS/FEIR describes the Federal process 
undertaken for this project. Chapter 8 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR describes the federal permits and approvals 
required for the Preferred Alternative. 

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

The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR comply with applicable requirements of federal 
law. 

FAA statements at the commencement of the public hearing 
addressed pertinent requirements of 49 U.S.C. § 47106. 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
-------- - ----�-

65.4 Environmental Public Process The Draft EIS/R does not show that any cooperative There was an extensive public participation and review 
Review planning efforts were made by Massport with the City of process during the preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR. Public 
Process Boston and other local communities regarding which of comments were received on the ENF after it was filed during 

the alternatives should be selected by Massport as its the summer of 1995. In the fall of 1995, several public 
preferred alternative ... Neither Massport nor the FAA scoping sessions were held to provide community input to the 
consulted with the affected communities as to whether the subsequent state and federal scopes for the project. To 
selection of Alternative 1A would be consistent with the assure that the Airside analysis was conducted with 
requirements of Federal law, particularly regarding awareness and input from all concerned parties, the Massport 
minimization of noise and avoidance of disproportionate Board established the Airside Review Committee (ARC), 
impacts to minority and low-income communities. which consists of the Community Advisory Committee (with 

representatives from 2 4  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. 
Twelve 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 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. 

Low income and minority populations were defined in 
accordance with Federal Executive Order 12898, the U.S. 
DOT Final Order r, 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. 

65.5 Alternatives Peak Period Other alternatives ... such as an aggressive peak period The analysis indicates that PPP is an effective option when 
Pricing were not evaluated. airlines schedule beyond the normal hourly operating 

capacity of the airport and provides an assessment of the 
extent of the benefits from PPP under such circumstances. 
Analysis of PPP is set out in in Section 4.5 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

Letter 65: Airport Impact Relief, Inc. (McGowan, Engel, etc.) 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 

65.6 rRegional 
Transportation 

65.7 Alternatives 

65.8 Open Space/ 
Parkland 

Topic 2 

Regional 
Airports 

Runway 14/32 

Section 4(1) 

Comment 

... further development of other existing commercial 
airfields, and Massport's own Hanscom Field, were not 
even evaluated. 

... the proposed Runway 14/32 will have excessive noise 
and other impacts on surrounding communities, in conflict 
with the national policy ... 

The document fails to make a meaningful evaluation ... of 
the impacts of the project on Section 4(1) resources. The 
document's apparent status as a "Draft Section 4(1) 
Statement" as well as a Draft EIS/R is not really made 
clear ... 

Letter 65: Airport Impact Relief, Inc .  (McGowan, En gel, etc.) 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 
--�--.. ---·--

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 
indudes 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 limtted 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 tts 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 significant 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 
(HA TS). Refer to Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for
a discussion of Hanscom Field. The role of other commercial 
airports in New England is discussed in Chapter 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 4(Q requires the identification of resources that would be 
used by any alternative under consideration. Therefore, the 
identification of all park and historic resources currently affected 
by Logan Airport is not required for a Section 4(Q Evaluation. 
There are no parklands, historic properties or sites, or other 
Section 4(Q resources on the airfield in the area of the proposed 
runway and taxiway improvements. There are also no parklands 
identified in those areas where the 65 dB DNL contour for the 
Preferred Alternative extends beyond the 65 dB DNL contour for 
the No Action Alternative (Alternative 4). Therefore, the 
Preferred Alternative will have no direct or indirect impact on 
parklands. Refer to Sections 5.3 and 6.3 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of parklands relative to the 
Preferred Alternative. 
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Code 

65.9 

65.10 

65.11 

Topic 1 

Open Space/ 
Parkland 

Environmental 
Justice 

Noise 

Topic 2 

Section 4(1) 

Impacts 

PRAS 

Comment 

... discussion of potential Section 4(Q impacts ... does not 
present sufficient data which shows the actual effects of the 
proposed project on the two historic sites identified in Chelsea. 
The bare determination by the FAA "that there are no feasible 
or prudent alternatives to the Preferred Alternative which 
would achieve the delay reduction, safety, transportation, 
noise distribution and other objectives of the 
Preferred Alternative" is so conclusory as to be meaningless . 

............. __ __ -···-····-··· · ····-···- - -·-

... the environmental justice information is presented in a 
way which suggests the FAA was simply "checking off" this 
requirement rather than attempting, in good faith, to provide 
a meaningful evaluation of the project on minority and low
income communities. 

Achievement of the PRAS goals is not a relevant criterion 
for this project. 

Letter 65: Airport Impact Relief, Inc. (McGowan, Engel, etc.) 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Refer to response to Comment 65.8. 

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. 

Since the PRAS goals were developed in conjunction with 
Massport, the FAA, and neighboring communities, it has been 
Massport's policy to encourage the FAA to operate 
Logan Airport in a manner that would attempt to fulfill the 
PRAS goals. The use of the PRAS goals in this study is 
consistent with this policy. 
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Code 

65.12 

Topic 1 

Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Topic 2 Comment 

Public Process ... the document should be withdrawn from further public 
consideration ... pending the development of a meaningful 
participatory process for evaluation of alternatives to the 
Runway 14/32 proposal. 

Letter 65: Airport lmpaci Relief, Inc. (McGowan, Engel, etc.) 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

There was an extensive public participation and review 
process during the preparation of the Airside Project 
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 Airside Project 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. 
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, 
answers 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. 
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TELEPHONE (617) 951-9980 
FACSIMILE (617) 951-0048 

SUSAN GR.a.l\'DIS BRA.'\'DER. P.C. 
CATHY P. BROOKS 

Bob Durand, Secretary
Execu�ve Office ofEnvironmen�� Affairs
l 00 Cainbricige Street
Boston; MA 02202
Attn: Arthur Pugsley

April 24. 1999

Re: . Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project, Boston., MA 
:EOEA # 10458

Dear Mr. Durand:

, I am submitting the folfo�g supplemental comments on behalf of Airport Impact Relief: Inc.
("AIR, 1Jnc.") in regard to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report ("EIS/R") for the above
project. I am hopefol that you will be able to accept these late comments which v;ere delayed by my
being c�t-cf-to·.1/u �H of this p551 week. 

. . 

F� I �t to include one general observation about the lack of adequate maps and figures to
identify the particular residentia f communities surrounding the Airport which would be impacted
(positively or negatively) by the projects which Massport is proposing. The document repeatedly
shows the Logan Airport facilities only to the extent of the Airport's property boundaries but 'w'ithout
reference to the surrounding land areas and residential communities which lie next to or just beyond
the surrounding waters. See, for ex.ample, the following figures: Figure 1.5-1 (existing runway layout)
on page 1-lS;Figures 1.5-2 through 1.5-6(runwayusage in various wind con.figurations) on pages 1-16
through 1-20; and the noise con�ours in Volume IV. These graphics minimize the impacts of the
proposed proje<:ts on the persons who reside close to the Airport and make it more difficult for
individuals to understand the potehtial effects of the projects on their particular neighborhoods. Figure
5 .1-1 on page 5-4 does show the A,irport in relation to the surrounding communities, bLTt the areas are
identified oniy generally ("F��t Boston/' "Winth.rcp;• �nd so fo1i.h} without more specific
identifications cf the: p�-ticuiar- neighborhoods. lr.t contrasi., Figure 5.3-2 on page 5-56, which shows
the locations of air quality modeling receptors, does properly identify specific neighborhoods within
Winthrop and East Boston., and South Boston. More extended use of these particular identifications
would be helpful throughout tr - :document.

66.1 
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Page 2. 

Second, our original comment letter dated April 16, 1999 neglected to comment upon two of 
the specific projects, in addition tq the proposed Runway 14/32, which are of concern to AIR, Inc. and 
its members. The evaluation in; the Draft EIS/R of the proposed Centerfield Taxiway does not 
adequately discuss the environmental impacts (both noise and odors) of this project, its relationship 
to increased Allport capacity (atlgmenting gate shortages) and expanded use of the airfield, and 
alternatives to the full Cent.erfieltj Taxiway, including constructing a shorter taxiway in the southern 
half of the airfield which would avoid adcling more taxiing and queuing of aircraft in close proximity 
to the Bayswater/Constitution Beach area of East Boston and the Court Road neighborhood in 
Winthrop. 

FinaHy, the ciscussion in t.i.e Draft ErSiR r::garding lowering cf the ianding minimums on 
Runways 1 SR, 33L, 12L, and 27 JS very limited and far from adequate. The Draft EIS/R does not fully 
disclose and properly evaluate th� present conditions which limit lowering of the landing mirumums 
on, we believe, three of the four ninway ends. AIR, Inc. previously obtained from Massport, by means 
of a public documents request, a'.copy of the July 31, 1980 Agreement between Massport, the FAA, 
and the City of Boston regarding the installation of various lighting and instrumentation at the end of 
Runway 15R. In this Agreemennhe FAA states that it does not intend to lower landing minimums on 
RW1way 15R, and will not do so in the future without a full environmental impact statement and public 
meetings. The Agreement references similar restrictions regarding lowering of the landing minimums 
on RW1ways 22L and 27. 

The Draft EIS/R. has no SJ'FCific text discussion about this Agreement or the reasons particularly 
applicable to RunW2y ! 5R in the Draft EIS/R ma-. vok-n� r.ro!u=� !, pages 3�36 tc 3�38) er 
Appendix D (VoJ ume ill). Eased on the actua; text of me Ag:r�emem: for Rum1.1ay ! SR., a.'"ld assum.ing 
the agreements for Run-way 22L and 27 use similar language, the Draft EIS/R completely misstates the 
purpose of the aj;reements regarding these three rumvays when the Draft EIS/R. states that when the 
instrument landing system equipment was installed on these runways "several years ago" the FAA 
"agreed to temporarily retain the existing approach minimums .... " See Volume I, page 3-38; Volume 
ill, Appendix D, page I. The EIStR should provide, but does not, a full discussion of the reasons for 
the agreements, the concerns of ,residents who live close to the approach ends of these runways, the 
perceived and actual potential impacts of the proposed changes, alternatives, and appropriate 
mitigation. 

AIR, Inc. respectfully requests that the Draft EIS/R be found inadequate by the Secretary of 
Environmental Affairs for th� -e�ons stated above and in our previous comments. 

cc: John Silva, FAA 
AIR roe. members 

Since�!y yours, 

(?fi/11 
Peter L. Koff 

66.2 

66.3 

66.4 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 

66.1 Noise 

66.2 Alternatives 

66.3 Alternatives 

66.4 Alternatives 

Topic 2 

Studies 

OM-M-mOMH• •- •• .. MO 

Taxiway 
Improvements 

Taxiway 
Improvements 

Reduced 
Approach 
Minima 

Letter 66 
Airport Impact Relief, Inc. 

(McGowan, Engel, Tucker & Schultz) 

Comment 

Requests more extensive use of maps in identifying 
specific neighborhoods and to show relationship of 

; .... �.urra.u.ndi�g communities !o Logan on m�P.���-d figures.

- The evaluation in the Draft EIS/A of the proposed
Centerfield Taxiway does not adequately discuss the
environmental impacts (both noise and odors) of this
project, ...

Wants discussion of having shorter Centerfield taxiway 
only in southern half of airfield. 

Requests expansion of discussion on lowering minimums 
and specifics on the July 31, 1980 agreement between 
Massport, the FAA and the City of Boston. 

Response 

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

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 taxiways reducing ground noise and emissions 
for close in residents of East Boston and Winthrop. 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. 

One of the major benefits of the Centerfield Taxiway is to 
provide an impeded path from the north sector of the airfield 
to the south. This will prevent Runway 4R arrivals from 
queuing in the northern sector, and will reduce queues for 
Runway 22L departures. Refer to Section 3.3.1 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for more discussion of the 
Centerfield Taxiway's operational benefits. 

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

The 1980 agreement between Massport and the FAA 
required an EIS analysis before any change in the minimums 
would be affected. The proposed reductions in minimums are 
analyzed in the EIS documents for the Airside Project. 

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 66: Airport Impact Relief, Inc. (McGowan, Engel, etc.) 





Statement of Scott Godfi ey 

Director, Eastern Region 

Air Transport Association of America 

on the 

Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 

08APR99 
LETTER 67 

My name is Scott Godfrey and I am the Director of the Eastern Region Office of 
the Air Transport Association of America which is headquartered in Washington, 
DC. The ATA represents the 23 major passenger and cargo airlines in the U.S ..

Today, I am speaking for all these airlines, their respective employees and the 
passengers and shippers using Logan International Airport. ATA and the airlines 
serving Boston Logan Airport support the Logan Airside Improvements Planning 
Project in its entirety. As a partner with Massport, local officials, and community 
representatives throughout the comprehensive process leading to the submission 
of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report; we 
believe that the benefits to be garnered by all partners weigh heavily in support 
of the project. 

The present operational posture within which the airport operates results in 
significant delays during certain wind conditions. The efficiency of the airport's 
operation is severely compromised during these times due to the lack of a 
runway configuration compatible to the operational requirements otherwise 
addressed by the available runways in all other wind situations. The obvious 
solution to this problem is the implementation of Massport's plan which includes 
the_construction of runway 14/32. 

the ATA can not stress enough the importance of the reduction of the current 
delays which plague Boston Logan Airport and the corresponding level of service 
which we can provide to the passengers and shippers utilizing the airport. It is 
also our position that the implementation of the entire project will lower the 
overall noise impact on the surrounding communities. This is due to the uni
directional orientation of the new runway and the efficiency gains which will 
cause a reduction of delayed late night operations which currently impact 
citizens at the most intrusive time of day. 

Additionally, air traffic system and pilot operational safety benefits will be 
realized; a lessening of fuel emissions from delayed aircraft on the ground will 
result; and associated economic benefits for the greater Boston area will be 
gained. 

In the interest of time, the ATA will submit a more detailed presentation of these 
and all the pertinent items via a written submission to the appropriate state 
{MEPA Office} and federal {FM} agencies. 

67.1 

67.2 

67.3 
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Code Topic 1 

67.1 ; Alternatives 

67.2 Alternatives 

67.3 Air Quality 

Letter 67 
Air Transport Association of America 

Scott Godfrey, Director Eastern Region 

Topic 2 Comment 

Runway 14/32 The obvious solution to this problem [delays] is the 
implementation of Massport's plan which includes the 
construction of Runway 14/32. 

Preferred 
Alternative 

Impacts 

... the implementation of the entire project will lower the 
overall noise impact on the surrounding communities. 

... a lessening of fuel emissions from delayed aircraft on 
' the ground will result; ... 

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. 

----- ------··------ -- - ----- -- -

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. 

Letter 67: Air Transport Association of America, Scott Godfrey, Director Eastern Region 





Air Transport Association 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEP A Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge ST 
20th floor 
Boston, MA 02202 

April 2)_, _.19.99· 

Subject: Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 
Boston-Logan International Airport 

Reference: Draft EIS/EIR 

Dear Sir: 

LETTER 68 

Pursuant to my testimony on April 8, 1999, at the second public hearing on this subject, the 
following coIIl;llleDts arc submiaed by the Air Transport Association (ATA). 

As Director of the Eastern Region office of the ATA, which represents the 23 major 
passenger and cargo airlines of the U.S., wesupporr the improvements in the Logan Airside 
Imp�ovements Planning Project in their totality as delineated in the preferred Alternative 
lA. 

ATA throughout the years has been an active participant with Massport and the FAA. 
working to l""Dbancc the efficiency of Logan air traffic operations which have suffered 

.,. increasingly high levels of delay. The ATA Eastern Region. through its participation in the 
Airside Review Committee, bas worked to insure that proposed improvements, specifically, 
this project. were coordinated with all concerned public and private constituencies. It is. 
therefore, our position that Massport has adequ:uely fulfilled all necessary and reasonable 68 1 requirements through the comprehensive processes leading to the submission of the subject • 

document. 

Due to the physical limitations of Logan Airport which have not been altered since 1977. 
and the increasing level of delays, Masspon is justified in proposing this project to address 



-2-

the root problem of airport efficiency and deJay reduction. The airline industry 
acknowledges the overwhelming cost to our passengers and shippers which results from the 
current unacceptable level of del�y. The ATA cannot stress enough the importance of the 
reduction of these delays and the corresponding change in the level of service we can 
provide. AdditionaJly, if not adequately addressed now, we believe the delay situation will

only worsen. 

Supporting data for the preceding statements is adequately covered in the subject document. 

Specifically addressing Alternate lA, we submit the following: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

All items addressing the r.axiway improvements offer an increase to 
the level of safety regarding surface movement of aircraft as well 
as an increase in the efficiency of these operations. Because of 
a more efficient ground operation. a corresponding decrease in engine 
noise and fuel emissions will be experienced. Tiris represents a 
significant benefit to the entire airport community and airport 
neighbors. 

The proposed reduction in US landing mini.mums offers two main 
benefitS: it will permit aircraft to land during weather conditions 
which currently prohibit such operations resulting in delays; 
and will allow the use of additional runway configurations. This 
will give controllers greater flexibility in runway assignment and 
present a greater opportuniry to attain the legally designated 
PRAS. goals. 

The level of safety is increased by reducing controller and pilot 
workload associated with executing unplanned actions including 
holding and diverting. 

The construction of Wli-directional Runway 14/32 is the keystone 
of the project. Due to the overwhelming amount and excessive 
length of delays caused by northwest wind conditions, the 
proposed runway offers the single most significant initiative 
to reduce these delays. Toe operational posture within 
which the airport operates now results in significant delays 
during weather and wind conditions as described in the subject 
document. The efficiency of the all1)0rt' s operation is 
compromised during these times due to the lack of a runway 
configuration compatible with the operational requirements 
otherwise addressed by tLe available runways in all other 
wind conditions. 

68.2 

68.3 

68.4 

68.5 
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Code 
68.1 

68.2 

68.3 

68.4 

68.5 

Topic 1 
Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Alternatives 

' Alternatives 

Alternatives 

Alternatives 

Letter 68 
Air Transport Association of America 

Scott Godfrey, Director Eastern Region 

Topic 2 

MEPA 

Comment 

It is, therefore, our position that Massport has adequately 
fulfilled all necessary and reasonable requirements 
through the comprehensive processes leading to the 
submission of the subject document. 

-• -•••• •••••• • • ••• •-••-••• • •-•--- - • •a 

Taxiway Specifically addressing Alternate 1A, ... Because of more 
Improvements efficient ground operations, a corresponding decrease in 

engine noise and fuel emissions will be experienced. This 
represents a significant benefit to the entire airport community 

Response 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. 

______ ,_· _an_d_a_irport_������---------- _______ -------·---
Reduced 
Approach 
Minima 

Preferred 
Alternative 

Specifically addressing Alternate 1 A, ... The proposed 
reduction in ILS land minimums offers two main benefits: it 

. will permit aircraft to land during weather conditions which 
currently prohibit such operations resulting in delays; 

•
-

• ·- ······•-· · - - - · ·- - -

Specifically addressing Alternate 1 A, ... This will give 
controllers greater flexibility in runway assignment and 
present a greater opportunity to attain the legally designated 
PRAS goals. 

Runway 14/32 Specifically addressing Alternate 1 A, ... Due to the 
overwhelming amount and excessive length of delays 
caused by northwest wind conditions, the proposed runway 
offers the single most significant initiative to reduce these 

. delays . 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. 

.. _,_ .__ --· - ---

Letter 68: Air Transport Association of America, Scott Godfrey, Director Eastern Region 





Aberdeen & Reservoir Civic Association • Allston Civic Association 
Bay VIiiage Neighborhood Association, Inc. • Beacon Hill Civic Association 

Chester Square Neighborhood Association • Claremont Nefghborhood Association, Inc. 
Community Alllance of Mission Hill • Cosmopolitan Neighborhood Association 

Dorchester Neighborhood Association • Ellis Neighborhood Association, Inc. 
Fenway Civic Association• Jeffries Point Harborslde Neighborhood Association 

leather District Neighborhood Association • Neighborhood Association of the Back Bay, Inc. 
North End/Waterfront Residents Association • Pilot Block Neighborhood Association, Inc. 

Prudential Center Residents Association • Roxbury Neighborhood Council 
Seaport Alllance for a Neighborhood Design • SL Botolph Citizens' Committee, Inc. 

Worcester Square Area Neighborhood Association 

ALL CITY �J'E1GHBORH6oos'·.(iiE'iNViTED "i"OJOIN THE ALLIANCE. 

Harriet Tubman House · 566 Columbus Avenue · Boston, M;\0211 S · v�ice: 617-267-6356 • facsimile: 617-357-591 E 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge St. 20th Floor 
Boston, MA 02202 

April 23, 1999

r 

The Alliance of Boston Neighborhoods strongly opposes the construction of Runway 14/32. 

LETTER 69 

We are dismayed that Massport is violating its legal protected commitments to the affected neighborhoods. 
Public agencies are obligated to protect the public interest as they carry out their specific missions; this 
proposal fails to honor the p ublic trust, at the continuing expense of the residents of nearby communities. 

This runway will increase noise and pollution in Boston neighborhoods, including East Boston, Charlestown, 
South Boston, South End, Beacon Hill, Back Bay, Roxbury, Jamaica Plain, and possibly Hyde Park, Roslindale and 
West Roxbury. We urge a more equitable distribution of the burdens of economic growth. This is particularly 
true when the affected neighborhoods have benefited least from such growth. 

The city and regional transportation infrastructure is not capable of supporting the expansion expected with 
this runway, and indeed, expected regardless of this runway. Neither visitors nor local travelers will benefit if 
they cannot get to and from the airport. 

Massport's cost-benefit analysis of the proposed project values every minute of passenger time spent in delays, 
however brief, without adequate concern for city life. The cumulative costs r:o residents, in productivity lost due 
to lnterrupted communication �nd di:;n.:ptior. of sleep, loss of outdoor recreational opportunity, respiratory and 
other health problems, decreased property values, and many other flight impacts are not calculated. 

The proposed runway is a short term, local solution for a basic regional problem. The damage to afflicted 
neighborhoods will be permanent; however, the capacity controversy will face us again in a few years. 

A regional plan for all transportation modes must be developed, considering new high-speed rail, and other 
airports and potential transit improvements. Peak-hour pricing, small-aircraft and freight redistribution, and 
other methods for rationalizing airport utilization must be examined. Massport must join with other public 
agencies as appropriate to develop a comprehensive, long-range regional transportation plan. 

Sincerely,

69.1 

69.2 

69.3 

69.4 

69.5 

69.6 

69.7 

· 1�
�ssel
President

� .... �-""-'"'""""Frank Jordan �ercy 
- _/ , 07 ¾ . f'-�f _}A/ �1axTrager J 

Vice President Secretary Treasurer
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Letter 69 
Alliance of Boston Neighborhoods 

Code Topic 1 

69.1 - --,-Environmental 
Review Process 

69.2 

69.3 

Noise 

Ground 
Transportation 

Topic 2 

MEPA 

Impacts 

Comment 

... this proposal fails to honor the public trust, at the continuing 
expense of the residents of nearby communities. 

This runway will increase noise and pollution in Boston 
neighborhoods, ... 

--------.· 

Access to 
Logan Airport 

' The city and regional transportation infrastructure is not 
capable of supporting the expansion expected with this 
runway, and indeed, expected regardless of this runway. 
Neither visitors nor local travelers w ill benefit if they 

· cannot get to and from the airport. 

Letter 69: Alliance of Boston Neighborhoods 

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 (previously the GEIR) and 
its updates. Massport and FAA have complied wrth all applicable 
state and federal requirements. 
Refer to response to Comment 69.1. 

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 wrthin the 
limns 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 Acme's 
Wharf 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 StatiorvRed Line. Initiation of the Logan DART bus service 
between Logan Airport and South Station. 
Participation with the MBT A 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. 
To "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 monrtoring, curbside monitoring, and traffic control 
improvements. 
Refer to the Logan Airport 1994/95 GEIR which includes Massport's 
Ground Access Management Plan. 
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Code 

69.4 

Topic 1 

Alternatives 

Topic 2 

Runway 14/32 

Comment 

... cost-benefit analysis •.• The cumulative costs to 
residents, in productivity lost due to interrupted 
communication and disruption of sleep, loss of outdoor 
recreational opportunity, respiratory and other health 
problems, decreased property values, and many other 
flight impacts are not calculated. 

Response 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

--- - -------�-�--

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 

_________________ ____ _____ _____________ t_o_p_ro_v_id_e _ a _na_lyt_i_c _co_ n_t_e_xt_. __________ _
69.5 

69.6 

69.7 

Alternatives 

Regional 
Transportation 

Alternatives 

Runway 14/32 

Passenger Rail 

Non
Construction 
Alternatives 

Letter 69: Alliance of Boston Neighborhoods 

The proposed runway is a short-term, local solution for a 
basic regional problem. 

A regional plan for all transportation modes must be 
developed, considering new high-speed rail, and other 
airports and potential transit improvements. 

Peak-hour pricing, small-aircraft and freight redistribution, 
and other methods for rationalizing airport utilization must 
be examined. 

The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR provide an evaluation of the regional airports at 
T. F. Green/Providence, Manchester, and 
Worcester Regional 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 in 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. 

Massport's analysis of options to Logan Airport is 
comprehensive and reflects all the major recommendations of 
various regional planning studies that have been conducted 
over the last decade. These include expansion of the regional 
airports and development of high-speed rail in the 
Boston-New York market. 
Chapter 2 of the SDEIS/FEIR provides a description of 
regional transportation mode alternatives. 

- - - ---- ---- - - --- - -- - . .... ---- - - - -- - - . 

The airside analysis indicates that PPP would produce 
minimal delay reduction benefit in the current operating 
environment at Logan Airport while imposing significant costs 
on regional carriers and the communities that they serve. In 
contrast, the proposed unidirectional Runway 14/32 would 
produce immediate delay reduction benefits that will increase 
in the future as forecast activity levels grow. While the 
regional airports at Manchester and T.F. Green/Providence 
have experienced exceptional traffic growth over 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, options to Logan Airport do not address 
Logan Airport's inability to efficiently accommodate current 
levels of demand during northwest wind conditions. 

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. 



MEPA PUBLIC HEARING 
APRIL 8, 1999 

LETTER 70 

GOOD EVENING:. l'M ED FRENI, GENERAL �ANAGER FOR 

AMERICAN AIRLINES HERE AT LOGAN AIRPORT. l'M HERE TONIGHT TO 

UNDERSCORE AMERICAN'S SUPPORT FOR THE MA.SSPORT AIRSIDE 

IMPROVEMENT PROJECT. WE BELIEVE THAT A NEW UNI-DIRECTIONAL 

RUNWAY FOR REGIONAL AIRCRAFT WILL BENEFI T ALL CARRIERS AT 

LOGAN. 

A NEW RUNWAY WILL HELP REDUCE DELAYS AT LOGAN AND 

ALLOW THE AIRPORT TO OPERATE MORE EFFICIENTLY WHEN THE 

WINDS ARE NORTH-WESTERLY. THIS ENABLES THE AIRPORT TO 

OPERATE THE THREE-RUNWAY CONi=IGURATION THAT IS REQUIRED TO 

HANDLE THE DEMAND. 

A PLANE THAT 1:3 LA TE IN LEAVING LOGAN LIKELY WILL BE LA TE IN 

ARRIVING AT ITS DESTINATION. AND, WHETHER WE TALK ABOUT A 

COMPLEX, INTENSIVE HUB AND SPOKE OPERATION, OR A TIGHTLY

SCHEDULED POINT-TO-POINT NETWORK, IT DOESN'T TAKE MUCH TO 

THROW AN ENTIRE D�.v·s SCHEDULE OUT OF WHACK. 

70.1 



AS DELAYS INCREASE, THE COSTS OF PROVIDING RELIABLE 

SCHEDULES TEND TO RISE EVEN FASTER, WHICH CAN RESULT IN 

HIGHER FARES. AN[> AS ANYONE WHO HAS EXPERIENCED A CROWDED 
� 

CHAOTIC TERMINAL DURING A SEVERE WEATHER EVENT KNOWS, 

ANYTIME AN AIRLINE'S CAPACITY IS RESTRICTED, THE QUALITY OF 

SERVICE WE CAN OFFER OUR CUSTOMERS DECLINES DRAMATICALLY. 

IMPROVING THE EFFICIENCY OF AN AIRLINES' OPERATION AT 

LOGAN WILL ALSO ENABLE THE CARRIER TO CREATE A MUCH LESS 

ENVIRONMENTALLY OFFENSIVE PRODUCT. WITH LESS WAITING TIME 

ON THE GROUND WE'LL DEFINITELY REDUCE FUEL BURN AND 

EMISSIONS. 

AMERICAN HAS A LONG AND RICH HISTORY IN BOSTON. WE 

BEGAN SERVICE HERE BACK IN 1927 WITH A NONSTOP FLIGHT TO NEW 

YORK. THE AIRCRAFr - A SINGLE-ENGINE FOKKER -- CARRIED SIX 

PASSENGERS, A PILOT AND A CO-PILOT. IT TOOK TWO AND A HALF 

HOURS TO REACH NEW YORK. 

TODAY, AMERICAN OPERATES MORE THAN 70 DAILY FLIGHTS AND 

CARRIES THOUSANDS OF PEOPLE TO DESTINATIONS THROUGHOUT THE 

UNITED STATES, AND TO PUERTO RICO, LONDON, ENGLAND AND PARIS, 

FRANCE. 

70.2 



ON JUNE 1. WE'LL CELEBRATE TWO MAJOR EVENTS AT LOGAN. 

WE'LL LAUNCH NONSTOP SERVICE TO SEATTLE USING OUR NEW "NEXT 

GENERATION" BOEING 737-800 AND WE'LL MARK THE 40TH 
.. 
\ 

ANNIVERSARY OF THI: VERY FIRST JET FLIGHT AT LOGAN. 

TODAY, AMERIC:AN IS A TOP CARRIER AT LOGAN, WITH 4.5 MILLION 

PASSENGERS COMING THROUGH OUR GATES EACH YEAR. AND NEARLY 

2,500 AMERICAN AIRLINE'S EMPLOYEES CALL BOSTON HOME. 

·we MEAN BUSII\IESS IN BOSTON" IS NOT ONL y OUR SLOGAN. BUT

,rs A COMMITMENT TO PROVIDING QUALITY SERVICE TO OUR 

PASSENGERS AND CUSTOMERS. 

BUILDING A NEW RUNWAY WILL HELP US ,LIVE UP TO OUR 

COMMITMENT. IT IS GOOD FOR LOGAN AIRPORT AND IT WILL BE GOOD 

FOR THE AIRLINES THAT SERVE LOG.\N. 

THANK YOU. 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 

70.1 Purpose and Delays 
Need 

70.2 Air Quality Emissions 
Reduction 

Comment 

Letter 70 
American Airlines 

Ed Freni, General Manager 

Response 

A new runway will help reduce delays at Logan and allow Comment noted. 
the airport to operate more efficiently when the winds are 
north-westerly. 

_ . . ... * .. -... -.. -.. . -

, With less waiting time on the ground we'll definitely reduce Comment noted. 
· fuel burn and emissions.

___ .... __ .. _ _ _ _

Letter 70: American Airlines, Ed Freni, General Manager 





Back Bay Photo Imaging 
800 Boylston St. 

Boston, MA 02199 

Apri123, 1999 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge St. 20th. Floor 
Boston, MA 02205 

Dear Mr. PugsJey: 

LETTER 71 

As a member of the Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce I recently received a letter 
from the organization's President and CEO requesting that members write to you in support of 
expanding Logan Airport (see copy endosed). I am writing to inform you that I do not support 
Logan runway (14/32) expansion. 

Much has been written in local newspapers both supporting and opposing Logan Airport 
expansion. I will not bore you by reiterating what you already known, but to take this opportunity 
to emphasis the need for responsible leadership. The air traffic problems currently facing Logan 
Airport did not spring up overnight. Increased air traffic has been the topic of discussions for 
several years. Where has the Massachusetts Port Authority been? Certainly they have had time 
to put together a long-term plan to address air traffic issues. Instead they recommeod adding 
another runway, which by all acknowtedgment is a short-term solution lasting up t.o five years! 
What then? I request that you deny environmental permitting and encourage the Massachusetts 
Port Authority to fulfill their responsibility by making an effort to develop a truly long-term 
solution. 

The enclosed letter includes several generalized statements that sound as though the 
vitality of Massachusetts' economic Mure hinges upon the single event regarding Logan Airport 
expansion. I truly hope this is not the case, otherwise it is time for all of us to look outside the 
Commonwealth for a better living environment. 

For other citizens of the Commonwealth and myself I thank you in advance for your time 
and efforts regarding this matter. 

Sincerely, 

2. �L----

Ray�o1inaro 
President 

cc: Paul Guzzi, President and CEO 
Greater Boston Chamber 

71.1 
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Code Topic 1 
--

71.1 Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Topic 2 

MEPA 

Letter 71 
Back Bay Photo Imaging 
Ray Molinaro, President, 

Greater Boston Chamber Member 

Comment 

I request that you deny environmental permitting and 
encourage the Massachusetts Port Authority to fulfill their 
responsibility by making an ettort to develop a truly long
term solution. 

Response 

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. 

Letter 71: Back Bay Photo Imaging, Ray Molinaro, President, Greater Boston Chamber Member 
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LETTER 72 
Bob Durand, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs, Attention MEPA Office 
Arthur Pugsley, IV, EOEA No. 10458 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
100 Cambridge Street, 20th floor 
Boston, MA 02202 

Re: Logan Airside Improvement Planning Project: DEIR/DEIR 

Dear Secretary Durand: 

Based upon our review of documentation and our participation in the 
CAC and ARC, the Beacon Hill Civic Association (BHCA) reiterates 
opposition to Massport's proposal to construct a new runway at Logan 
Airport. Wrl!e the arguments for and against Massport's plan are many and 
complex, the following is a brief summary of our opposition: 

1. We need a long-term, encompassing plan now; we need much more
than a short-term, 20% fix. Massport's plan affords partial, temporary relief
which does not effectively address the long-term, growing problem.
Massport's plan is based on obsolete weather data, its delay model is
different from and unreconciled with the FAA's calculations, and its plan
forecasts only 11 years, probably only 5-7 years after completion. Massport
tries to justify the runway in order to increase throughput and decrease
delays in bad weather conditions. The new runway will increase actual
operations annually, thereby expanding current capacity. Operations are
projected to continue to grow without limits; and delays are also projected
to continue to increase from the temporary, slightly decreased, level right
after the new runway, eventually exceeding currently levels within a very
few years. In the future operations will continue to increase without limits.
Postponing a more encompassing solution will make it more difficult,
painful, and expensive to achieve, if ever, at a later date. Why are we
allowing a more massive pile up to develop and ignoring the responsible
solution?

72.1 

72.2 



Bob Durand April 22, 1999 

The Association seeks your assistance in requiring Massport to 
develop an environmentally responsible, long-term plan which facilitates air 
traffic while respecting the health and well-being of all those affected. 

Very truly yours, 

CJ�C�Oa_ 
-..s6 

Sandra C. Steele, President 

SCS/kp 

c.c. Mayor Thomas Menino, City of Boston 
U.S. Senator Edward Kennedy 
U.S. Senator John Kerry 
U.S. Representative J. Joseph Moakley 
U.S. Representative Barney Frank 
U.S. Representative Michael E. Capuano 
Senator Stephen Lynch 
Senator Robert E. Travaglini 
Representative Paul Demakis 
Representative Salvatore DiMasi 
Governor Paul Cellucci 
City Councilor Thomas M. Keane, Jr. 
Boston City Council 
Community Advisory Committee to Massport 
Vincent A. Scarano, Mgr. Of Airports Division, FAA New England 
Secretary, Office of Environmental Affairs 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Airside Review Committee 
The Beacon Hill Times 
The Beacon Hill Chronicle 
The Boston Tab 
The Boston Herald 
The Boston Globe 
The Boston Business Journal 
The Wal I Street Journal 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code 

72.1 

72.2 

Topic 1 

Analysis 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

Delay 

Topic 2 

Planning 
Period 

Model 

Letter 72 

Beacon Hill Civic Association 

Sandra C. Steele, President 

Comment 

We need a long-term, encompassing plan now; we need 
much more than a short-term, 20% fix. 

... its delay model is different from and unreconciled with 
the FAA's calculations, and its plan forecasts only 
11 years, probably only 5-7 years after completion. 

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. 

Refer to Section 4.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. 
Chapter 1 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. 

The planning scenarios for 29, 37.5 and 45 million 
passengers represent a range of future activity at 
Logan Airport expected in the 1999 to 2020 time frame. 

Letter 72: Beacon Hill Civic Association, Sandra C. Steele, President 
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BEN LEONE, President 
JAMES PAGE, Vice Px-csident 
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DIRECTORS. 

DAVID DIBARRI 

DARLENE JONES 

GRACE KRUSE 

TIMOTHY LESLIE 

BEACHMONT NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION, INC. 
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April 22, 1999 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attn: :MEP A Office 
Mr. Arthur Pug.,ley - EOEA No. 10458 
I 00 Cambridge Street 
20th Floor 
Boston, MA 02201 

Re: Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project (Draft EIS/EIR) 

Dear Mr. Pugsley, 

LETTER 73 

Please accept tne attached document as formal comment from the Officers & Directors of the 
Beachmont Neighborhood Association with regard to Massport's Logan Airside Improvements 
Planning Project. We submit this document to your attention, before 5p.m. on April 23, 1999, as 
directed by Massport in a coverletter on the Draft EIS/EIR. 

Thank y�u for your consideration of our position. 

Sincerely, 

Ben Leone 
President 

enclosure 

cc: Mayor Robert J. Haas, Jr. 

Honorable City Council of Revere 
Honorable State Delegation 

John Silva, Manager of Environmental Programs, Airports Division, 



OFFICERS 

BEN LEONE, President 
JAMES·PAGE, Vice President 
LAURA K. LEONE, Secretary 
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DIRECTORS . 

DAVID DIBARRI 
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(781) 289-9424

E-Mail: beachmont@yahoo.com
Website: www.BNA8.com

Pursuing A Better Quality of Life Under The Crowded Skies 

The Beachmont Neighborhood Association (hereafter referred to as "BNA") on April 14, 1999, 
sponsored an open meeting on the issue of Massport's Logan Airside Improvement Planning Project 
(hereafter referred to as the "Proposal"). We remain grateful for Massport's accommodation to our 
request for their participation at our neighborhood meeting. 

Held at the Beachmont V.F.W., the meeting attracted 65 attendees representing mostly Revere 
residents but mixed with a few from other affected communities. The purpose of the meeting was 
three-fold: 1) to inform interested residents about the Proposal, which is a very significant and 
:-ather complicated issue; 2) to afford interested residents the opportunity to discuss the Proposal's 
ramifications; and, 3) to provide a forum for questions to both opponents and proponents. A team 
of Massport spokespersons delivered a detailed explanation of the Proposal with the audience 
responding in general disagreement. Overall, the program was informative and interesting but, at 
the same time, quite disturbing to most of the audience. 

First. the BNA believes the Proposal as presented is flawed in that it includes at least two projects
that we consider to pose direct threat to the Beachmont neighborhood. The concerning projects 
are: ll the introduction of Runway 14/32; and. 2) the reduction in aircraft approach minimums.

As for Runway 14/ 32, we are concerned by the potential posed for increased air traffic and the
noise and air pollution its establishment would bring. The promise of a brief reprieve from current 
noise levels for Revere and a few other communities is far from a justification for the BNA to 
support it. As for the reduction in aircraft approach minimums, we are concerned with what 
we perceive to be the serious safety factor in lowering the ceiling for planes landing in conditions of 
low visibility. We also predict that, as pilots would advance to a lower altitude before learning of a 
need to abort landing plans, the exhaust fumes and noise associated with resuming full-throttle to 
lift away would present a worsening of our already beleaguered situation. 

The BNA favors economic vitality for Greater Boston's business communities. We favor energized 
focus on moving Boston toward a "world class" city. We are also keenly aware of the vital role air 
traffic plays in such development. 

········································································································································more

73.1 

73.2 



BNA Public Comment to 

Draft llilEIR 

Page2 

The BNA favors a more equitable distribution of noise levels among affected areas. 

The BNA, in fact, favors an efficiently-operated first class airport at Logan International Airport, but 
stands opposed to such development when the burden of shouldering it is constantly placed on the 
few unfortunate communities that surround the airport. We believe this to be unfair and unjust. 

Simply put, we are opposed to expansion at Logan International Airport because we already have 
more than enough traffic, air and noise pollution. The BNA is convinced the Proposal is destined to 
bring more pollution. We are convinced, too, that the next proposal (which the current Proposal, if 
accepted, will necessitate) will bring even more. We simply do not want any more. 

In order to avoid ending negatively, the BNA offers the following recommendations. We hope that 
Massport can continue to work with affected communities in order to: 
1) Devise a regional plan for aircraft operations in eastern Massachusetts, both for immediate and

long-term future needs; 
2) Embark upon a fair, impartial and complete evaluation of Hanscom Air Field and Worcester

Airport as to what roles they each are capable of assuming in the short term to alleviate Logan's
congestion, and in the long-term as alternative airports;

3) Study what further can be done to create and then mandate quieter aircraft; and,
4) Agree with sincerity to select locations as sites for three (3) additional airports to be developed

within eastern Massachusetts.

*The BNA is an organization founded to serve as a focal point for community action dedicated to
improving the q�ality of life in Beachmont and to joining in common effort with other groups for
such purpose .
.............................................................................................................................................. end 
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73.7 
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Letter 73 
Beachmont Neighborhood Association 

Code Topic 1 

73.1 ; Alternatives 

73.2 ' Alternatives 

73.3 Noise 

Topic 2 

Runway 14/32 

Reduced 
Approach 
Minima 

Impacts 

Comment 

As for Runway 14/32, we are concerned by the potential 
posed for increased air traffic and the noise and air 
pollution its establishment would bring. 

As for the reduction in aircraft approach minimums, we 
are concerned with what we perceive to be the serious 
safety factor in lowering the ceiling for planes landing in 
conditions of low visibility. 

... favors a more equitable distribution of noise levels 
among affected areas. 

Letter 73: Beachmont Neighborhood Association 

Response 

The Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 
Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport's normal 
airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 
This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 
80 percent of the time. 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. 

--- ·---·------ -- - -- ------ -

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. 

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. 
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Code Topic 1 
- --�--

73.4 Regional 
Alternatives 

Topic 2 

Regional 
Airports 

Comment Response 
------------

Devise a regional plan for aircraft operations in eastern Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides a 
Massachusetts, both for immediate and long-term future discussion of the specific role played by the regional 
needs; 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 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 73: Beachmont Neighborhood Association 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 

73.5 Regional Regional Embark upon a fair, impartial and complete evaluation of 
Alternatives Airports Hanscom Airfield and Worcester Airport as to what roles 

they each are capable of assuming in the short term to 
alleviate Logan's congestion, and in the long-term as 
alternative airports; 

73.6 Noise Impacts Study what further can be done to create and then 
mandate quieter aircraft; 

73.7 Regional Regional Agree with sincerity to select locations as sites for three 
Alternatives Airports (3) additional airports to be developed within eastern

Massachusetts.

Letter 73: Beachmont Neighborhood Association 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

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 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 significant 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. 

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 the Worcester Regional Airport by assuming 
operational responsibility of the airport on January 15, 2000. 
By its agreement with the City of Worcester, Massport could 
assume ownership of the Worcester Regional Airport by 
2005. On February 1, 2000, Delta Connection began serving 
Worcester Regional Airport with two daily nonstop roundtrip 
flights on regional jet aircraft to Atlanta. On July 6, 2000, 
American Eagle began service to New York JFK Airport with 
three daily nonstop roundtrip flights on turboprop aircraft. 
Massport is in ongoing discussions with other carriers 
regarding potential new services at Worcester Regional 
Airport. In addition, MassHighway is analyzing alternative 
highway routes that would improve surface 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, which 
is expected to be filed in October 2001. 

NASA is conducting a major research project, funded in part 
by the FAA, to determine what can be done to develop 
quieter aircraft. This project should provide the technical 
feasibility for developing quieter aircraft in the future. 

Comment noted. 
- - ·





BEAR 
STEARNS 

_.\pril 23. 1999 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. l 0458 
l 00 Cambridge Street
20 th Floor
Boston, MA 02205

Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

BEAR, STEARNS & CO. INC.

ONE FEDERAL STREET
BOSTON, MASSACHusms 0211 O· 
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LETTER 74 

As a financial securities industry executive who uses Logan Airport quite frequently, I 
am writing to strongly support the Massachusetts Port Authority's proposal regarding the 
construction of runway 14/32. In addition, as the Vice Chairman of the Greater Boston 
Chamber of Commerce's Economic Development and Transportation Committee, I am 
extremely concerned that the regional economy will suffer greatly if the proposal is not 
approved. 

Because I personally use commercial airlines flying out of or into Logan as many as six 
times a week,' I am acutely aware of the problems caused by the increasing delays. As 
the eleventh-ranked U. S. airport in terms of operations, Logan currently ranks sixth in 
the nati�n in flight delays. I understand that last year alone, such delays amounted to 
120,000 hours and cost approximately $319 million. As just one recent example. l was 
delayed o,·er three hours last week in returning from New York City on the Delta Shunk 
when one flight was cancelled and another delayed on the ground, as well as enroutc. 
because windy conditions required Logan to operate with only one runway. As a result, l 
missed a business appointment in Boston, --a circumstance which could jeopardize my 
firm's ability to compete for a significant assignment. This was hardly an isolated 
incident and it is the type of problem that many of my Bear Steams colleagues who visit 
Boston and our 200 employees who are based in the Boston office experience all the 
time. My own flights in and out of Logan have been delayed literally dozens of times 
because of similar conditions during the past year. Many, if not all of these delays would 
likely have been eliminated if runway 14/32 existed. 

As the major airport in New England, Logan is a key driving force in the regional 
economy, with an impact of$5 billion annually. It employs more than 15,000 people and 
supports over l 00 aitport-related businesses. Continuing our regional economic growth 
and insuring the future fiscal health of the Commonwealth and surrounding states are 
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highly dependent on the success of the runway 14/32 project. As New England faces
greater competition both nationally and abroad, having an airport that operates efficiently
will :.,..,.;ome increasingly critical to our future. 

Unfortunately, regional transportation measures will not provide sufficient relief for the 
problem of Logan delays. While Amtrak high-speed rail and gromh at other regional 
airports are also necessary, they cannot begin to deal with the projected demand for air 
travel to Boston during the next decade. The runway l 4/32 initiative, together \\"ith the 
entire Logan modernization project, thus strongly deserves your approval. 

Sin1/4_. ;h ff� 
John W. Gillespie 
Managing Director 
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Code Topic 1 

74.1 Purpose and 
Need 

Topic 2 

Delay 

Letter 74 
Bear, Stearns & Co., Inc. 

John W. Gillespie, Managing Director 

Comment 

... I am extremely concerned that the regional economy 
will suffer greatly if the proposal is not approved. 

Response 

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

Letter 74: Bear, Stearns & Co., Inc., John W. Gillespie, Managing Director 





Two COPLEY PLACE 

Sum 105 

April 12, 1999 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley 

BOSTON 
CONVENTION 

& VISITORS 

BUREAU 

America's Walking City 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs - MEPA 
100 Cambridge Street - 20

th 
Floor 

Boston, MA 02202 

Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

Re: EOEA 10458 

I am writing on behalf of the 1,200 businesses and companies that are 
members of the Greater Boston Convention & Visitors Bureau, Inc. 

We wish to be recorded in favor of the proposed unidirectional runway project 
14-32 at Boston Logan International Airport.

This proposed runway will significantly reduce delays at Logan Airport and 
allow it to operate much more efficiently. 

In the short term, the proposed runway project is the most realistic way in which 
to address Logan's delay problem. Even with the dramatic growth of regional 
airports in Providence and Manchester and the potential of Worcester and 
Portland Airports, as well as high-speed rail between Boston and New York, 
Logan will continue to be the airport of choice for business travelers and 
convention delegates. 

If Logan's well-documented delay problems are not addressed, the ability of the 
region's visitor industry to compete for business will be compromised; and the 
economic benefits it generates will be threatened. 

With major new transportation infrastructure already underway and a new 
convention center and new hotels planned for the Seaport District, Boston and 
Cambridge will be well positioned to compete for major national and 
international meetings and conventions. Those bids, however, may not be 
successful if the region's major airport, Logan International Airport, has a 
performance record of not operating in an efficient way. Meeting planners in 
evaluating bids look at the ability of the convention center to house their 
convention, the number and availability of hotel rooms in close proximity to the 
convention center and the ability of the airport to operate efficiently both on the 

'OSTON, MA 02116-6501 

-

LETTER 75 

75.1 

75.2 

tel 617.536.4100 

fax 617.424.7664 
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Mr. Arthur Pugsley- MEPA Office 
Page 2 
April 12, 1999 

groundside and airside. Without the proposed runway, our convention and 
meetings business will be threatened; and we could lose out on much of the 
business that the new convention center in the Seaport District is expected to 
generate. 

If there is any additional information you need, please let us know. 

��J�J 
Patrick B. Moscaritolo 
President and CEO 

mg 
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Letter 75 

Greater Boston Convention & Visitors Bureau 

Patrick B. Moscaritolo, President & CEO 

Code Topic 1 

75.1 

75.2 

Regional 
Transportation 

Purpose and 
Need 

Topic 2 

Regional 
Airports, 
Passenger Rail 

Delay 

Comment 

... the proposed runway project is the most realistic way in 
which to address Logan's delay problem. Even with the 
dramatic growth of regional airports in Providence and 
Manchester and the potential of Worcester and Portland 
Airports, as well as high-speed rail between Boston and 
New York, Logan will continue to be the airport of choice 
for business travelers and convention delegates. 

· · · ···-·· ·--·-·- - - -

If Logan's well-documented delay problems are not 
addressed, the ability of the region's visitor industry to 
compete for business will be compromised; and the 
economic benefits it generates will be threatened. 

Letter 75: Greater Boston Convention & Visitors Bureau, Patrick B. Moscaritolo, President & CEO 

Response 

Comment noted . 

The goals of the Airside Project are to reduce delay, increase 
the airport's efficiency, and improve airfield safety in an 
environmentally responsible manner. Section 1.32 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discusses the importance of 
Logan Airport to tourism and the regional economy. 

- - - -





THE BOSTON HARBOR ISLANDS ADVISORY COUNOL 
BOSTON HARBOR ISLANDS NATIONAL RECREATION AREA 

408 Atlantic Avenue 
Suite 228 LETTER 76 

Boston, MA 02110-3350 

April 22, 1999 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEP A Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOE A No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street 
20th Floor 
Boston, MA 022025 

John C. Si lva 
Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airport Division. ANE-600 
New England Region 
I 2 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 

• ::1: �:ori;:i[l!!ill::::::::;:i;l�!::!:1:·�hl.�•f::!::f:::a\���a:��o=��i;�p:•::,:\•:•·:·:l:(: f:::•:•:fi;::;:,:::: ... 
Project Proponenu: ,::JI/ Mwacbiisetts Port Auth.ori1y, Federal A rl�tion Administration ..... · / ·
Pro ectNumber. ·• >:t:'>EOEANo. Ul458 .. · \:tfr ... . • · \:>

Dear Mr. Pugsley and Mr. Silva:

On behalf of the Boston Harbor Island Advisory Council I wish to communicate two motions that were
passed at the April 8, 1999 meeting of the Council. The Boston Harbor Island Advisory Council is a
twenty-eight-member council appointed by the Director of National Park Service. ll1e Advisory Council
was fonned to advise and make recommendations to the Boston Harbor Islands Partnership with respect to
the de\'elopment and implementation of an integrated management plan and the operation of the newly
created Boston Harbor Islands National Recreation Area.

Motion 1: 

Motion 2: 

The Advisory Council cannot support the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/
Draft Environmenlal Impact Statement (EIS) filed by Masspon and the Federal Aviation
Administration if the addition of a new runway and associated taxiway leads to more
overflights of the Boston Harbor Islands.

The Advisory Council requests that lviassport and the Federal Aviation Administration 
withdraw the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/ Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) until a more comprehensive analysis of the benefits and impacts the 
proposed runway and associated ta'Xiway can be presented. Additionally, there should be 
greater involvement by a spectrum of interested panies to seek a long-term solution to the 
regions transportation needs. 

If you have any questions please do not hesitate to call. Thank you. 

p;;n Harbor Island :ry Council

Philip { Lemnios 
Member 

CC: All Members of the Boston Harbor AdYisory Council 

76.1 

76.2 

76.3 
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Letter 76 
The Boston Harbor Islands Advisory Council 

Philip E. Lemnios, Member 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 

-76.1 ___ Altematives ______ . Pr��r-r·ed·-·-·······•-· ····--···•.· .. cannot support the braft.Environmentaf impact Report 
Alternative • (EIR)/ .. .if the addition of a new runway and associated 

76.2 Environmental MEPA 
Review 
Process 

: taxiway leads to more overflights of the Boston Harbor
Islands. 

"'··::.requests thatMassport andttie FederaTAviatlon 
· Administration withdraw the Draft Environmental Impact
· Report (EIR)/Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
until a more comprehensive analysis of the benefits and

• impacts the proposed runway and associated taxiway can 
· be presented.

Letter 76: The Boston Harbor Islands Advisory Council, Philip E. Lemnios, Member 

Response 

The Boston Harbor Islands, while within the 
No Action Alternative (Alternative 4) 
65 dB Day-Night Sound Level (dB DNL) contour, will have no 
noise increase with the Preferred Alternative. Refer to 
Section 6.3.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for additional 
discussion of parklands relative to the Preferred Alternative. 

- . - - .. -----··· - - - - -

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.
Twelve 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.
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 
76.3 Environmental 

Review 
Process 

Topic 2 Comment Response 

Public Process ... there shouidbe gre-aferTn-voivement by a spectrum o(--Ma�;�rt has a history of engaging in cooper;ti�-e - ----
interested parties to seek a long-term solution to the regional transportation planning and continues its efforts to 
regions transportation needs. promote an efficient and balanced regional transportation 

system. 
There was an extensive public participation and review 
process during the preparation of the Airside Project 
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 Airside Project 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. 
Twelve 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. 

Letter 76: The Boston Harbor Islands Advisory Council, Philip E. Lemnios, Member 



Secretary of Environmental AffairsATfN:MEPA tvtr. Arthur PugsleyEOEA #10458 100 Cambridge St. - 20th FloorBoston, MA 022� 
Dear Mr. Pugsley:

BRITISH AIRWAYS 

April 8, 1999

LETTER 77 

British Airways wishes to express its support for the series of airside improvements currentlyproposed by Massport. In an effort to reduce delay and improve efficiency on Logan'sairfield. we support the following projects:
⇒ Construction of an uni-directional reliever runway 14/32 for local over the wateroperations. 
⇒ Construction of a centerfield taxiway to reduce taxiway congestion.
⇒ Realignment and extension of existing taxiways to enhance airfield safety.
⇒ Reduction of approach minimums on runways to upgrade Logan Airport to industrystandards. 

On behalf of our Customers, 553,943 passengers who traveled through Logan on BritishAirways in 1998 and who annually ship over 22 million tons of cargo and mail in and out ofLogan Airport. we strongly reiterate our support for the Logan Airside Improvement PlanningProject (EOEA # l 0458). 
Sincerely,

�fPJlf� 
.,.,.,�� Visentin Director Passenger & Cargo Operations

77.1 
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Code 

77.1 

Topic 1 

Alternatives 

Topic 2 

Preferred 
Alternative 

Letter 77 
British Airways 

Gail Visentin, Director Passenger & 
Cargo Operations 

Comment 

[British Airways) ... support(s) .... Construction of an 
uni-directional reliever runway 14/32 .... Construction of a 
centerfield taxiway .... Realignment and extension of 
existing taxiways .... Reduction of approach minimums .... 

Response 

Comment noted. 

Letter 77: British Airways, Gail Visentin, Director Passenger & Cargo Operations 





Building and Construction Trades Council of the Metropolitan District 

AFFIL/A TED TO THE 

BUILDING AND CONSTRUCTION TRADES DEPARTMENT 

A.F.L-C.1.0. 
LETTER 78 

TERRITORIAL JURISDICTION 

Arling1cn, Belmon1, Boston, Burlington, Cambridge, Canton, Chelsea, Dedham, Everett, Malden, 
Medford, Melrose, Milton, Norwood, Reading, Revere, Somerville, Stoneham, Wakefield, 
Walpole, Westwood, Winthrop, Winchester, Woburn, and the Islands of Boston Harbor. 

Joseph W. Nigro Jr. 
Secretary-Treasurer 

General Agent 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attn: MEPA Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street 
20th Floor 
Boston,MA 02205 

Dear Mr. Pugsley: April 22,1999 

The Metropolitan Boston Building Trades Council, AFL-CIO 
representing 35,000 men and women is writing today in full 
support of the Massachusetts Port Authority's Airside Improvement 
plan for Logan International Airport. The Building Trade Unions 
firmly believe this project is necessary to reduce delays, 
improve the quality of life of our members and provide much 
needed employment opportunities. 

Delays at Logan are consistently among the worsts 1n the U.S. 
These delays are not only inconvenient, they are costly. In 1998 
delays at Logan cost airline and their passengers nearly $310 
million. These losses ultimately affect the livelihood of many 
working men and women as it impedes the ability of Boston and the 
region to compete in a global economy. 

A major component of the Airside Improvement project, Runway 
14/32, provides significant noise relief for our members living 
in the highest impacted noise areas of East Boston's Bayswater, 
Revere's Beachmont and Winthrop's Court Road and Point Shirley as 
well as South Boston's Castle Island area. The new 
unidirectional Runway shifts 75,000 flights over water rather 
than over communities. It also allows noise impacts to be spread 
more equitably across communities. The proposed centerfield 
taxiway and other improvements would further enhance air quality 
by reducing aircraft idling and queuing on the airfield and 
reduce ground noise from taxing aircraft to adjacent 
neighborhoods. 

With an annual economic impact of $5 billion, Logan International 
Airport is directly responsible for creating more than 15,000 
jobs in this area, many of which are the hard working men and 
women of the Trade Unions. 

78.1 

78.2 

78.3 

78.4 



Page 2 
Logan Airport 
April 22,1999 

It is therefore, without reservation, the Boston Building Trades 
Council, AFL-CIO wholeheartedly support's Airside Improvements at 
Logan Airport and looks forward to the projects approval. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

s 

�:�� 
. Nigro,Jr 

Secretary Treasurer/General Agent 
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Code 

78.1 

78.2 

78.3 

78.4 

Topic 1 

Purpose and 
Need 

Alternatives 

Alternatives 

Air Quality 

Letter 78 
Building and Construction Trades Council 

of the Metropolitan District 
Joseph W. Nigro, Jr. 

Topic 2 

Delay 

Runway 14/32 

Runway Use 

Taxiway 
Improvements 

Secretary Treasurer/General Agent 

Comment 

Delays at Logan are consistently among the worst in the 
U.S ... In 1998 delays at Logan cost airline and their
passengers nearly $310 million.

A major component of the Airside Improvement project, 
Runway 14/32, provides significant noise relief for our 
members living in the highest impacted noise areas .... 

-- ··- · ·- · - - · - -· 

... The new unidirectional Runway shifts 75,000 flights 
over water rather than over communities. It also allows 
noise impacts to be spread more equitably across 
communities. 

The proposed centerfield taxiway and other improvements 
would further enhance air quality .... 

Response 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. 

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. 

Letter 78:Building and Construction Trades Council of the Metropolitan District 
Joseph W. Nigro, Jr., Secretary Treasurer/General Agent 
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Barnstable Municipal Airport 
North Ramp 
Hyannis, Ma.ssachuseru O 2601

508-790-3122
508-778-1870 FAX

Reservations (800) 352-0714

(800) 635-8787

LETTER 79 

Testimony for the Federal Aviation Administration with comments submitted 
pursuant to MEPA by Daniel A. Wolf, President of Cape Air/Nantucket Airlines 
April 7, 1999 

John Silv� Federal Aviation Administration 

Arthur Pugsley, Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act 

Mr. Moderator, my name is Daniel Wolf. I am the founder and President of Cape 

Air/Nantucket Airlines. We provide year round service between Boston, Cape Cod and 

the Islands of Martha's Vineyard and Nantucket. In addition, we are the only year round 

air service provider to many of the remote communities we serve. Our passengers rely on 

access to Logan International Airport. We fly approximately 150,000 passengers between 

Boston and the Cape and-Islands each year. In the summer months a large proportion of 

these passengers are summer visitors connecting from other flights. It is important to 

emphasize that an equally large percentage of our passengers are residents and business 

people who need to reach Logan for travel, business and medical necessity. 

I am a pilot and my strength is aviation. In fact, I dedicated the last 20 years of my 

life to the airline industry. A decade ago I foW1ded Cape Air. Although they are not 

present, sitting with me are the other 400 employee owners of Cape Air who have worked 

tirelessly to make Cape Air the largest independent regional airline in the country. Today 

I speak for them and the passengers who depend on us. 

We state very simply that construction of proposed runway 14/32 makes perfect 

aviation sense. Currently Logan Airport has the dubious distinction of being one of the 

top airpons in the country in terms of aircraft delays 

The primary reason for this is very simple. Under certain wind conditions the 

capacity at Logan Airport drops from 120 operations per hour to as few as 60. The result, 

79.1 



major delays, lost business time, missed connections and higher travel costs for both the 

industry and the passengers. 

Although the proposed runway would increase efficiency and safety it would not 

increase the number of overall operations. I understand that is a major concern from a 

number of the communities in the area. 

Another issue of course is noise. Once again aviation sense must come into play 

here. The proposed runway would re-direct the noise impact over the water thus away 

from some communities that are currently experiencing a disproportionate noise impact. 

Alternatives to Logan Airport as a-departure point have also been discussed. 

As someone whose business relies heavily on·e-0nnecting passengers from Logan I need 

to point out that passengers arriving to Massachusens from other parts of the world need 

Logan to make their connections to Cape Cod and the Islands. Air transportation markets 

are not automatically transferable. The use of alternative regional air transportation 

facilities should be encouraged but developing new air transportation markets v.-ith 

adequate ground transponarion and other support infrastrucrure takes time. 

We do encourage and suppon a regional approach to alternative regional air 

transponation issues. In fact, in an ongoing effort to pull some of our traffic out of Logan 

Airpon, Cape Air provides service to New Bedford and Providence and invesrs 

considerable time and money in supporting the operation of the New Bedford Airport. 

Such efforts should not be at the expense of the ongoing safety and effectiveness 

of the operations at Logan. 

We believe that Massport has done a thorough job of evaluating the range of 

delay reduction tools outlined in Alternative lA of the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement filed with the :tv1EPA Unit of the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs. 

Implementing the outlined improvements will allow the airport to operate at maximum 

efficiency regardless of wind direction. 

79.2 

79.3 

79.4 

79.5 

79.6 
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Code 

79.1 

79.2 

79.3 

79.4 

79.5 

79.6 

Letter 79 
Cape Air/Nantucket Airlines 

Daniel A. Wolf, President, Cape Air, Testimony 

Topic 1 

Purpose and 
Need 

�--•--- • ••-•--•-M•" 

Alternatives 

Noise 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Transportation 

Alternatives 

Topic 2 

Delays 

Runway 14/32 

Runway Use 

Regional 
Airports 

Regional 
Airports 

Preferred 
Alternative 

Comment Response 
·-·-�····-.. ··- _,,_.,_ .. ,�- ··--

... That construction of proposed runway 14/32 makes Comment noted . 
perfect aviation sense. Currently Logan Airport has the 
dubious distinction of being one of the top airports in the 
country in terms of aircraft delays. The primary reason for 
this is very simple. Under certain wind conditions the 
capacity at Logan Airport drops from 120 operations per 
hour to as few as 60. 

·--.. -·--·-·· _____ ., ___ 
Although the proposed runway would increase efficiency The goals of the Airside Project are to reduce delay, increase 
and safety it would not increase the number of overall the airport's efficiency, and improve airfield safety in an 
operations. environmentally responsible manner. The construction of 

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. 

The proposed runway would re-direct the noise impact Comment noted. 
over the water, thus away from some communities that 
are currently experiencing a disproportionate noise 
impact. 

Alternatives to Logan Airport as a departure point have Comment noted. 
also been discussed ... passengers arriving to 
Massachusetts from other parts of the world need 
Logan to make their connections to Cape Cod and the 
Islands. Air transportation markets are not automatically 
transferable. 

______ _,_.,.,_,,, _____________ ... _________ . 

We do encourage and support a regional approach to Comment noted. 
alternative regional air transportation issues. 

We believe that Massport has done a thorough job of Comment noted. 
evaluating the range of delay reduction tools outlined in 
Alternative 1A of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement... Implementing the outlined improvements will 
allow the airport to operate at maximum efficiency 
regardless of wind direction. 

Letter 79: Cape Air/Nantucket Airlines, Daniel A. Wolf, President, Cape Air, Testimony 
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CaP-e!Air\-
NANTUcKET� 

AIRLINES 

Barnstable Municipal Airport 
North Ramp 
Hyannis, Massachu.seru 02601 
508-790-3122
508-778-1870 FAX
Reservations (800) 352-07 I 4

(800) 635-8787

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: lVlEP A Unit 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOEA #10458 
100 Cambridge St. 20th floor 
Boston, MA 02202 

LETTER 80 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Logan Airside Improvements 
Planning Project 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

For ten years Cape Air has been the critical air link between Logan International 
Airport and several Massachusetts communities. Currently we provide year round 
scheduled air service from Logan, New Bedford Airport, and T.F. Green Airport in 
Rhode Island to Cape Cod and the Islands of Nantucket and Martha's Vineyard. Access 
to Logan is critical to the communities we serve. This year Cape Air will transport more 
then 150,000 passengers between Logan Airport and Cape Cod and the Islands. 

Cape Air actively supports Massport's efforts to improve the safety and efficiency 
of Logan operations. For the past three years I have participated in the environmental 
review of this project. I attended nearly all of the Airside Review Committee meetings 
and provided economic and operational data on our company for use in technical analysis 
of delay conditions, the assessment of alternatives and the development of case studies. 
Prior to my participation in this project I was a member of the Second Airport 
Commission charged with assessing the Commonwealth's needs and opportunities for 
creating a second major airport. As an airline president as well as a pilot, I have hands on, 
practical knowledge of the delay conditions at Logan and am familiar with Massport's 

. efforts to address the Commonwealth's long-term air transportation needs. Based on 
these experiences I believe that Massport has undertaken a thorough and credible 
assessment of alternatives to reduce delays at Logan and at the same time is working to 
develop increased use of regional transportation facilities to help relieve pressure at 
Logan. 

Logan's location on the waterfront and within city limits poses landside and 
airside challenges, but also offers the potential environmental benefits of moving air 
traffic over water. Logan experiences wind conditions that severely reduce Logan's 
capacity from 120 operations an hour to 90 or as low as 60 per hour. I agree with 
Massport's analysis which indicates the proposed airside improvements would both 

80.1 

80.2 

80.3 



equitably redistribute noise and at the same time shift existing �oise over water and away 
from affected communities. 

In Alternative 1 A, Massport proposes 14/32 as a unidirectional runway for this 
purpose. This plan also includes taxiway improvements and reduced approach . 
minimums. Massport's analysis demonstrates that these actions will have meaningful 
delay reduction results without causing negative environmental impacts on the 
surrounding communities. 

We are pleased that Alternative IA does not include peak period pricing. 
Massport's analysis demonstrates that peak hour pricing would not be effective in 
reducing current or projected delays at Logan. The DEIR/S demonstrates peak period 
pricing would not address delays caused by wind conditions that are most effectively 
helped by Runway 14/32. Massport demonstrates that peak period pricing will not 
address delay conditions at Logan. This is particularly true since delays are due to 
adverse wind conditions and not a result of airline over-scheduling. 

The DEIR/S documents the negative impact peak period pricing would have on 
Cape Air and the remote destinations we serve. Peak period pricing would increase our 
landing fees by more then I 000%. We could not absorb a cost increase of this 
magnitude. Our response would have to be a drastic reduction or elimination of service to 
Logan Airport. This would have a direct impact on the 400 Massachusetts residents we 
employ and the hundreds of thousands of passengers, businesses and institutions we 
serve. Loss of air service to the region would mean staggering economic losses for the 
region's tourism industry, the Cape's emerging high technology sector and the countless 
other businesses that rely on air service. 

In addition. Cape Air strongly supports the communities we serve in a variety of 
ways including low cost medical flight service to Boston from our remote destinations. 
With peak hour pricing not only would the communities lose that benefit but since we are 
the only airline providing air service to the town of Provincetown that community would 
be severely'i_mpacted. 

, Compounding the economic and public welfare issues are the resulting 
envi�onmental impacts from adding 450,000 passengers we carry to already congested 
roadways including the Southeast Expressway, Route 3, and Route 6. 

The often cited claim that carriers such as Cape Air are the major cause of delays 
at Logan is not substantiated by the extensive delay modeling and analysis completed for 
the DEIR/S. This analysis concludes that cape Air's operational characteristics limit the 

✓- impact on Logan delays. Since Cape Air's contribution to the delay problem at Logan is 
relatively minor, the elimination of Cape Air's operations by the use of peak hour pricing 
brings with it many negative consequences without any significant commensurate benefit 
to delay reduction. 

Logan is an important resource to all New England communities. Political 
considerations have dominated the public discussion of the DEIR since it's release in 
February. While important, these political considerations should not obscure the 
operational and environmental benefits embodied in Massport's preferred alternatives. 

If viewed objectively, the analysis contained in the DEIR can lead to actions that 
will improve the safety and efficiency of operations at Logan and thereby serve the best 
interests of the Commonwealth. It would be unfortunate if we squandered this 

80.4 

80.5 

80.6 

80.7 



opportunity which would not only improve the effiriency and safety nf Logan 
Airport, but also produce beneficial environmental results. 

Thank-you for the opportunity to comment. 

��A?.lrlv( 
Daniel A. Wolf 
President, Cape Air 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 

80.1 Purpose and Delay 
Need 

80.2 Purpose and Delay 
Need 

---�-

80.3 Noise Impacts 

80.4 Noise Impacts 

80.5 Alternatives Peak Period 
Pricing 

80.6 Alternatives Peak Period 
Pricing 

80.7 Alternatives Preferred 
Alternative 

Letter 80 
Cape Air/Nantucket Airlines 

Daniel A. Wolf, President 

Comment 

Cape Air actively supports Massport's efforts to improve 
the safety and efficiency of Logan operations. 

- -·- ----- ----·-

... I believe that Massport has undertaken a thorough and 
credible assessment of alternatives to reduce delays at 
Logan .... 

--·-··-- -·----• --- - --- · --

.. . I agree with Massport's analysis which indicates the 
proposed airside improvements would both equitably 
redistribute noise and at the same time shift existing noise 
over water and away from affected communities. 

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

Massport's analysis demonstrates that these actions will 
have meaningful delay reduction results without causing 
negative environmental impacts on the surrounding 
communities. 

Massport's analysis demonstrates that peak hour pricing 
would not be effective in reducing current or projected 
delays at Logan ... This is particularly true since delays are 
due to adverse wind conditions and not a result of airline 
over-scheduling. 

The DEIR/S documents the negative impact peak period 
pricing would have on Cape Air and the remote 
destinations we serve ... the elimination of Cape Air's 
operations by the use of peak hour pricing brings with it 
many negative consequences without any significant 
commensurate benefit to delay reduction. 

... the analysis contained in the DEIR can lead to actions 
that will improve the safety and efficiency of operations at 
Logan and thereby serve the best interests of the 
Commonwealth. 

Response 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted . 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. 

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. 

Comment noted . 

Letter 80: Cape Air/Nantucket Airlines, Daniel A. Wolf, President 
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CHAMIIR OF COMMERCE 

John n. O'Brien 
Chief Exe<utive Officer 

April 15, 1999 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEP A Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
Cam bridge Street 
20th Street 
Boston, MA 02202 

Dear Secretary Durand: 

LETTER 81 

I have represented Cape Cod business interests on the Airside Review Committee (ARC.) for 
the past three years. 

The business community on Cape Cod strongly supports the Logan improvement program as 
outlined in Mas�Port' s plan submitted to you for M:EP A review. 

As you know.we here on the Cape and Islands have developed an economic development 
strategic plan that has as its fundamental purpose a balance between environmental concerns 
and the.development of more stable year round jobs. 

As part of our effort we have endeavored to stretch out our tourism season by using more 
sophisticated marketing techniques aimed at a target market. We also are augmenting this 
effort with a recruitment initiative designed to attract more technology companies to locate 
here on Cape Cod. 

In order to be successful we need reliable on time air service. 

Economic Deuelopmenr Division 
307 Main Street - Suire 2 
Hyannis. MA 0260 l -4043 

Tel: 508-790-4980 

Fax:508-790-1889 

\: www.capecodchamber.org 
ii: ecdeu@capecodchamber.org 

Convention & Visitors Bureau 
307 Main Srreer - P.O. Box 790 
Hyannis. MA 0260 I -0790

Tel: 508-862-0700 

Fax:508-862-0727 

URL: www.capecodchamber.org 
Email: info@capecodchamber.org 



Our international visitor market is growing and this market alone requires efficient reliable 
connections to our Cape and Islands Airports. 

As a member of the A.RC. Committee I participated in the numerous working sessions and 81.1 
came away with the belief that the MassPort plan including runway 14/32 is essential to our 
economic well being. 

Additionally, as I suggested and pressed for early on, the use of peak period pridng is not a 
worka�le solution at Logan and it would absolutely devastate our small carriers based on 81.2 
Cape Cod. 

The MassPort staff and the community activists basically agree that Cape Air would 
essentially be put out of business by the use of peak period pricing. 

The business community on Cape Cod urges approval of MassPort's overall plan to reduce 
delay at Logan with the taxiway improvements and the construction of runway 14/32. 

Sincerely, 

cf-�L 
John O'Brien 
Chief Executive Officer 

cc Mr. John Silva 
Manager, Environmental Program 
Airports Division F.A.A. 

JDO:sb 

New England Division 
12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, .tv1A 01803 

81.3 
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Code Topic 1 

81.1 Alternatives 

81.2 

81.3 

. Alternatives 

Purpose and 
Need 

Letter 81 
Cape Cod Chamber of Commerce 

John O'Brien, Chief Executive Officer 

Topic 2 Comment Response 
··- .. •-..-·-·-- ·--·-·-· ··--· --------

Runway 14/32 ... I participated in the numerous working sessions and 
came away with the belief that the Massport plan 
including runway 14/32 is essential to our economic well 
being. 

Peak Period ... the use of peak period pricing is not a workable solution 
Pricing at Logan and it would absolutely devastate our small 

carriers based on Cape Cod. The Massport staff and the 
community activists basically agree that Cape Air would 
essentially be put out of business by the use of peak 

..... 
· 
.. _
period pricing.

Delay The business community on Cape Cod urges approval of 
Massport's overall plan to reduce delay at Logan with the 
taxiway improvements and the construction of runway 
14/32. 

Comment noted. 

The analysis indicates that PPP is an effective option when 
airlines schedule beyond the normal hourly operating 
capacity of the airport and provides an assessment of the 
extent of the benefits from PPP under such circumstances. 
Analysis of PPP is set out in Section 4.5 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 

Comment noted. 

Leite� 81: Cape Cod Chamber of Commerce, John O'Brien, Chief Executive Officer 
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3225 MAIN STREET 

April 15, 1999 

Secretary Robert Durand 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street 
Boston, MA 02202 
Attention: Arthur Pugsley, MEP A Unit 

John C. Silva, Manager 
Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 
New England Region 
12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 

Dear Sirs: 

P.OBOX226 

BARNSTABlE. MA� 

(508) 362-3828
FAX: (508) 362-3136 

LETTER 82 

EOEA#l0458 

On behalf of the Cape Cod Economic Development Council (CCEDC) I would like to 
comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (DEIR/S) for the Logan 
Airside Improvements Planning Project. The CCEDC is the economic development arm of 
Barnstable County,:and, as such, is responsible for promoting policies in support of a year
round economy·for the Cape. The Council consists of eleven private sector representatives 
and three representatives of local government. 

The economic and environmental well being of Cape Cod's residents and businesses depends 
on continued safe and efficient air transportation access to Logan. Logan airport is a vital link 
to the region for visitors that support the Cape's tourism industry. Reliable a�r transportation 
access to Logan is also a component in public and private efforts to diversify the regional 
economy and create quality year-round employment opportunities for residents. 
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alternative would address weather-related conditions that account for the vast majority of 
delays at Logan. It would also result in a greater number of overwater operations and 
increase Massport's ability to achieve community noise goals. 

Regarding peak pricing, the Council recognizes that Massport has conducted a thorough 
assessment of delay reduction benefits of peak period pricing, as well as the impacts on air 
carriers to the region and the regional economy. Through this assessment Massport has 
concluded that peak period pricing would not be an effective response to current or projected 
delay conditions at Logan. 



The Council strongly opposes the imposition of peak period pricing at Logan Airport at any 82.2 
time. Peak period pricing would unfairly penalize the carriers providing service to Cape Cod, 
even though it has been demonstrated that the smaller aircraft used by those carriers have a 
negligible impact on delays because of their use of alternative runways. The Council notes 
Massport's finding of the "real possibility" that peak period pricing could put carriers serving 
this region out of business. 

For the communities of the Outer Cape, the loss of air carrier service would fundamentally 
82 3 threaten the health and safety of residents by removing a critical community transportation 

resource. ·cape Air currently provides a medical care flight service that many residents rely 
on. For these residents, the closest ambulance drive is an hour away to Cape Cod Hospital 
and two-and-a-half hours away to Boston. 

In addition to staggering economic and health and safety impacts, peak period pricing would 
also generate harmful environmental impacts. The resulting loss of air transportation would 
force more cars onto local roadways, which are already stressed beyond capacity during the 
summer season. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Logan DEIR. 

Sincerely, 

�& --
Daniel Dray ? 
Administrator 
Cape Cod Economic Development Council 

cc: Honorable A. Paul Cellucci, Governor 
Mr. Peter Blute, Massachusetts Port Authority 
Mr. Mark Robinson, Chairman, Massport Board of Directors 
Massachusetts Congressional Delegation 
Cape Cod Delegation to the Massachusetts General Court 
Cape Cod Board of Selectman 
Barnstable Town Council 
Cape Ports 
Cape Cod Commission 
Mary Pat Flynn, Cape Cod Economic Development Council, Chairman 
David Willard, Cape Cod Economic Development Council, Vice-Chairman 
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Code Topic 1 

82.1 Alternatives 

82.2 Alternatives 

Letter 82 
Cape Cod Economic Development Council 

Daniel Dray, Administrator 

Topic 2 

Preferred 
Alternative 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Comment 

... believes that Alternative 1A as presented in the DEIR/S 
provides the most direct and effective actions for 
controlling delays and increasing operating efficiency. 

•••••---•-•-•H•--•- ••-•••-• ••--H • • H •H -•M-H•• H-••�-

... strongly opposes the imposition of peak period pricing 
at Logan Airport at any time. 

Response 

Alternative 1A is the preferred alternative. 

The analysis indicates that PPP is an effective option when 
airlines schedule beyond the normal hourly operating 
capacity of the airport and provides an assessment of the 
extent of the benefits from PPP under such circumstances. 
Analysis of PPP is set out in Section 4.5 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 

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

82.3 · Alternatives Peak Period The Council notes Massport's finding of the "real Refer to response to comment 82.2. 
Pricing possibility" that peak period pricing could put carriers 

serving this region out of business . ... the loss of air 
service would fundamentally threaten the health and 
safety of residents .... Cape Air currently provides a 
medical care flight service that many residents rely on . 
. . . peak period pricing would also generate harmful 
environmental impacts. The resulting loss of air 
transportation would force more cars onto local roadways, 
which are already stressed beyond capacity during the 
summer season. 

Letter 82: Cape Cod Economic Development Council, Daniel Dray, Administrator 





April 23, 1999 

CHARLESTOWN 

BuSINP.SS 

ASSOCIATION 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs Robert Durand 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, 20th floor, Room 2000 
Boston, MA 02202 

Attention: MEPA Unit, Arthur Pugsley 

RE: Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project - EOEA #10458 DEIS/R 

By Facsimile: (617) 727-1598 

Dear Secretary Durand: 

LETTER 83 

On behalf of the Charlestown Business Association, I wish to express our concern over the 
application made by the Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport) and the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) to develop a new runway, 14/32, at Boston-Logan International Airport 
(Logan) in Boston, Massachusetts and over the information contained in the DEIS/R which 
supports its development. We believe that the proposed runway expansion carries deep impacts 
on the quality of life in the surrounding communities and in Charlestown, in particular, because of 
noise and increases in air traffic. The proposed runway 14/32 has the potential to negatively 
impact and damage our businesses as well. 

It is for these reasons that the Board of Directors of the Charlestown Business Association voted 
recently to oppose development of the new runway, 14/32, at Logan. The Charlestown Business 
Association (CSA), founded in 1986, is an organization of approximately 180 members, including 
office, industrial, retail, restaurant, and recreational businesses and non-profit institutions, most 
located withi11 Charlestown itself. The CBA gives businesses a voice in the Charlestown 
community, and its mission is to better the community through commerce. 

Our reading of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report Volume 1 did not alleviate our 
concerns about impacts of the proposed runway on our community and on the impacted 
communities. The following are particular areas of concern. 

1. Need for a Regional Network. A basic premise of the DEIS/R is that" The transportation
services provided at Logan -- both passenger and air cargo- are essential to the economic 

831success of the entire New England Region." (ES-6). By using the word "essential", the
proponents ignore the fact that Logan is but one element in the regional transportation
network. By using the word "essential", they focus only on increasing capacity at Logan
rather than on seriously analyzing the regional capacity and growth potential of the network
of airports at Worcester, Hanscom Field, T.F. Green Airport, RI, Manchester, NH, and
Bradley International Airport, Hartford, CT.



Page 2 

2. Need for Runway by Runway Numbers: The DEIS/R did not appear to list the increases
in numbers of arrivals and departures runway by runway, that is by direction, under the
various alternatives. It is not possible to determine the increases or decreases in activity
level with construction of R14/32. However, earlier reports presented to Massport's
Airside Review Committee on April 2, 1997, for the Environmental Impact Study on Logan
Airport Improvements show the changes in arrivals and departures runway by runway
under the R14/32 build and no-build scenario. Why was this same information not readily
available in Volume 1 of the DEIS/R? From a Charlestown point of view, the 1997
document certainly makes the case for our not supporting construction of R14/32.

3. Delays: The information on delays does not indicate the number of delays caused by
weather-related problems at other airports For example, many of us have experienced
winter delays when connecting flights are delayed by snow at other distant airports. What
part of the total delay is caused by such weather problems elsewhere?

4. Soundproofing Mitigation: Massport's willingness to soundproof buildings should not be
used to support arguments for expansion of Logan runways. For businesses that operate
out of doors and for residents who use their outdoor spaces around their homes, how can
you soundproof the out-of-doors? There is a loss in property value attributable to the
increase in noise and air traffic that cannot be mitigated by soundproofing. Where is this
loss in property value given attention in the DEIS/R?

5. Is Runway 14/32 always going to be uni-directional. While the uni-directional R14/32
as proposed has negative impacts on the Charlestown community and its business
community, we wonder how many years it will be before Massport makes the argument for
a two-directional runway 14/32. A two-directional runway would have a far more
devastating environmental impact on Charlestown than the uni-directional runway, which
we oppose as it is proposed.

We recognize the importance of the airport to the regional economy, but we side with the quality 
of life and economic viability issues which are "essential" to us. We believe that f\.fassport and the 
FAA must take a regional approach to solving the airport growth and usage problems, among 
other issues cited above. Until that happens, we can find little, if anything, in the proposed R14/32 
plan that we support. 

Sincerely, 

(Vt.,&A-, /3y�flL4
Carol Bratley, Chair / 
Charlestown Business Association 

cc: Senator Thomas F. Birmingham, State House 
Representative Eugene L. O'Flaherty, State House 
City Councilor Paul Scapicchio, District One, Boston City Hall 

83.2 

83.3 

83.4 

83.5 

83.6 
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Code 

83.1 

83.2 

83.3 

Topic 1 

Regional 
Transportation 

Delay 

Delay 

Topic 2 

Regional 
Airports 

Model 

Model 

Letter 83 
Charlestown Business Association 

Carol Bratley, Chair 

Comment 

... [the proponents] focus only on increasing capacity at 
Logan rather than on seriously analyzing the regional 
capacity and growth potential of the network of airports at 
Worcester, Hanscom Field, T.F. Green Airport, RI, 
Manchester, NH, and Bradley International Airport, 
Hartford, CT. 

... earlier reports presented to Massport's Airside Review 
Committee on April 2, 1997, for the Environmental Impact 
Study on Logan Airport Improvements show the changes 
in arrivals and departures runway by runway under the 
R14/32 build and no-build scenario. Why was this same 
information not readily available in Volume 1 of the 
DEIS/A? 

The information on delays does not indicate the number of 
delays caused by weather-related problems at other 
airports ... What part of the total delay is caused by such 
weather problems elsewhere? 

Response 

The Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 
Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport's normal 
airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 
This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 
80 percent of the time. 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 Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR provide an evaluation of the regional airports at 
T. F. Green/Providence, Manchester, and 
Worcester Regional 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 in 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. 
Arnvak and depa-riures by runway-end for all futurefieets and 
project alternatives were included in Appendix H of the 
Draft EIS/EIR. The same information for the 2015 37.5M High 
RJ fleet is included in Appendix C of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

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 addresses 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. 

Letter 83: Charlestown Business Association, Carol Bralley, Chair 
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Code 

83.4 

83.5 

83.6 

Topic 1 

Noise 

Alternatives 

Regional 
Transportation 

Topic2 

Sound 
Insulation 

Runway 14/32 

Regional 
Airports 

Comment 

Massport's willingness to soundproof buildings should not 
be used to support arguments for expansion of 
Logan runways ... how can you soundproof the out-of-doors? 

Is Runway 14/32 always going to be uni-directional. 

We believe that Massport and the FAA must take a 
regional approach to solving the airport growth .... 

Letter 83: Charlestown Business Association, Carol Bralley, Chair 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 
-·- -- --- -- -- --

Massport's FAA-approved sound insulation program is only one 
element of the noise abatement program. For a discussion of I 
the noise abatement program, refer to the discussion in the 
Logan Airport 1994/1995 GEIR and the Logan Airport 1998 
Annual Update. Massport has existing actions initiatives 
underway that reduce noise impacts on nearby communities, 
including: 
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 

. Mo�!�?�n_g and iTTlpr���.9 achieveme�t of PR�� �o�l_s_ .. ____ _
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 -1 

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. Refer to Section 8.7 
of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR DraftSection 61 Findings, 
and the discussion in Section 8.5 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR regarding enforcement of unidirectionality of 
Runway 14/32. 

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 
improvements to be implemented under the Preferred 
Alternative at Logan Airport. 
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Marie Iacono 
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Richard Smigielski 
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To: Robert Durand 

Telephone 
884-3763

Secretary of Executive Office ofEnviromental Affairs 
April 22, 1999 

Dear Robert, 

The Chelsea Waterfront Association is a non-profit, non-partisan, neighborhood 
improvement association dedicated to giving its members a voice in the policies that 
affect the Chelsea waterfront area. The purpose of the association is to maintain and 
enhance the quality of life in our neighborhood and our City through information, 
education, advocacy, self-help, and activism as well as through cooperation with other 
civic organizations. The organization represents hundreds of residents in the Chelsea 
Historic Waterfront District who are vehemently opposed to the runway proposal. 

The Draft EIR/S contains many discrepancies and inadequacies and fails to address our 
concerns regarding the health impacts of a new runway on our neighborhood. For the 
reasons detailed below, and we are sure many more, we encourage you to find this 
document inadequate and respectfully request the FAA withdraw support for the project. 

It has come to our attention that the new runway will allow for a tripling of t1ights over 
our neighborhood. Enough is enough! Our health is currently jeopardized by hundreds 
of thousands of vehicles travelling over the Tobin Bridge on one side, airplanes arriving 
and departing over heads, a salt pile on another side, an oil tank farm 45 feet from our 
boundary, and an onslaught of heavy truck traffic associated with all of them. We can 
not accept another assault on the quality of life in our neighborhood. 

First and foremost, 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 the Waterfront area. 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. 

We are also disturbed about the DEIR.IS' lack of consideration of the Environmental 
Justice issue. Chelsea is a City of immigrants - always has been and always will be. We 
believe it is not coincidence that we have been targeted with the brunt of the noise impact 

LETTER 84 

84.1 

84.2 

84.3 



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. In this sense the document also seems 
woefully inadequate. 84. 4
Naturally we were upset to learn that other alternatives such,as a thorough regionaliz.ation 
plan including ALL other options was not included. Additiohally, we believe a peak-hour 84.5 
pricing plan analyzing the delay effects of 80, 90, and 100 operations per hour should 
have been considered because 115 operations per hour understates the true benefit of this 84. 6
alternative. Why wasn't a second airport examined? 

While Massport refuses to admit the Airside Improvement Planning Project will expand 
capacity at Logan, Federal planning policy establishes that this project must be 84. 7
considered and evaluated as stimulating growth in aircraft operations. 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 84.8 
more truck traffic and congestion on Chelsea. 

Chelsea is undergoing a modern day renaissance. We have had to fight harder than most 
to turn the City around. As this proposal is being examined we are watching the value of 
our homes rise. We have a new school system and a local government committed to 
undoing the past. We were recently honored as an "All America City," in recognition for 
our ability to address the problems confronting us. Our budget is balanced for the first 
time, and we are investing millions in our infrastructure in order to move forward into the 
next century. The proposed expansion of Logan Airport is the single largest threat we 
face. If this runway is built, years of hard work could be undone in an instant. 

Sincerly, 

Jeffrey Buck ,�� 
President Chelsea Waterfront Association 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 

84.1 Noise 

84.2 Noise 

Topic 2 

Runway Use 

Model 

Letter 84 
Chelsea Waterfront Association 

Jeffrey Buck, President 

Comment 

... new runway will allow for a tripling of flights over our 
neighborhood. 

... the method used to measure the noise impact is 
inaccurate . ... the integrated noise model has consistently 
underestimated the actual noise levels affecting the 
Waterfront area. 

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. 

We are not aware of any data that show an underestimation 
of the noise in the Chelsea waterfront area by the model used 
in this study. 

Letter 84: Chelsea Waterfront Association, Jeffrey Buck, President 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 
84.3 

Topic 1 

Noise 
Topic 2 

Sound 
Insulation 

Comment 

... 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. We are also disturbed about 
the DEIR/S' lack of consideration of the 
Environmental Justice issue. 

Letter 84: Chelsea Waterfront Association, Jeffrey Buck, President 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response ----1 
Massport'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 
Logan Airport 1994/1995 GEIR and the Logan Airport 1998 
Annual Update. Massport has existing actions initiatives 
underway that reduce noise impacts on nearby communities, 
including: 
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 · I 
alternative airports; and 
Monitoring and improving achievement of PRAS goals. 
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 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 com.munities 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 

84.4 

84.5 

84.6 

84.7 

84.8 

Topic 1 
-.... ---

\ Regional 
. Transportation 

Alternatives 

Regional 
Transportation 

Alternatives 

Ground 
Transportation 

Topic 2 

Regional 
Airports 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Regional 
Airports 

Demand 

Access to 
Logan Airport 

Comment 

... we were upset to learn that other alternatives such as a 
thorough regionalization plan including ALL other options 
was not included. 

... we believe a peak-hour pricing plan analyzing the delay 
effects of 80, 90, and 100 operations per hour should 
have been considered .... 

Why wasn't a second airport examined? 

... this project must be considered and evaluated as 
stimulating growth in aircraft operations. 

... the Draft EIR/S does not address the negative impacts 
of more truck traffic and congestion on Chelsea. 

Letter 84: Chelsea Waterfront Association, Jeffrey Buck, President 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

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. 

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. 

Comment noted. 

The Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 
Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport's normal 
airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 
This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 
80 percent of the time. 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 Airside Project does not result in additional demand for 
ground access services. 

Cargo activity at Logan Airport changes from year to year. 
Despite strong economic growth over the last few years, 
cargo operations at Logan Airport increased by less than 
two percent in 1999 and actually declined by 1.2 percent in 
1998. Since cargo operations account for only two percent of 
aircraft activity at Logan Airport and no additional truck traffic 
is expected to be generated. 
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COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

TO MASSPORT 

April 7, 1999 

18 Greenough Avenue 
Boston, Massachusetts 02130 

"We're Stronger Together." 

Bob Durand, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Unit 
Arthur Pugsley, EOEA No. 10458 
1000 Cambridge Street - 20th floor 
Boston, MA 02202 

Dear Secretary Durand, 

LETTER 85 

As Co-Ch!lir of the Comnmnity Advisory Committee to Massport (CAC), I am 
submitting the following document representing the CAC consultant's opinions 
on the Massachusetts Port Authority's Draft Environmental Impact Statement on 
the L0gan Airport Airside Improvement Planning Project (DEIS/DEIR). 

The CAC concurs with the consultants' conclusion that the DEIS/DEIR should 
be found inadequate. 

astasia Lyman, Co-Chair CAC 
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Review Comments on Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project ES-1 
Draft Environmentuf Jmpaci �iaieme:'�i)rafi Environmencai impuet Repori fDEISIDEIRj

❖ 

Executive Summary 

Introduction 

Logan was constructed into a residential setting. Massport for too long has been 
allowed to take a segmented approach to Logan's development, arguing that landside 
projects are designed to accommodate ground passenger handling; airside 
improvement projects are designed to accommodate aircraft handling; that neither 
generates traffic; and that Massport has no control over passenger and cargo growth. 

The Airside Improvement Planning Program is a short-range and limited response to 
a major concern about long-term trends, future growth, and increasing impact. The 
prospect is for more and more passengers, more and more aircraft operations, and a 
greater impact on the surrounding communities. 

B. Addressing the Scope & Regulatory Requirements

B.l Notice of Project Change 

❖ The Secretary and FAA should require Massport to change the base year to
calendar year 1998, to revise all presentations in the DEISIDEIR to reflect that
change, and to extend the planning period to 2020 from 2010 with concomitant
revisions in projected levels of acth1icy and impact, and to republish the
D EISffi EIR.

❖ The passage of over five years from the ''base year," and the changes in activity levels
at Logan since that date, should require that 1998 constitute the "base year" for this
Planning Project.

❖ The minimal 15-year planning horizon for the project should be extended to a 20-year
planning horizon, to 2020, in order to examine potential impacts and benefits of the
project proposals over a reasonable period.

❖

❖ 

The FAA data on delays shows !hat the c!e!ay situation at Logan has irr.proved since
1993 and is essentially in equilibrium, as assessed by the FAA.

The Airside delay model (DELA YSIM) used hourly weather observations from 1981-
1990. Weather patterns have changed significantly within the last five years due to
effects from El Nino and La Nina. A new 10-year average should be constructed and
used.

Prepared by: Consultants to Community Advisory Committee to Massport March29,199'J 
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.J<eview Comments on Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project ES-2 
Draft Environmental Impact Stateme.PJt/Draft Enviror:me::ta!. I:r:p::::t Report (DEiSIDEIR) 

B.2 Requirements of ENF Certificate 

❖ The items listed below were not specifically addressed in the DEIS/DEIR:

I. 
2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Discussion of diversion of cargo to off-airport alternatives 
Considering the off-airport alternatives as a separate scenario evaluated during 
the DEIS/DEIR 
Failure to consider Hanscom Field in Bedford as a reliever airport for general 
aviation operations, origin/destination regional non-jet traffic, and short-haul 
origin/destination jet traffic. 
Considering the aevelopment r-f a second major airport, in discussion of 
environmental justice 
Detailing of the existing delay at Logan including delay derived directly from 
wind/weather and indirectly from delay at other airports 
Documentation of history of PRAS and problems implementing it 

C. Growth & Long-Range Planning Issues

The Secretary of Environmental Affairs should determine that significant 
planning deficiencies exist in the DEIS/DEffi that must be addressed. The 
DEIS/DEIR should be found inadequat� and a new Draft document should be 
required. 

It seems inevitable that Logan Airport will experience growing congestion, and with 
that congestion will come increasing pressure for additional measures to reduce it. 
The proposed projects provide only limited and interim relief to whatever aircraft 
operating delays at Logan Airport are caused by or as a result of the airfield 
configuration. The delay problem as modeled and represented by Massport will get 
worse. 

There is no plan or program to deal with long-term growth at Logan, which will soon 
overwhelm any interim benefits of this project. There are measures that could be 
instituted to effectively address transportation in eastern New England, but there is 
no discussion in this docurnen!. There must be a plan and a program to shift some 
current, a�d most grmvth in., air traffic rnd pass1:..'flgers away from Logan. Major 
expansion of service at and capacity of other airports must be undertaken. 

Massport projects air traffic operations to increase substantially over the project 
planning period. A conservative projection is a 20% increase in total operations over 
the next decade. A more important assessment is the projected increase in "equivalent 
jet operations," which takes into account the substantial increase in noise impact of 
a nighttime operation compared to a daytime operation. The projected growth in 
"equivalent jet operations" approaches 500/o over the next decade. 

Prepared by: Consultants to Community Advisory Committee to Massport Mardi29,199'J 
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Review Comments on Logan Aimde Jmproveme.nts PT,anning Project ES-3 
Draft Environmental Impact StaJementlDraft Environmental Impact Report (DEIS/DEIR) 

❖ Federal planning policy establishes that this project must be considered and evaluated
as stimulating growth in aircraft operations at Logan directly, because of delay
reduction.

This project and landside projects at Logan are interdependent, and both will increase
capacity and stimulate demand.

Massport's proposal to increase the percentage of passengers accessing Logan Airport
who do so in high-occupancy vehicles falls far short of absorbing the full projected
increase in passenger ground access requirements, even over the limited planning
period.

D. Environmental Issues

❖ There can be no guarantee of "unidirectional use" of Runway 14/32.

❖ We believe airfield operations are unlikely to attain, and even less likely to sustain, the
progress toward attainment of PRAS goals that Massport projects. The increasing
impact ofLogan on the communities in the coming decade stresses the need to reduce
dependence on and preference for air trave! and Logan in particular.

❖ PRAS goals were established many years ago, under considerably different
circun:istances. and may well no longer represent community consensus. The
Community Advisory Committee (CAC), however, declined to move for a review and

· possible modification of the PRAS goals.

❖ Most of the projected increases in passenger demand will be met by increased
operations of the "passenger jet" fleet. This of course is the fleet that creates the
noise impacts at Logan and elsewhere.

❖ There will be significant increases in overflights of East Boston, Chelsea, Everett and
other "15/33" communities, and of South Boston, South End, Rox1:1ury and other
Runway 27 communities.

❖ Mas sport overstates the benefit of further conversion to Stage 3 aircraft on future
noise levels around Logan Airport.

Prepared by: Consultants to Community Advisory Committee to Ma.ssport Mardt 29, 1999 
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Review Comments on Logan Airside Improvements Plarming Project ES-4 
Draft Environmental Impad SratemenVlJraft Environmental Impact Report (DEIS/DEIR) 

D.2 Night-time Operations 

The number of nighttime jet operations can be expected to double within the 
foreseeable future under conservative forecasts. The noise impacts of this increase 
are huge, and are not mitigated by use of Stage 3 aircraft since night operations are 
now required to be only of that type. 

An alternative that should be considered is the creation of a cap on nighttime 
operations pursuant to FAR Part 161. 

D.3 Flight Tracks 

❖ A significant number of flights did not conform to the published departure tracks, and
re-crossed the shoreline over Hull and were also below 6,000 feet.

❖ The FAA and the airlines have not adhered to the flight paths established for Runway
27 departures.

D.4 Soundproofing

"Soundproofing" is not the answer. Acoustical treatment of selected residences 
cannot fully mitigate for the impacts of increased overflights and increased ambient 
noise. We disagree with the statement r. After sound-proofing to mitigate impacts 
within the 65 YDNL Contour, the full-build alternatives provide net long-term 
benefits." 

Concerns about Massport's residential "soundproofing" program include the pace of 
the program. the failure to provide air conditioning in conjunction with the 
"soundproofing" program, and the small number of dwelling units that are eligible for 
the program. 

FAA Order 5100.38A makes ineligible for AIP funding any non-related code-required 
building improvements necessary to accommodate acoustic treatment improvements. 
This may impose significant burdens on some propeny owners. 

D.5 Air Quality 

The proposed Airside Improvement Project provides minimal long-term air quality 
benefits. Changes in air quality associated with the proposed project are likely to be 
undetectable, with the exception of adverse odor impacts. 
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Review Comments on Logan Aimde Improvements Planning Project ES-5 
Draft Environmental Impact S1111ement/Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIS/DEIR) 

There is potential for adverse odor impacts in certain areas proximate to the airport, 
as a result of this project. Changes in odor impacts are most likely to occur in the 
Jefferies Point neighborhood from takeoffs on Runway 14. 

The odor modeling and odor impact assessment procedure is inadequate. 

D.6 Dispersion Modeling Results 

❖ For all modeled contaminants other than VOCs, the difference (if any) among Airside
Improvement Project alte:natives is much iess significant than the projected growth
of emissions over time.

Massport should have used the ten-year hourly average meteorological input for the
air quality dispersion model and should be required to rerun the dispersion model for
all of the conditions modeled for the DEIS/DEIR.

D.7 Endangered Species - Upland Sandpiper 

A program is required to compensate for impacts to the nesting habitat on Logan 
Airport of the state-listed endangered upland sandpiper. The suggested program 
appears highly speculative as described. Massport should be required to set forth the 
resolution with N"HESP in the DEIS/DEIR. 

D.8 Construction Impacts 

Massport has failed to demonstrate how fugitive dust emissions from construction 
operations on the airfield will be controlled during winter months. 

Shortcomings of the Massport construction noise analysis include its failure to address 
the matter of pure tones and of impact noise (i.e., paving breakers and hoe rams), and 
the failure to separate out and separately analyze nighttime construction noise levels 
against nighttime ambient levels. The noise criteria applied by Massachusetts 
Department of Environmental Protection are applicable to this project. 

D.9 Cumulative Impacts 

We disagree with the statement "After sound-proofing to mitigate impacts within the 
65 YDNL Contour, the full-build alternatives provide net long-term benefits."" 

Federal planning policy establishes that this project must be considered and evaluated 
as stimulating growth in aircraft operations at Logan. 
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Review Comments on Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project ES-6 
Draft Environmental Impacr Statement/Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIS/DEIR) 

D.10 Relationship to the GEffi

❖ 

The planning period is inadequate, and should be extended to 2020. There is no plan 
or program to deal with long-term growth at Logan. which will soon overwhelm any 
interim benefits of this project. 

Delay does not appear to be a major problem at Logan, based on Massport's two-year 
history of inaction and on FAA analyses. 

The Secretary of Environmental Affairs shouici determine that significant 
planning deficiencies eiist in the DEIS/DEIR that must be addressed. The 
DEIS/DEIR should be found inadequate, anci a new Draft document should be 
required. 

DJ l Relationship to Other Logan Projects 

This airside project and the landside projects at Logan are interdependent, and both 
will increase capacity and stimulate demand. 

There is no discussion in the DEIS/DElR on the selection of the model for estimating 
delay. The models used including FLAPS and DELAYSTh1 appear to have been 
developed exclusively for analysis of Logan. Background information on the 
development of these models is not presented, as required by FAA. 

Massport did not use the FAA-approved SIMM:OD model for the airport simulations, 
but chose to develop its own model for estimating delay. 

The delay hours projected by Massport are the artifacts of its own model, severely 
overstate the actual situation, and do not comport with the FAA's procedure for 
calculating delay at airports. Besides calculating every minute of potential delay 
associated with every scheduled flight, it fails to take into account nonnal flight 
cancellation activities by a;!"li��s. 

The DELA YSIM model should use as the leading criteria the highest capacity 
configuration and air traffic controller workload weighting approved by FAA ATC. 
This approach would be a more conservative approach and reflect historical 
operational selections by the FAA ATC personnel, instead of assuming attainment of 
PRAS goals can and will be an initial decision point. No data is presented to show 
recent improvement due to the availability of Enhanced PRAS (EPRAS). 
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❖ 

❖ 

❖ 

The report compares Massport's calculation of delay with F AA's calculation of delay. 
This comparison throughout the DEIS/DEIR is incorrect and misleading. 

The FAA data on delays cited elsewhere in this report shows that the delay situation 
at Logan has improved since 1993 and is essentially in equilibrium, as assessed by the 
FAA From 1993-1997, delay at Logan as calculated by FAA, has decreased almost 
36%. FAA reponed delay for l 998 was 18% lower than 1993 levels. The 
DEIS/DEIR does not reflect this information. This reduction in delay has occurred 
without the implementation of any of the airside improvements proposed in this 
DEIS/DEIR. 

Modeled delay under the most optimistic Massport scenario will return to present 
levels within a very few years and increase after that. The stimulation of demand is 
not reflected in the annual hours of delay calculations. 

While peak hour capacity does not increase with construction of the runway, the 
additional runway will provide the controllers the option to use higher-capacity 
configuration more of the time. This ability is providing additional "throughput" of 
aircraft operations. 

❖ The guise of constructing the new runway to reduce weather-related delays actually
has the effect of increasing the all-weather capacity of the airport; thus allmvi.ng for
additional throughput of aircrai't operations.

F. Alternatives

❖ Massport has not met the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act ( 40
CFR Part 1502 Environmental Impact Statements) that 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 this
DEIS/DEIR" was included. A reasonable person could expect the DEIS/DEIR
alternatives to include the following:

a. Development ofa new airport
b. Consideration of Implementing a High-Density Rule (Slots)
c. Consider Implementation of FAR Part 161 regulations to provide aircraft noise

and access restrictions for Stage 2 and Stage 3 operations at Logan to provide
noise relief to affected communities. A specific measure that could be considered
is a cap on night-time operations.
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F.1 Regional Aimorts 

❖ 

The New England governors, the FM and the Federal Highway Administration must 
assist state government and the Boston Area communities in devising and 
implementing programs to ensure that Massport's numbers grow no larger, while not 
inhibiting nonnal beneficial economic growth of Eastern New England. The Airside 
Improvement Project must be viewed in this larger regional context. 

Massport argues that the growth in passenger traffic experienced at the Manchester, 
New Hampshire Airpcrt and the T. F. Green Airport in Warwick, Rhode Island 
represents shifts of demand from Logan Airport. It rs equally likely that the 
introduction to those two airports ofiow-cost carriers has stimulated overall regional 
air travel growth, the bulk of which has been absorbed at those two airports. 

If market forces are left to drive growth in traffic at those airports, growth at Logan 
v.il1 not be significantly constrained. Specific goals would have to be established, and 
a series of measures implemented to stimulate a substantial shift of traffic demand 
from Logan. 

The ENF Certificate dated November 22, 1995 cited that "the alternatives analysis 
must be broadened to include off-airport alternatives." Although Massport includes 
some off-airport op�ons, the development of other obvious alternatives has not been 
reasonably discussed nor have the reasons for their elimination as options. 

The conclusion of the :MAC Second Major Airport Study points out that long term 
considerations to meet increasing demand require that a second airport (either a 
greenfield airport and/or significant expansion of an existing airport) be an alternative 
to the improvements recommended. 

F.2 Peak Hour Pricing 

Congestion pricing, peak-period pricing and techniques that base landing fees on 
functional categories relating to operations (landing or take-offs, weigh: (or size) of 
aircraft, and ca;:�city t;:, mec1. pcah. perioci ciemand could be particularly useful in 
reducing delays. l"eak Period Pricing is but one form of economic incentive or control 
that should be considered in evaluating measures to reduce airspace and airfield 
congestion 

The basic assumption was made that peak period pricing needed to be revenue 
neutral, pertaining only to airfield revenue and airfield costs at Logan. This 
assumption resulted in impacts to airlines that operate small aircraft only. 
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Consideration should be given to a quite different approach to addressing the 
efficiency of Logan Afrport during peak operating periods and in carrying out its 
primary mission. 

Mas sport's model for peak hour pricing has chosen too narrow a definition of the 
regulatory criteria it must meet to establish a peak hour pricing structure. 

Massport chose a higher operational threshold (I 15 operations per hour) which 
underestimates the delay reduction capabilities of peak hour pricing. The range of 
options considered for Peak Period Pricing is insufficient. It is essential to introduce 
other economic fcctors iuto the riecision process of me airlines, iarge and small. 

The option of utilizing "costing" (including peak period pricing) approaches for the 
purpose of delay reduction should be retained. It should be the first option selected 
for implementation, as a non-capital intensive, adjustable measure to move toward a 
goal. 

F.3 Other Alternatives 

A shift away from air travel through reliance on other means of travel or 
communication is essential. Vigorous measures to foster and encourage this shift 
should be undertaken by State government in cooperation Vvith Amtrak and 
telecommunications providers. 

i 

G. Benefit-Cost Analysis

FAA legi'slation requires that airport sponsors conduct a benefit-cost analysis for 
capacity-related airport projects, particularly when the sponsor anticipates the need 
for $5 million or more in Airport Improvement Program grants. The DEIS/DEIR 
does not indicate the requirement of a benefit-cost analysis. 

There are no economic analyses of the noise impacts regarding the various 
alternatives. The noise-related costs and benefits should be addressed in economic 
analyses of activities that result in increases or decreases in aircra.ft noise. 

The development of the preferred alternative is anticipated to cost over $60 million. 
No indication of how the project is to be financed is provided in the DEIS/DEIR 
document. This information should be discussed as it may be relevant to the selection 
of alternatives. 
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H. Airfield Layout & Utilization

H.1 Runway 14/32 

❖ Layout Option C for Runway 14/32 requires the FAA to issue a "Modification of
Standards. 11 

❖ Should the FM decline the Modification of Standards, the possibility of constructing the
runway, and/or the environmental impacts of constructing the runway, may change. If the
runway cannot be so shifted, Option A or reducing the runway length would be the only
viable options. Option A has a significant impa.ct on Hyatt parking, as it would require
a substantial reduction in that parking for which there appears to be no alternative. These
eventualities are not thoroughly explored in the DEIS/DEIR.

❖ The commitment to maintain Runway 14/32 as a unidirectional runway is clearly

reversible.

❖ Massport indicates that only regional and commuter aircraft will use the proposed
runway. The Airport Reference Code (C-Ill) for the proposed runway includes the
following aircraft types: Airbus A-320s, BAC 11 ls, Boeing 727s, Boeing 737s, Fokker
F-28s, and MDC DC-9s. Therefore, large jets can and will use the runway.

H.2 Centerfield Taxiway 

The summary of advantages cited for the Centerfield Taxiway supports the 
community concern that the presence of the Centerfield Taxiway will make the use 
of the 4/22 runway combinations more attractive and therefore will tend to strengthen 
the bias of the tower toward use of those runways. Not only would this operate 
contrary to the goal of shifting operations from those runways, it would increase the 
tendency to stack aircraft in the northern section of the airfield. 

Preferred Alternative 

Massport is not inc!udb.6 f .lter..ci�e :i c1S the preferred alternative which according to 
its model provides tile l�ghest reduction in delay. Peak hour pricing is said to be not 
included because of current conditions but is represented as an administrative option 
that can be implemented later. However, Massport makes no commitment to ever 
using this capacity management tool. The rejection of peak period pricing by 
Massport is inappropriate, and ignores several salient factors. The peak period 
pricing option or an alternative congestion approach should be implemented 
immediately to gain its delay-reduction benefits throughout and beyond any 
construction period. 
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❖ Layout Option C for Runway 14/32 requires the FAA to issue a "Modification of
Standards."" Should the FAA decline to do that, the possibility of constructing the
runway, and/or the environmental impacts of constructing the runway, may change.
These eventualities are not thoroughly explored in the DEIS/DEIR.

There are adverse air quality impacts associated with construction of Runway 14/3 2 
and the Centerfield Taxiway that are not sufficiently explored in the DEIS/DEIR. 
These include odor impacts especially in the Jefferies Point area, and potential 
construction dust problems. 

A major element of the proposal to mitigate impacts on the state-listed upland 
sandpiper, that of creation of a replacement habitat on Cape Cod, appears to ignore 
geography and is of questionable benefit. 

The commitment to maintain Runway 14/32 as a unidirectional runway is clearly 
reversible. That, and the signal this project sends that Massport continues to be 
committed to expansion of Logan Airport, are the two greatest concerns of the 
surrounding communities. 

Alternate No. 3 provides delay reduction without the build option. Alternate No. 2 
provides significant delay reduction by allowing maximization of existing airfield 
capacity througi'l the construction of a parallel taxiway. These two alternatives appear 
to be the mos: viab1e for the community. 
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Review Comments 
on Logan Airside Impronment Planning Project 

Introduction 

The need to accommodate the demand for air travel services to Boston and the region has 
continually conflicted with the residential concerns regarding noise, air quality, property value 
and quality of life issues. This conflict between Massport and the communities has been on
going for over four decades. While the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIS/DEIR) identifies !he ecc�omic ne--....essity of operations 
at Log� it minimizes the fact that neighboring communities were well established prior to 
the development of Logan international Airport. The timeline of Logan's development, if 
documented, would place a responsibility on Massport to more closely consider how 
development of its property affects its neighbors. If Massport is talcing responsibility for 
providing adequate air service to meet the region's growing needs and economy; then the 
DEIS/DEIR docwnent should indicate a) what the long term (20 year) needs are, and b) how 
the alternatives considered meet these needs. 

Logan Airport was developed in 1923, significantly after most development of residential 
communities surrounding the Airport property. Unlike many airports that are initially 
developed without encroachment of residential uses, Logan was constructed into a residential 
setting. The history of the airfield at Logan is noted in Appendix B but does not point out 
the residential development existing during the phases of deve!opm�nt. 

Massport for too long has been allowed to take a segmented approach, arguing that landside 
projects are designed to accommodate ground passenger handling; airside improvement 
projects are designed to accommodate aircraft handling; that neither generates traffic; and that 
Massport has no control over passenger and cargo growth. 

There needs to be a reallocation of roles and responsibilities, a primary objective of which 
should be to significantly temper the adverse impacts of air and ground vehicle operations to 
and from Logan Airport. 

B. Addressing the Scope & Regulatory Requirements

B.1 Notice of Proiect Change {Massport letter dated February 16. 1999 to the 
Secretary of Environmental Affairs on transmission of DEIS/DEIR document 

It is now unlikely that the notice of availability of the Final EIS/EIR. for the project 
will be published prior to the summer of 1999, nearly four years after the publication 
of the ENF. This project, initiated in 1995 with the filing of an ENF, uses 1993 as its 
"base year" for planning purposes and for comparison of impacts and benefits from 
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the proposed project. The passage of over five years from the "base year," and the 
changes in activity levels at Logan since that date, warrants and should require that 
1998 and data therefrom constitute the "base year" for this Planning Project. A full 
year of records of activity levels, including flight activity, passenger levels, fleet mix, 
and delays, is now available from that year and should be used instead of the 1993 
data. 

The planning process to date has used a 15-year planning horizon, to 2010 from the 
1995 date of filing of the ENF. 2010 is now only 11 years away and the minimal IS
year planning horizon for the project should be extended to a 20-year planning 
horizon, to 2020, in order to examine potential impacts and benefits of the project 
proposals over a reasonable period. 

For these reasons, the Secretary and FAA should find the lapse of time significant, 
should consult with the Community Advisory Committee and others, and should 
receive comments on the Notice, as provided for in 310 C:MR 11.10(8). The 
Secretary and FAA are urged to require the proponent, Massport, to change the base 
year for planning for the project to calendar year 1998, to revise all presentations in 
the DEIS/DEIR including the appendices thereto to reflect that change, and to extend 
the planning period to 2020 from 2010 with concomitant revisions in projected levels 
of activity and impact, and to republish the DEIS/DEIR. 

Massport claims that there has been no change in schedule (i.e., item c on page 3 in 
letter dated 02/26/99) for the project since no preferred alternative was identified or 
selected., Further, it claims that no change in completion or work schedule dates for 
the Pwject has occurred. This is untrue. Massport choose to delay the submittal of 
the DEIS/DEIR documents� thus, there have been changes to the schedules discussed 
at the ARC meetings. 

According to 40 CFR Part 1502 Environmental Impact Statements1 (PP 1050. 1) "An 
agency shall commence preparation of an environmental impact statement as close as 
possible to the time the agency is developing or is presented with a proposal 
(PP1508.23) so that preparation can be completed in time for the final statement to 
be included i.91 any recommenciation o, report on th� �r0?csa!. The statement shall be 
prepared early enough so that it can serYe practi:ally a:; an important contribution to 
the decisionmaking process and will not be used to rationalize or justify decisions 
already made." PP 1508.23 descnbes a proposal as the following: "'Proposal' exists 
at the stage in the development of an action when an agency subject to the Act has a 
goal, is actively preparing to make a decision on one or more alternative means of 
accomplishing that goal, and the effect can be meaningfully evaluated." The ENF 
Certificate was issued November 22, 1995. Massport and the FAA have not complied 

1 Council on Environmental Quality, 40 CFR Part 1502.5
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with the required timing of the DEIS/DEIR document. Furthennore, the analysis uses 
baseline data of 1993 for a document submitted in 1999. 

The FAA data on delays cited elsewhere in this report shows that the delay situation 
at Logan has improved since 1993 and is essentially in equilibrium, as assessed by the 
FAA. Massport has clearly demonstrated, by its action placing this project on hold 
for nearly two years, that the problem is not "a matter of priority." It now proposes 
to stretch out construction over a five-year period. Once planning, environmental 
review, and design were completed, one could build a new airport in five years! 

B.2 Requirements of the ENF Certificate lissuf'd November 22. 1995) 

The ENF Certificate required consideration of several additional issues that were not 
specifically addressed in the DEIS/DEIR document, including: 

1. Page 3 ofENF Certificate -

2. Page 3 ofENF Certificate -

3. Page 4 ofENF Certificate -

4. Page 5 of ENF Certificate -

5. Page 6 of ENF Certificate -

B.3 Cumulative Impacts 

Discussion of diversion of cargo to off-airport 
alternatives 
Considering the off-airport alternatives as a 
separate scenario evaluated during the 
DEIS/DEIR 
Considering the development of a second 
major airport in discussion of environmentai 
justice 
Detailing of the existing delay at Logan 
including delay derived directly from 
wind/weather and indirectly from delay at 
other airports 
Documentation of history of PRAS and 
problems implementing it 

Massport argues that Federal policy limits the need to address cumulative impacts of 
the current proposal£. T!!!!: DEIR is submitted ;;Jbject to Massac:.usettsJaws, policies 
and regulations, in addition to iederai reguiations and guidance (page 7-3). As such, 
it is subject to the determination of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs as to 
whether cumulative impacts have been adequately addressed. 
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Growth & Long-Range Planning Issues 

The Airside Improvement Planning Program is a short-range and limited response to a major 
concern about long-term trends, future growth, and increasing impact. Logan Airport is not 
going to go away. The prospect is for more and more passengers, more and more aircraft 
operations, and a greater impact on the su.n:ounding communities. The DEIS/DEIR does not 
address the long term implication of growth. 

C.1 Stimulation of Growth 

Federal planning policy2 establishes that this project must be considered and evaluated 
as stimuiating growth in aircra.'t operations at Logan directly, because of delay 
reduction. The DEIS/DEIR makes a clearly contrary statement. In our opinion, the 
statement (page 7-3) that "The Airside Project has independent utility, and will not 
stimulate, preclude, or otherwise determine other development anticipated as part of 
Massport's landside planning effort" is incorrect. 

Massport argues the Airside Improvement Project is independent of the landside 
projects in every way. We disagree. Both landside and airside projects clearly 
enhance the attractiveness of Logan Airport, the efficiency of managing ground and 
air traffic, and the capacity to handle such traffic and passengers. Of course, a more 
attractive Logan Airport will attract more cfucre'.iorurry travel, divert travel from other 
modes, and recapture travel from other airp�ms. 

The full implementation of the Airside Improvement Proj� as proposed by Massport 
in its preferred alternative, would provide a runway configuration with an operational 
capacity equal or nearly equal to that provided by the current maximum capacity 
runway configuration at Logan Airport, the 4/22 runways in combination with 

· Runway 9/27. This will significantly increase the average capacity of the airfield. It
will significantly extend the time and meteorological conditions under which the 
highest operational capacities are available at Logan. This will temporarily reduce 
delay, as Massport has argued. Therefore, it should be expected that the near-term 
result would be to reduce the rate of"capture" of Logan passengers by other airports 
and by other transportation modes. Tnis, in !11� wil! ;J!?� greater burdens on all
elements of all systems at or serving Logan. This is ex.pa.�sion of capa�ity. Such an 
increase must be translated into a projected increase in demand, as the FAA has stated 
in its regulations. 

2 F AA-AP0-98-4 "Economic Analysis of Investment and Regulatory Decisions - Revised Guide", Chapter 3, 
"Benefit Estimation", B "Capacity Increases which Reduce Congestion Related Delay" 
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C.2 Forecast Planning Period 

This DEIS/DEIR, like the GEIR and Annual Updates, does not cover a sufficient 
planning period. Massport continues the fiction that 1999 is the near future and 2010 
the far future (DEIS/DEIR page 7-5). For a $60 million project, and for Logan 
Airport, 2010 is the near future, beyond 2020 is the far future. 

This section labels 1999 as "near term" and 2010 "long term." In terms of 
forecasting, Massport has provided an inadequate length of forecast years for 
evaluation of the long ter:n impacts er. the airside i.-nprovemems proposed. Prudent 
planning would dictate that Massport iook further than i 0 ye.ars in the future i!! !�s 
document. Implementation of the proposed airside improvements is planned over a 
5-year construction period beginning in 2000 (assuming permitting is completed).
Thus, by the time all of the projects would be constructed (September 2004), the
forecasts are only applicable for six years under the current timeperiods. The
forecasts presented in the DEIS/DEIR are not appropriate for: a) determining the long
term evaluation of the impacts planned, b) selection of base year data, c) tirneframe
for implementation of the project.

As a standard, FAA typically reviews and evaluates 20 year forecasts. Per FAA 
Advisory Circular 150/5070-6A entitled "Airport Master Plans," the following is 
noted: "The length of the short, intermediate and long-term activity forecasts shouid 
be decided, while 5-10-20 year times are typical there may be justificatjon for using 
different time frames." Massport has provided forecasts for current year (1999) and 
ten year {2010) periods. No justification for using these shorter time frames was 
given. 

C.3 Base Year Assumptions 

The base year for the development of these forecasts is 1993, five (5) years prior to 
the submittal of the DEIS/DEIR document. A more updated forecast for passengers 
at Logan in future 5, 10, and 20 years with high and low fleet scenarios sho�ld be 
provided for evaluation. 

The Base Year and 29M High-Range Fieet data used for development was based on 
conditions through 1993, a full five years prior to the submittal of the DEIS/DEIR 
document. Massport cites significant changes since 1993 in the aircraft fleet mix; thus 
the validity of the base year and high-range fleet forecasts are not appropriate for 
consideration in this analysis because of: a) age of background material and b) 
changes in fleet mix occurring during short term period (1993-1998). In fact, 
Massport prepared alternate fleet forecast called the 29M Low-Range Fleet data. 
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C.4 Forecasts 

--- .. . . . . 

. .... . . 

Forecasting the total number of annual passengers is the first step in the methodology 
for the 29M High and Low Fleet Assumptions (Appendix E, Section 3, page 3) and 
the Logan 2010 Fleet Forecast (Appendix E, page 17). Since specific information 
was not presented for the development of the passenger forecasts that is the input for 
the fleet forecast, the fleet forecast output is invalid. 

Additionally, although the methodologies for the 29M, 37.5M and 45M were 
explained in Appendix E, the forecasting methodologies '4.re not consistent with each 
other. The Base Year and Z9M High Forecast were devdc,ped under one method, the 
29M Low Forecast made specific adjustments based on changes in the fleet activity 
at Logan and the 37.5M and 45M scenarios were developed using a different 
methodology (and were performed in 1995). 

Since the airside improvements are to cost over $60 million to construct and since 
there is significant concern from the communities regarding the long term demand and 
development at Logan, Massport should provide recent and relevant passenger 
forecasts for a 20 year period with associated operational forecasts using high and low 
fleet scenario assumptions that are consistent for all forecast years. This information 
is the backbone of the environmental impact report and affects all of the analysis of 
the alternatives. 

It is important to note that the DEIS/DEIR document footnotes that Massport's 
planning forecasts will be formally reviewed in the next GEIR. This footnote says 
that th� forecasts, which the evaluation of these airside improvements was based on, 
is going to be changed in 1999. Massport delayed submittal of the DEIS/DEIR 
document for over two years: now, it is submitting forecast information that they 
indicate will be updated this year. 

The DEIS/DEIR does not indicate the detailed methodology used to develop the 
levels of passenger forecasts presented. Per 40 CFR Part 1502 Environmental 
Impact Statements regarding methodology and scientific accuracy " ... They shall 
identify any methodologies used and shall make explicit reference by footnote to the 
scientific and other sources relied upon for the conclusions in the state1!1ent. "3 

Massport is now saying that the potential diversion to regional airports is "accounted 
for in the range of passenger levels analyzed."" These passenger levels, ranging from 
37.5 to 45 million annual passengers and originally projected for the year 2010, were 
derived from standard demographic projections based on a number of factors not 
including the potential diversion to regional airports. (See, i.e .. , the 1994/5 GEIR) 

l Council on Environmental Quality, 40 CFR Part 1502.24
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It should follow that as passenger levels rise and congestion increases, the 
attractiveness of regional airports, and therefore the extent of diversion of passenger 
traffic, should increase. Thus, the diversion amount on an annual basis should be 
higher at a 45 million annual passenger load than at 37.5 million. 

Massport also suggests that the past parallel betWeen passenger gmwth and increase 
in flight operations will change. In the past, the growth curve of flight operations has 
essentially mirrored the growth curve in passengers, on an annual basis. Massport 
now projects that in the future, average aircraft capacity will increase, and average 
load factors \'&,ill '1�0 increa5e, thereby reciucing the rate of growth of operations 
compared to the ,ate of growth of passer!ger�. Recent experience, tr.rough 1998, 
does not bear out this projection. The 1998 data indicates the distribution of jet 
passenger operations by aircraft size category has changed little since 1993. 

Massport must clearly identify the basis for the passenger demand projections, and 
must state the confidence level in those projections. Similarly, it must state the 
confidence level in the projections of diversion at each projected passenger level, and 
show the resultant range of passenger level projections. 

Massport argues that the growth in passenger traffic experienced at the Manchester, 
New Hampshire Airport and the T. F. Green Airport in Warwick, Rhode Island 
represents shifts of demand from Logan Airport. It is equally likely that the 
introduction to those two airports oflow-cost carriers has stimulated overall regional 
air travel growth, the bulk of which has been absorbed at those two airports. 

The distinction between the "low operations fleet" and the "high operations fleet" is 
_confused in the DEIS/DEIR. Table 4.2-6, 1999 Aircraft Operations Forecasts, is 
consistent 'With the text description under Section 4.2.2. In this table. under the "high 
fleet" forecast, the distribution of passengers shifts slightly to the regional carrier fleet. 
The passenger jet operations decrease slightly, the regional carrier operations and 
total operations increase significantly. However, in the 2010 Aircraft Operations 
Forecasts (Table 4 .2-7) the passenger jet operations increased markedly over the 1999 

forecasts, with the increase ranging from a low of 11 % comparing the "low fleet" 
fi t 

· ,-. ..,'lt'/. t� ?CO/ C-- .i, HI• 1 I". , w t". 
- • • naJ. 

. 

orecas s, t .... __ ,., ..., _,..,, u ,v, u1e rngi1 ueet 1.orecaSts . .t1ut me regto earner 
operations remain v.ithiu the generai range projected for 1999, 200,000 to 250,000

operations per year. In the "2010" "high fleet" forecasts, the regional carrier 
operations are shown as 42% of the carrier fleet operations, rather than the 50% 

stated as an assumption in Section 3.1.2, page 1-11. 

This and the percentage distribution of passengers between "passenger jets" and 
"regional carriers" presented in those tables indicate that most of the projected 
increases in passenger demand will be met by increased operations of the "passenger 
jet" fleet. This is the fleet that creates the noise impacts at Logan and elsewhere. 
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Table I as follows shows historic activity levels at Logan. Table 2 (based on Table 
11 in Appendix E of the DEIS/DEIR) presents Massport's projected changes is the 
jet passenger fleet mixes for the forecast years. 

It should also be noted that cargo fleet operations in 1999 (Table 4.2-6) were held 
constant in both the "low fleet" and the "high fleet" projections, at 13,000 operations. 
For 20 IO (Table 4.2-7) the cargo fleet Get) "low fleet" forecast operations are not 
increased from the 1999 forecasts, and are increased to 18,000 operations per year 
for the high fleet forecasts. If the projections were consistent, the 20 IO low fleet 
forecast would use l8

f
000 cargo operations and a totai of325,000 jet operations per 

year. Furthermore, the increased economic growth projection that results in the 45 
million passenger forecast in 20 IO should also include a concomitant increase in the 
cargo jet operations forecast to 22,000 operations per year and a total jet operations 
of 382,000 per year. These corrections will affect the noise and noise impact 
forecasts of Chapter 5 and Appendix L. 

In our opinion, Massport should be carrying its projections a minimum of 20 
years from a base year of 1998, for a draft environmental impact statement and 
report published in 1999. We strongly recommend the year 2020 as the 
planning period for this project, consistent with Federal planning 
recommendations. 
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YEAR PASSENGJ:RS 

1990 22.9 rnimon 

1991 21.5 million 

1992 22.7 million 

1993 23.6 million 

1994 24.5 mimon 

1995 24.2 million 

1996 25.1 mi:lion 

1997 25.6 mi'lion 

1998 (partial) 22. 5 mi :lion

TABLE 1 

Massport Logan Activity Levels, 1990-1998 

OPERATIONS 

-- -

425,000 249,000 59% $ 151,000 36% 
430,000 233,000 54% $ 174,000 40% 
474,000 244,000 51% $ 205,000 43% 

493,000 246,000 50% $ 244,000 49%1 

459,000 251,000 55% $ 183,000 40% 

466,000 241,000 S2% $ 201,000 43% 

456,000 241,000 53% $ 189,000 41% 

483,000 255,000 53% $ 198,000 41% 
425,000 233,000 55% $ 166,000 39% 

. - - . 

$ 25,000 . 6%
$ 24,000 6% 
$ 26,000 5% 

$ 23,000 5% 

$ 24,000 5% 
$ 24,000 5% 
$ 26,000 6% 
$ 30,000 6% 
$ 26,000 6% 

Note: This table demonstrates the constancy of the relationship between jet carrier air,.;raft operation and regional 
regional non-jet operatiors at Logan over the period 1991--1997. Absent significant chang,,s in markets or types of

travel demand, the basis ror Massport's assumption of chcinges in this relationship is nt)f apparent. 
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Yl!Altlh• t.evef ,,,, ,,,. 
FLEET MIX 24 MMH•oh 2'MII 

Aircraft capKlty (pag,s) • "'
<g() 3.329 '" 

111-120 44,574 '"' 
121-175 132,415 "" 
178-225 34.449 '""' 

>225 27,049 ,,,, 
TOTAL 241,&18 f00% 232,000 

IDu.J 

l"A�Ql!;!LJ.Il.QtlMIJQft�__Mf_All\t2l\I 

1tt7 :Z,MIIIIH 2t MIii._ 
21MII t_,i..t Hit" PIMt 

• 'II, • 'II, 

15.370 o,i. 1.931 IY. 

42.JU 15" 49_1114 I!>% 
136.21tl "'°" 1:ze.m "" 
58.700 21" 91,111& 2-"' 
22,15e "' 24,481 !>% 

245,000 274,811 100% 287,148 100% 

U.IMll!le• STA MIIIM UMIIIM 
t_, .... Hlgll PINI l-rlMt 

• ' • ... • 
24,215 "' 19.045 5" 27.514 
35,157 12% 59.548 fl'X 19.828 

1111.253 39% 1M.2e0 ,,x 123.ooe 
89,ee1 2-"' 82.D45 "" 1!9.82$1 
57,3&3 f!>% 48.043 14% 78.102 

305.849 100% 358.7:» 100% 338.279 

Comments: It b counterintuitive that lh• lr-tal passenger Jet operation, :thould be the sa� fnl' � 37.5 mRllon annual pas:,enge, and 45 minion pn:ser,ger High FlHb. 
F« the same two pessen�r 1...,e1,. 37.5 and 45 million, the low Fleet Mix fo, the resr,ecttve years lncrea� by about 32,000 operati(-ins C• 10.7%). 

Comparing the 1993 "high neet"' mix operations to the 29 milllon pa,$8l'l09f High fket operation, yle4d, a ,lmllar 10.3% Increase In operations 

YEAIIJhslrnt nMllllN 27AMll!lcMI U MllllcN, nMIIIIN 17.IMtlllo• .......... 
Ft.EETMIX lo,wFI- low fleet l,,..,F,...,1 HiohFI- H1ghF'-t !!!V!!!� 
Afn:Bft capdy u-g,s) • ;.- • 'II, # '!\ • 'II, • ... • '

cg() 15,370 8"' 24.215 e" 27,514 "' <00 2,1131 I" 111.045 5" 24111\:$ 7% 

t1•120 42,36e 15"' 35,157 12" 19,8211 ox 111-120 49,814 f!>% 59.� '""' ll71U1 � 
121-175 13e,218 �, 119,253 '°" 1n.ooe JOX 121-175 1211,229 "" 1e&.2e0 '""' U81M "" 
17a.225 53,703 21" 89.1181 2J" 89,829 27X 178--125 &1,918 23" 82.945 "" 91,89'l 20X 

>22S 22,1� "' 57,383 ,o" 7&.102 "" >225 24,481 p,i; 48.943 14% .,,.m '""' 
TOTA&. 774,1111 f00% 305,849 f00% 3311,279 100% TOTA1. 2e7,148 f00% 3511,739 f00% 3'"�.181 100% 

... 
"' 
o" 
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27% 

2.1% 

tao% 

U Mlnloe 
H•II PIHt 

• 
2◄.Ni5 
32.788 

U8.1a.c 
Ql,690 

&1,235 

350,782 
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projected annual passenger volumes. For the •1ow n.er foreca,t, Mn,port n,umed a slgnllka� shift, boCh In numbers of operation, and In Pfl"C•nt>lge of total opera11ons, to 
largllf ■Ira-aft as p,nsenoer volumo:1 lnc:-c 1�. el§4lpt IMl l.vti mration, and perunta�o{ 1hr ,ro.n,,t ieb I(! ffl r,,,psl t! lncrM!f, F« tho "high fleet" for�. 
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C.5 Regional Context of Logan Airport and the Regional Transportation Policy 

Logan Airport is recognized as a major facility, and its operations a major activity of 
the regional transportation complex. An issue that we believe is precipitated by the 
Airside Improvement Planning Process is the future role of Logan Airport in regional 
transportation. The affected communities universally believe that the impacts of air 
and ground traffic associated with Logan Airport have for many years created 
intolerable and unacceptable noise and traffic impacts, and make significant 
contributions to unacceptable air quality levels. Massport argues that airlines serving 
Logan and airline passengers currently encounter excessive and unacceptable levels 
of deiay. So, wnat 1s to be oonei 

Massport projects air traffic operations to increase substantially over the project 
planning period. A conservative projection is a 20% increase in total operations over 
the next decade. A more important assessment is the prqiected increase in "equivalent 
jet operations, 11 which takes into account the substantial increase in noise impact of 
a nighttime operation compared to a daytime operation. The projected growth in 
"equivalent jet operations" approaches 50% over the next decade. 

Massport proposes to increase the percentage of passengers accessing Logan Airport 
who do so in high-occupancy vehicles, but its proposal falls far short of absorbing the 
full projected increase in passenger ground access requirements, even over the limited 
planning period. 

C.6 New Large Aircraft 

A new class of much larger aircraft is under active development by several 
manufacturers. These aircraft are referred to as "New Large Aircraft" (NLAs)4, and
are projected to have passenger capacities ranging upwards to nearly 1,000 (!), to 
weigh in excess of one million pounds (Maximum Take Off Weight), to utilize engines 
with total aircraft thrust ranging upward to around 350,000 pounds of thrust, to have 
wingspans of as much as 260 feet and to be as long as 300 feet, and to have main 
wheel assemblies as wide as 50 feet. Representatives of this class include the Airbus 
A3XX, and the Boeing 747-500 and -600. 

The FAA will categorize them as a completely new "group" of aircraft, Group VI. 
(The B 747-400 is in Group V.) Another type of aircraft, the High-Speed Civil 
Transport (HCST) would also be included in this Group VI. These are supersonic 
aircraft, with a significantly longer development horizon. The range of these planes 
is expected to exceed 7500-8000 miles, and their projected utilization is for 

" FAA Report DOT/FANAR-97/26, "Impact of New Large Aircraft on Airport Design," March 1998. This
report is available on the Internet at www.tc.faa.gov/its/worldpac/techrpt/ar97-26.pdf.) 
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international heavily traveled routes. The manufacturers are currently projecting 
introduction of these planes into the international fleets in the period 2003-2006. 

Current information indicates a host of serious issues associated with the introduction 
of this class of aircraft. Their size, weight, turning radii during taxiing, wingspans and 
wingtip clearance requirements will require substantial adjustments of many kinds to 
airfields. Their size and height,· and the number of passengers, pose significant 
terminal problems. They are expected to require runways of about 11,000 feet in 
length. Many existing airfields will not find it feasible to accommodate these aircraft, 
or will require extensive waivers of FAA requirements and significant operating 
restrictions even for very limited numbers ofNLA operations. Others will require 
ver-1 large investments, substantially over SiOO million in the �se of Kennedy Airport, 
to accommodate these planes. 

With their enonnous size and great thrust, wake turbulence will be a problem, and jet 
blast and intake problems would have to be dealt with. Basically, these planes will 
need a lot of space both in the air and on the ground. These considerations will in 
turn create delay problems. 

We doubt that Logan can accomplish the modifications necessary to accommodate 
these planes. This therefore becomes another argument for the development of a 
major international airport serving New England that will have the capacity and 
capabilitv to handle this generation of planes. 

C. 7 Communitv Impacts 

These documents fail to address how Massport, the air transportation system, and the 
regional transportation and communication systems will cope with continued 
passenger and operations growth while simultaneously maintaining and improving 
environmental quality and quality of life, and an efficient transportation and 
communication system in the future .. The proposed projects provide only limited and 
interim relief to whatever aircraft operating delays at Logan Airport are caused by or 
as a result of the airfield configuration. The delay problem as modeled and 
represented by Masspcrt w.11 get worse. 

How much worse, and how soon, will be Get ermined by decisions of passengers and 
airlines. What will Massport do then? Work with the FAA to find ways of cramming 
more operations into daytime hours? That would certainly increase community 
impacts. Propose some further reconfiguration or expansion of the airfield? That is 
not possible without enormous environmental and community impacts, and huge 
costs. Work with the air transportation industry and the operators of other airports 
to create viable, attractive, competitive, full-service alternatives to using Logan? 
Massport suggests this option has a limited capability to relieve congestion at Logan, 
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and further suggests that Logan will always be the more attractive option. This

attitude. and those facts, if they are facts. must be changed. Or. does the resolution 
lie in the establishment of a new, major regional airport? 

Massport argues that the project "will not result in the division or disruption of 
established communities." This must refer solely to physical division or disruption, 
since Massport's promotional and political strategy has clearly been to effect division 
among the communities around Logan Airport. Some of these communities will be 
further disrupted by the short-term shifts in runway usage which are the basis for 
Massport's c!aixr..f �f'"�e! be:1e5ts'', all \\it! be c::;srupted by further growth in Logan 
air operations over the near and far futures. Furthermore, thfa !S- r.he !a..� ;:"1��ib!e 
physical project to increase Logan airfield capacity that could be undertaken without 
"division or disruption of established communities," or of the waters of and lands 
under Boston Harbor. 

Aircraft operations and the impact of those operations at Logan and to Logan 
neighbors will continue to increase as long as Massport and the FM or other state 
and federal agencies, do not exercise control over airline practices and policies. It will 
have taken over 20 years to fully convert the jet fleet to Stage 3 aircraft, and there is 
no program envisioned to create a future class of substantially quieter transport 
aircraft. The noise impact per operation is unlikely to diminish significantly in the next 
30 to 40 years. 

Both economic growth and the highly competitive nature of the air travel business 
increase passenger demand for both business and pleasure travel. As long as this 
demand is not channeled to other means of transportation and communication. and 
to other airports, passenger demand at Logan will grow. This growth will in turn spur 
growth in aircraft operations. 

It seems inevitable that Logan Airport will experience growing congestion, and with 
that congestion, will come increasing pressure for additional measures to reduce it. 

The Secretary of Environmental Affairs should determine that significant 
planning deficieod�� eTist in the DEIS/DEIR that must be &ddresserl. The 
DEISffiEIR shouid be found inadequate, and a new Draft document should be 
required. 
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D. Environmental Issues

The boundaries of the Airfield Study Area, Figure 5.1-2, should be extended to include the 
Hyatt Hotel and the waters to the east of Governors Island, in order to include the runway 
safety areas and other protective envelopes. 

D.l. Noise 

Noise in the surrounding communities is the most serious negative impact of Logan 
Airport. The FAA and Masspoit have chosen to represent noise impacts through use 
of the Integrated Noise Model �'M). This model produces "contours" (lines of 
equal intensity) of')ieariy day-night average sound level" (YDNL) in 5 decibel (dB) 
increments. FAA sets 65 dB(A) as the YDNL below which all land uses (including 
residential and "sensitive receptors") are compatible. Note especially that this metric 
is a yearly average number. 

The weakness of this methodology is demonstrated by the examples of the 
:Milton/Quincy/Braintree area and the Town of Hull. Neither at present nor under any 
future scenarios does the 60 YDNL contour (much less the 65 YDNL) include any 
portion of these communities. Yet residents of those areas are distressed by aircraft 
noise, as demonstrated by the aggressive participation of their representatives on the 
Community Advisory Committee (CAC). This concern, this impact, results from peak 
noise intensities (as partially expressed by the 11times above noise level" metric), the 
frequency at which they are experienced, and the times of day during which 
overflights occur. 

The most salient observation is that "equivalent operations" will increase substantially 
over almost all areas over time. The causes are increases in total jet operations and 
in nighttime jet operations ("Equivalent operations" is the sum of (nighttime 
operations x l 0) plus daytime operations.) We have compared the base year, 1993, 
to Massport's projections for the 37.5M Low Fleet scenario. Both alternatives I A ( all
options except peak period pricing) and Alternative 2 and 3 (no runway) were 
compared. 

The Tables 3, 4 and 5 as follows, derived from the DEIS/DEIR Tables 6.2-3 and 6.2-
4. display these comparisons. (It would have been preferable to compare against
1998, but adequate data is not available in the DEIS/DEIR) Attention should be paid
to those operations that impact significant populations (based on assumed flight tracks
and the INM); departures on Runways 4, 9, 27 and 33, arrivals on Runways 4, 15, 22,
and 27; and to the multipliers comparing "future fleet" equivalent operations to the
base year.
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Table 3 
Eguivalent OQerations 

Deuartures 
Runway 1993 37.5M Low Fleet 

% % 

"Base Year" AltlA chan�e Alt 2/3 chan;e 
4 % 10% 7.1% 6.6% 

# 27
2
000 28

2
000 nil 26

2
000 nil 

15 % 13% 14% 9.9%, 
# 35.000 56.000 60% :9,00(1 10% 

22 % 28% 23% 31% 
# /6,0UU 92,000 20% 123,000 60% 

27 % 12% 17% 8.6% 
# 33,000 68,000 106% 34,000 nil 

33 % 12% 11% 9.5% 
# 33

2
000 44,000 30% 38

2
000 20% 

9 % 25% 29% 34% 
# 68,000 11 s.ooo 70% 135,000 100% 

The % change reflects increase from 1993 Base Year Operations based on Alternative Scenario. 
Percentages(%) rounded to two significant figures throughout table. Totals may vary slightly due to rounding. 

Table 4 
Equivalent Operations 

Arrivals 
Runway 1993 37.5M Low Fleet 

% % 

"Base Year" Alt IA Change Alt 2/3 Change 
4 % 36% 34% 41% 

# 98,000 140,000 40% 160,000 60% 
15 % 3.7% 6% 1.8% 

# 10.000 24.000 140% 7.000 (-30%) 
22 % 12% 14% t tCO/ 

AV/0 

# 33 000 56,000 70% 64 000 90% 
27 % 17% 13% 16% 

# 46,000 52,000 10% 64,000 40% 
33 % 32% 33% 26% 

# 87,000 130,000 50% 100,000 15% 

The % change reflects increase from 1993 Base Year Operations based on Alternative Scenario. 
Percentages(%) rounded to two significant figures throughout table. Totals may vary slightly due to rounding. 
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Of the 16 comparisons presented in Tables 3 and 4 (4 runways, arrival and departure, 
2 alternatives), three comparisons show essentially no change in number of 
operations, one comparison shows a significant decrease, and twelve comparisons 
show increases ranging from 110% to 240%. 

Table 5 
Increases in Equivalent Operations 

Future Scenarios to Base Year 

(Percent} 

Departure Operations Arrival Operations 

Runway Alt IA Alt 2/3 Runw8y Alt 1A Alt 2/3 

4 
9 
27 
33 

nil 
70% 
119% 
30% 

nil 
100% 
nil 
20% 

4 
15 
22 
27 

400/4 
140% 
700/4 
10% 

60% 
(-30%) 
90% 
40% 

The conclusion drawn from Table 5 is that while the different alternatives slightly shift 
overflight impacts among communities, most residential areas will experience 
significant increases in impacts over time. 

The plan to add another runway on the southern boundary of the airport will definitely 
alter the .noise patterns for those south and southwest of the proposed runway. 
Although the noise level for Alternatives 1 and 2 appear to be similar, there are 
appreciable differences. The South Boston and Jefferies Point areas will definitely 
have an increase in noise above 60 dB and possible above 65 dB. Although the 
planned runway is to have all departures to the soµtheast, certain atmospheric 
conditions will affect the intensity of the additional noise in these areas. There is 
forecast to be an increase offive or more dB in approximately a three square mile area 
on the south shore of the Inner Harbor. 

Only four monitor locations were used on the south shore of the Inner Harbor for the 
airside analysis of sound levei contours (Vol.l, Figure 5.2-1), while the remainder 
were northeast, north and east of and in close proximity to the airport. · 

Two sensor sites to the west-northwest of the airport are those at the Jefferies Point 
Yacht Club and at Summer near Lawsom in East Boston. These two sites would 
receive ground noise from the jet engines as they taxi to Runway 14 and as takeoff 
power was applied. This noise is quite directional when the aircraft reaches full 
power. According to the day-night contours in the analysis, the noise level would 
never reach 60 YDNL. The Times Above Noise Levels (T ANL) tables contradict 
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these figures. The TANL analysis.in the DEIS/DEIR Appendix L shows that there 
would be increases to the 65 YDNL threshold under all scenarios, including 
Alternatives 2,3. and 4. This is another illustration of the weakness of the YDNL 
contours in defining noise impact. 

D.1.a Enhanced Preferential Runway Advisory System - PRAS Implementation

Noise abatement procedures, it is understood, are a significant concern of the 
Logan Airport Air Traffic Control Tower. However, the PRAS goals are 
advisory rnd m2y �e dec�"'led by the Afr Traffic Sopervisor on duty after analysis 
of the recommended PRAS runways anp weat.her c-0!!dh1or..s. 

To change a runway configuration and move traffic to another combination of 
runways is similar to diverting a flow of water from one outlet to another with a 
similar receptacle without shutting off or spilling any of the water. Changing 
traffic flow to attain PRAS noise goals takes pre-planning by the supervisors and 
controllers. In many instances, a runway or traffic flow change can also require 
changes of traffic flow not only at the Boston Air Route Tr�c Control Center 
but also at adjacent facilities. These concerns suggest that attainment of the 
PRAS goals will remain elusive. 

Past experience v.ith the PRAS system has demonstrated the difficulty of 
attainment of the PRAS goals. It is clear that capacity considerations and 
controller workload have taken precedence. We expect this situation to continue, 
and to be exacerbated by growth in operations over time. 

We believe airfield operations are unlikely to attain, and even less likely to sustain, 
the progress toward attainment of PRAS goals that Massport projects. Therefore. 
the projected noise reduction "benefits" of the proposed project for the 
communities impacted by operations using the 4/22 Runways are not likely to be 
attained or if attained to be sustained. (Conversely, the projected noise increase 
"dis-benefits" of the proposed project for the communities impacted by ope�ations 
using the 15/33 (and 14/32) Runway and by departures on Runway 27 are also 
less likely to 0c�ur.) 

D.1.b Night-time Operations

The number of jet operations at night (Appendix H) is projected to increase 
significantly over time. The increase is from about 31,0C0 operations per year and 
12% of all jet operations in 1993, to about 40,000 and about 14% of jet 
operations in the 29 million passengers scenario in 1999. A further increase to 
about 52,000 operations per year and about 16% of jet operations is projected in 
the 37.5 million/low fleet scenario, and to about 65,000 operations and 18% of 
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jet operations in the 37.5 million passenger/high fleet scenario. In the 45 million 
passenger/high fleet scenario the projected increase is to about 89,000 annual 
operations, representing23% of all jet operations. This shows projected major 
increases in nighttime jet operations from the 1993 level. 

The trend is clear. The number of nighttime jet operations can be expected to 
double within the foreseeable future under conservative forecasts. The noise 
impacts of this increase are huge. All nighttime operations of jets weighing over 
75,QOO#. are required to be of Stage 3 aircraft, at this time. Therefore, the growth 
in numbers and percentage of nighttime jet operations will not be mitigated by the 
conversion to Stage 3 aircraft. 

Table6 

Growth in Jet Operations 

SCENARIO Total Jet Daytime Jct Nighttime Jet Equivalent Jct 
Operations Operations Operations Operations 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Increase 

1993 262,200 231,000 88% 31,200 12% 543,400 
29M Low Fleet 297,900 257,500 86% 40,400 14% 661,200 22% 

High Fleet 294,100 253,500 86% 40,600 14% 659,300 211/e 
37.5 M Low Fleet 331,400 279,800 84% 51,600 16% 796,200 �71/. 

High Fleet 363,000 297,700 82% 65,300 JS% 951,000 i5% 

45 M High Fleet 392,800 303.900 77% 88,� 22% 1,190,000 1201/. 

; 

This table is ponstrocted from data and projections presented in the Logan DEIS/DEIR, Appendix H. 

The last columns of the table above, also taken from Appendix H, apply the 
"nighttime noise equivalent" factor of 10 to the (forecast) nighttime jet operations 
to predict the "noise equivalent" number of jet operations during the year. This 
of course is not a forecast of actual operations. It is rather a statement that the 
predicted mix of operations in a particular scenario (year, passenger traffic, fleet, 
and resulting non-jet, jet, day, and night operations) would result in a noise impact 
equivalent to the impact of that number of operations if they all occurred in the 
daytime. 

This is an important set of numbers, speaking eioquently to a critical element of 
the increasing impact of Logan on the communities in the coming decade. It 
should be a major factor in the debate about the long-term management of travel 
and communication for the Metropolitan area, and stresses the need to reduce 
dependence on and preference for air travel and Logan in particular. An

alternative that should be considered is the creation of a cap on nighttime 
. operations pursuant to FAR Part 161. 
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D.1.c Noise Monitoring by Massport - Late Night Preferential Runway Use

There has been a program at Logan for preferential use of over water approaches 
and departures, in effect from midnight to 6:00 a.m. The objective is to maximize 
the use of runway l 5R for departures and runway 33L for landings during that 
period. The effectiveness of this program for the years 1995, 1996, and 1997 is 
reported on in the GEIRs. The program would appear to have some benefit, as 
reported, but is not discussed in the DEIS/DEIR. The data presented in the 
GEIRs suggest a higher potential benefit in the initial year of operation than in the 
last reported year, X>m?:0 ... "lg the pe!'Ce!!f..age of!!.!!1� th2t those two n1.11wz.ys 'i."!ere 
designated as the active runways dwin!! that midnight to 6:00 a.m. period. The 
DEIS/DEIR should report on the current status of the program, and 
discuss/explain the apparent diminution in its application. The construction of 
Runway 14/32 would not enhance the opportunity to utilize this program 
nor increase its benefit. 

D.1.d Flight Tracks

The 1997 GEIR Update contains an analysis of flight tracks on departures from 
various runways. The principal observations from this report are that a significant 
number of flights re-crossed the shoreline over Hull and were also below 6,000 
feet. This i!. true for departUies from l SR ( although the numbers are relatively 
small) and from 22R/2�L, where only 42% of the crossings through Hull No. 2 
gate were above 6,000 ieet. This may explain the level of concern of aircraft 
noise

,. 

in Hull. 

Comparison of the report of the flight track monitoring program in the 1994/1995 
GEIR Update with that reported in the 1997 GElR Annual Update shows the 
following. While the number of aircraft departing Runways 22 that subsequently 
cross the Hull peninsula on their westbound leg did not increase appreciably, the 
percentage of aircraft crossing that peninsula below 6,000 feet increased from 
about 8% to about 42%! (The noise abatement procedure for runway 22 
departures is to pass north of the Hull peninsula on the eastbound departure and 
to pass e.rross !he �h�reline s!.)u!h of the !fo!! pe!'in�u!� at a!! c!titude 0f over 
6,000 feet on the westbound return leg.) It appears from the data that a sigr.ificant 
percentage of operations failed to conform to the procedure in two ways-the Hull 
peninsula was crossed, and it was crossed at less than 6000 feet altitude. 

The 1997 GEIR Study does not report on compliance with the flight tracks for 
Runway 27 departures as established by the FAA in 1996. The CAC 
representatives from the Runway 27 coalition are vociferous in their complaints 
about failure to comply with the agreed-on departure procedures, which were 
develop� as part of the Runway 27 DEIS/DEIR. Massport reports that in 1997 
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the FM initiated an action plan to improve compliance with the Runway 27 flight 
corridor. 

D. l .e Benefits of Further Conversion to Stage 3 aircraft from Stage 2 aircraft

The Logan Low-Frequency Noise Study reported in 1996 by Harris, :Miller, Miller 
& Hanson, Inc. indicates that Massport overstates the benefit of further 
conversion to Stage 3 aircraft on future noise levels around Logan Airport. First, 
there is only minimal conversion left to be accomplished, as Massport reports that 
the percentage of aircraft using Logan that meet t.lie FAA criteria for Stage 3 is 
about 85% at present. Second, the HM11H Report indicates little or no "Stage 
3" benefit (a) under the flight track of arri\"...ng airciaft, (b) during thrust reversal, 
and (c) to the sideline of arriving aircraft; and only limited benefit to the sideline 
of departing aircraft. The principal benefits, according to the HMMH Report, will 
be experienced under the flight track of departing aircraft and to the rear of 
departing aircraft at the start of roll. 

The impact of flight operations on persons living under or near flight tracks has 
been assessed and evaluated using a number of approaches and metrics, as 
reported in the DEIS/DEIR. These include the YDNL contours, dwell. 
persistence, and "time above" a selected noise level. The interference and 
annoyance associated with flight operations is, of cot.hc-se, felt in a given area only 
when the particular flight path is in use. During those periods, the important 
factors are the loudness of the event (including a nighttime correction), the 
frequency at which the event occurs (or the interval between events), the duration 
of the period during which the event occurs. and whether the event occurs during 
a noise:-sensitive period, i.e., nighttime. Enhancement of the ability to evaluate 
and to report this form of impact might allow those concerned to better 
understand community perceptions of aircraft noise and the lack of broad 
community acceptance of the use of YDNL contours as an adequate means of 
expression of aircraft noise impacts. 

D.1.f "Soundproofing"

Application of measures to reduce sound transmission through building envelopes 
to interior spaces, called "soundproofing" but more accurately tenned "acoustic 
treatment" can certainly be beneficial in providing a degree of respite from aircraft 
noise. When accompanied by whole-house air-conditioning (to allow the window 
barriers to remain in place year-round) it can provide year-round benefits indoors. 
There are several drawbacks. First, it is impossible by this technique to improve 
ambient conditions outdoors. Second, it reduces communication and contact of 
those within the structures with the outside environment, in effect "cocooning" 
residents within their houses. Third, as a principal objective and effect of the 
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"soundproofing" program is to reduce or eliminate noise pathways through the 
structure, this also reduces air exchange between the structure and the ambient 
air, trapping within the structure air contaminants that are generated therein. 
Thus, a byproduct of "soundproofing" is an increase in the potential for interior 
air contamination in the absence of mechanical ventilation. 

This is not an argument that "soundproofing" is a bad idea or should not be 
continued and intensified as a mitigation measure for otherwise unavoidable 
aircraft noise impacts. It is, however, a statement that acoustic treatment should 
not be regarded� a foii substitute for reaucrion in ambient ieveis of aircraft noise. 

Concerns about Massport's residential "soundproofing" program include the pace 
of the program, as Massport has had a target of completing the program in 15 
years, or the year 2000. Massport depends on FAA grants for the funding of this 
program and is therefore limited by FAA eligibility rules as to the location with 
respect to noise contours of units for which "soundproofing" may be provided. 
FAA Order 5100.38A makes ineligible for AIP funding any non-related code
required building improvements necessary to accommodate acoustic treatment 
improvements. This may impose significant burdens on some property owners. 

Another concern is the failure to provide air-conditioning in conjunction with the 
"soundproofing" program. Note that according to the DEIS/DEIR. the FAA 
grants provide for 80% of the cost of the prograf!l.., with Massport providing 20%. 

A further concern is the eligibility of dwelling units for the program. At present, 
eligibility is detennined by the location of the unit within the 65 YDNL noise 
contour, as detennined by the application of the Integrated Noise Model (INM). 
Massport should consider whether other factors should be included in the 
determination of eligibility that might not be adequately captured by the use of the 
65 YDNL noise contours. Consideration should also be given to establishment 
of an interior noise level goal for the program regardless of location of the 
dwelling unit. Any restructuring of the program should be undertaken with full 
communication with the interested and affected communities. 

The shortcomings of the Thl"M should be recognized and accommodated in the 
further development of the acoustic treatment program and with respect to 
eligibility for the program. The disparity between YDNL levels projected using 
the INM and dB levels measured in the field is well demonstrated around Logan 
Airport. Credence should be given to the measured values in determining 
eligibility and design of corrective measures. 

Prepared by: Consultants to Community Advisory Committee to Massport Marc:h29,1999 

85.132 

85.133 

85.134 

85.135 

85.136 



Review Comments on Loga.-: Ai;-:;ide Impruvements Pianning Project 22 
Draft Env�ronmental Impact Statement/Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIS/DEIR) 

D.1.i:; School Sound Insulation Program

Massport reports that all schools eligible for the "soundproofing" program have 
been treated. lbat is certainly positive. However, the statement does not address 
the question of whether the treatments have been adequate or sufficient in every 
school to which they have been applied, or the question of whether all schools 
that would benefit from some form of acoustic treatment have received that 
benefit. 

D.2 Air Quality/Odors 

The issues with respect to air quality impacts of the Logan Airside Improvement 
Planning Project are (1) shifting of existing emissions to other locations on and 
around the airport, and (2), overall growth in aircraft and motor vehicle emissions 
operations and emissions. 

Shifting or relocation of aircraft engine emissions and impacts will follow and relate 
to changes in runway and taxiway utilization that are projected to occur under any of 
the "build" alternatives. Generally, these changes in impact locations will mirror the 
shifts in noise impact. The change in air quality impact most likely to be detected is 
that of odors. 

D.2.a Odor Assessment

(Please refer to the Appendix B - ''Analysis of Odor Complaints at Logan 
Airport" memorandum of March 27, 1996 to the Community Advisory 
Committee). 

Changes in odor impacts are most likely to occur in the Jefferies Point 
neighborhood from takeoffs on Runway 14 (taxiing aircraft approaching the 
runway and holding, and start-of-roll thrust and resulting emissions). The wind 
direction during use of Runway 14 for takeoff will. of course, disperse odorous 
contaminants in the general direction of Jefferies Point. This would constitute a 
new source of odors ic !!'ie Jdferies Point w ea a11d would also affect the Hyatt 
Hotel. 

Increased use of Runway 15 for takeoffs can be expected to have an influence on 
odor impacts downwind of Runway 15 in the Bremen Street/Eagle Hill area of 
East Boston, due to increased emissions from taxiing, holding and start of takeoff 
roll. In this case, as contrasted to Runway 14, this would not be a new source of 
odors, but rather, an increase in the frequency during which the source was active. 
An odor receptor location in East Boston representing the most proximate 
residential receptor located along or near the extended centerline of Runway 
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1 SR/33L should have been selected for odor modeling rather than Location 10 at 
the intersection of Condor and Glendon Streets. 

The construction and use at the Centerfield Taxiway would change odor impacts 
in the Bayswater Street area of East Boston. Increased stacking of taxiing aircraft 
in the northern portion of the airport would increase odor source strength. a 
minor shift of taxiing operations from Taxiway November to the Centerfield 
Taxiway would slightly increase the dispersion and dilution of odors prior to 
reaching the Bayswater Street area ( compared to emissions from aircraft on 
Taxiway November). The use of the Centerfield Taxiway would pl.ace tar.Eng 
aircraft closer to the Court Road �ection of Winthrop, where the odor impact 
would dcvenci ou the:: crosswind component during operations on Runways 4 and 
22. 

Responses to changes in odor strength are logarithmic in nature. as pointed out 
in the K. M. Chng Environmental Report of 1996 and in the attached memo of 
David Standley ofMarch 27, 1996. Therefore. it is entirely possible that changes 
in odor emission intensity/source strength as they may affect Bayswater Street and 
Winthrop will not be sufficient to be noted by residents. However. the 
introduction of a new source, as in the case of Runway 14, is very likely to be 
detected. noted. and complained of. The same is probably true of an increase in 
frequency at which detectable odors are present, as could be the case for 
increased use cf R�iw2.y � 5 for takeoffs. 

Improvements in efficiency of ground taxi operations. while potentially yielding 
or resulting in reduction in odorous emissions generally on the airfield, are not 
likely to be detected in the neighborhoods as reductions in odor intensity. 

D.2.b Dispersion Modeling Results

These results show that growth of operations at Logan Airport will increase 
contaminant concentrations over time at most modeled locations, although the 
modeled concentration of selected air contaminants are within applicable ambient 
air quality standards or guidelines. The modeled increase in one-hour predicted 
levels of Volatile Organic Compounds ("VOCs") is of particular concern. This 
class of compounds is used as a surrogate for odorous compounds. The projected 
increase in concentrations from the 1999. 29 million-passenger scenario to the 
2010, 37.S and 45 million passenger scenarios is more than sufficient to elicit 
negative responses from exposed populations. It �.ppears from the modeling 
results that the principal determinant of overall changes in VOC emissions would 
be the Taxiway Improvement Program. Runway 14-32 would have little impact 
on total emissions from aircraft sources, although as noted above its use would 
introduce a new odor source to Jefferies Point. 
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Over this same time frame, nitrogen oxide emissions from aircraft sources at 
Logan Airport are predicted to increase by about a third irrespective of the 
alternative selected. Particulate matter ("PMl O") emissions also increase by as 
much as a third from the 29 million to the 45 million-passenger scenarios. 
irrespective of alternative selected. These increases in emissions appear to be due 
in large measure to increased operations, in part to changes in engine design. 

Combining Tables E-13 and E-14 shows that for all modeled contaminants other 
than VOCs, the difference (if any) among Airside Improvement Project 
alternatives is much less significant than the projected growth of emissions over 
tin1e. The direct or indirect comparison of various 21tematives to the baseline year 
1993 is misleading. Conditions have changed substantially since 1993 in many 
respects, and emission estimates for the various alternatives and for the various 
scenarios should be compared to 1998, the most current year for which 
operational data are available. 

VOC emission estimates from aircraft sources are anomalous in that the data 
presented indicate essentially no increase in emissions over time despite growth 
in operations and regardless of alternative modeled. It is unclear why aircraft 
VOC emissions are not projected to increase with increasing numbers of aircraft 
operations. Massport models 11odor indicator" emissions as VOCs from low
power aircraft operations in Tables ES-13 and ES-14. The K. M. Chng 
Environmental Study of 1996 reports that high-power operations (runup and 
takeoff roll) may be significant sources of emissions of odorous compounds 
despit� lower concentrations during that mode of operation, because of the high 
volume of contaminants discharged. yet this mode was not incorporated in the 
"odor emission" estimates. 

The dispersion modeling protocol used for the DEIS/DEIR utilized the 1993 year
of-record of meteorological data as input to the dispersion model. Massport used 
a ten-year hourly average of meteorological conditions at Logan as input to the 
DELA YSIM: Model for calculating delay times associated with various 
alternatives and runway configurations. Massport should have used the same ten
year hourly average meteorological input for the air quality dispersion model. and 
should be reau?red tc ier-Jll the ,iispersion model for all of the conditions modeled 
for the DEIS/DEIR (Section 3.1.2 Dispersion Modeling, page 6-67). Further, for 
odor modeling alone, it should be recognized that any problem of odor detection 
and nuisance is associated with conditions ·that will provide the maximum 
exposure concentration and maximum response characteristics, as set forth in the 
K. M. Chng Environmental Report.

The use of the EPA Industrial Source Complex Dispersion Model utilizes too long 
an averaging time to adequately model peak odor concentrations, which is the 
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stimulus of concern for odor response. Furthennore, averaging over a one-hour 
period essentially washes out the peak concentration profile. The modeling that 
was performed should be supplemented by the application of a "puff' model 
utilizing reasonable worst-case dispersion and dilution conditions and short-tenn 
peak emission rates, in addition to the factors set forth in the Chng Report. For 
all of the above reasons, the odor modeling and odor impact assessment 
procedure is inadequate. 

No references are given for the assertion that newer engines associated with Stage 
3 aircraft produce lower .bydroca.rbcm emis�ion.s. The DEIS/DEIR demon�rat�s 
that complete conversion to Stage 3 aircraft in the fleet at Loga.TJ. must (a) be 
accomphshed by the year 2000, (b) will affect less than 15% of the current fleet, 
and ( c) will occur independently of the Airside Improvements Project. Thus, the 
assertion that odorous emissions will decrease ·over time has not been 
substantiated. 

D.3 Endangered Species - Upland Sandpiper 

A program is required for off-site mitigation to compensate for impacts to the nesting 
habitat of the state-listed endangered upland sandpiper on Logan Airport. The 
suggested program appears highly speculative, and seems irrational with regard to 
protection and enhancement ofso much of the species as tends to reside in and utilize 
habitat ir, ;he Boston Metropolitan Area. Camp Eawards on Cape Cod is over 50 
airline nu1es from Logan Airport. in a completely different ecosystem. Massport 
should be required in the DEIS/DEIR to define a project fully acceptable to the 
Massachusetts Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program that involves 
creation of a comparable habitat and its protection and preservation in the 
Metropolitan Area. Massport has been aware of this issue for several years. has had 
ample time to resolve the matter with NHESP, and should be required to set forth the 
resolution in the DEIS/DEIR. 

D.4 Water Quality 

The presentation for minimizing water quality i..��act� C�"-�o �:nS!:--.;�:or. :� 
completely inadequate and is substantively limited to the cne paragraph on page 6-94. 
There is no discussion of erosion and siltation control measures, best management 
practices during construction, of grain size distributions and loading that might be 
expected from runoff during construction or of proposed acceptable discharge rates 
to avoid siltation of adjacent wetlands. There is also one sentence each on pages 6-96 
and 6-97. which refer to plans not yet developed or permits not yet issued. Reference 
is made to :M.assport standard programs for construction at Logan, but these are not 
attached to the DEIS/DEIR nor cited by title and location for reference. 

Prepared by: Consultants to Community Advisory Committee to Masspart March29,Jm 

85.148 

85.149 

85.150 

85.151 



Review Comments on Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 26 
Draft Environmental lmpa::t Statement/Dran Environmental Impact Report (DEIS/DEIR) 

D.5 Soils Management 

Massport has performed no soil sampling and analysis in the principal areas of 
proposed excavation for the planned construction projects. Of particular interest 
would be the cargo and general aviation ramp areas in the vicinity of the proposed 
Runway 1432. The soil sample data presented in Section 6.6.4.1 cannot be 
considered potentially representative of any of the proposed construction areas. 

Massport has indicated that the principal means of disposal of excavated material will 
be as landfill cover and contouring material. Experience with other projects 
demonstrates that the Central Artery Project has substant?ally saturated the demand 
for materials for tiose purposes widun reasonable ht:.tl di���cs. While the shortage 
of capacity will principally be a cost factor, it could also affect proposed construction 
schedules. 

Without information on the source of the hydraulic fill in the eastern portion of the 
airfield (Taxiway Delta Extension Section 6.6.4.3), no assumption should be made 
about the chemical characteristics of the underlying material. 

The total volume of soil to be disposed of. from the DEIS/DEIR. appears to be a 
minimum of approximately 800,000 cubic yards, and depending on the results of field 
sampling prior to construction. could be considerably greater. Generation of the bulk 
of this material would occur in the first two years of the project. While this volume 
is less than 10% of the total volume of material that iS being managed as part of the 
Central Artery Project, its management and disposal is a significant program. The 
DEIS/DEIR treats this matter far too casually. 

D.6 Construction Impacts 

D.6.a Constn1ction Activities

The statement that construction work with limited exception would only occur 
during the months of January, February and March, weather pennitting. is 
puzzling. It is not CO!!sistent with Table 6.7-3: i! is not clear why Massport would 
select two of the months that are normally the most problematic because of 
weather. and years 2. 3, 4 and 5 in Table 6. 7-3 specifically show no construction 
activity in the first quarter. This matter needs to be clarified. 

It is apparent from the construction schedule that Massport intends to first 
implement its capacity enhancement projects. Runway 14/32 and the Centerfield 
Taxiway. 
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D.6.b Ground Transportation

Massport should explain how construction workers would access the site, based 
on experience with other recent Massport construction projects. Will contractors 
be required to provide off-airport worker parking with shuttle buses to the airfield 
construction site? How will the potential for parking, legal or otherwise, in East 
Boston be minimized? (Page 6-129) 

D.6.c Air Quality - Fugitive Dust during Construction

The most likely sources of fugitive dust during construction are wind erosion of 
exposed soils and dust re-entrainment during vehicle passage. The areas most 
likely to be affected by fugitive dust are those within a few thousand feet of soil 
movement and transport activities, such as Court Park in Winthrop, Bayswater 
Street and Jefferies Point, and the South Boston Waterfront, including Fort 
Independence. Massport proposes street sweeping and wheel-well washing. and 
use of water sprays, to minimize dust generation. These are reasonably effective 
measures if implemented in a proper manner and at a proper place. However, it 
is assumed that Massport will not construct and operate wheelwash facilities on 
the airfield, but rather, will establish them at the southerly end of Harborside 
Drive and perhaps at the North Gate (although locations are not mentioned in the 
DEIS/DEIR). To minimize dust generation on the ab-field, Massport must use 
spray trucks or "water wagons.� However, such systems, and wheelwash 
operations, are not feasible during sub-freezing weather without the (costly) 
addition of chemical freezing point depressants to the water. Massport has failed 
to,demonstrate how fugitive dust emissions from construction operations on the 
airfield during winter months will be controlled. 

Wheelwash facilities generate considerable quantities of silt and sediment-laden 
water. Massport has not discussed how discharge of these contaminants will be 
controlled. Settling methods or "sedimentation boxes" are ineffective with respect 
to fine particles in the water stream. 

D.6.d Construction Noise Impact 

Massport proposes lo use the Federal FHW A Criteria for construction noise 
impact. Massport fails to recognize the criteria applied by Massachusetts 
Department of Environmental Protection, which limit construction noise increases 
to 10 dB(A) above background and prohibit pure tones as defined by DEP (DEP 
Policy 90-001). These criteria are applicable to this project. 

Other shortcomings of the Massport construction noise analysis are its failure to 
address the matter of pure tones and of impact noise (i.e., paving breakers and 
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hoe rams), and the failure to separate out and separately analyze nighttime 
construction noise levels against nighttime ambient levels. in addition to the 
information on projected day DNL levels in Table 6. 7-6. 

Should this project be finally approved, the Record of Decision and the Section 61 
Findings should clearly incorporate the construction impact mitigation measures 
set forth in Section 6.7 of Volume I of the DEIS/DE� as amended by any 
additional measures incorporated as a result of these or other comments. 

How will construction vehicles accessing or txiting via the Nonh Gate be 
precluded from use oflocal streets? 

The Soils Use Policy and the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
(Section 6. 7.5.4) should be available for and subject to public review and 
comment. 

D. 7 Cumulative Impacts 

The statement is made, "After sound-proofing to mitigate impacts within the 65 
YDNL Contour, the full-build alternatives provide net long-term benefits." We 
disagree with this statement. As discussed elsewhere in these comments, the 
soundproofing program has significant limitations -in terms of the benefits provided. 

There is potential for adverse odor impacts in certain areas proximate to the airport. 
as a result of this project. The proposed Airside Improvement Project provides 
minimal long-tenn air quality benefits. With the exception of odor impacts. changes 
in air quality associated with the proposed project are likely to be undetectable. 

The statement expressing total peak construction trips as a percentage of the average 
annual daily traffic on the regional highway system is misleading. since most of the 
construction-related traffic consists of heavy vehicles. These vehicles have 
significantly greater traffic impacts than do passenger vehicles. 

This Draft Environmental Impact Report is submitted subject to Massachusetts laws. 
policies and reg .. !lations, in addition to iederal reguiations and guidance (page 7-3). 
As such. it is subject to the determination of the Secretary ofEnvirorunental Affairs 
as to whether cumulative impacts have been adequately addressed. 
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Federal planning policy' establishes that this project must be considered and evaluated 
as stimulating growth in aircraft operations at Logan. The DEIS/DEIR makes a 
clearly contrary statement (page 7-3). "The Airside Project has independent utility, 
and will not stimulate. preclude. or otherwise " In our opinion. this statement is 
incorrect. 

D. 7.a Relationship to the GEIR

The planning period is inadequate, and should be extended to 2020. There is no 
plan or program to deal with long-term growth at Log� which will soon 
overwhelm any mterim benefits of this project. There are measures that could be 
ins-jmte<l to eff�"'tiveiy address transponation in ea5[em l�ew Engiand. but there 
is no discussion in this document. 

As stated above, the Secretary of Environmental Affairs should determine 
that these significant planning deficiencies exist in the DEIS/DEIR that must 
be addressed. The DEIS/DEffi should be found inadequate, and a new Draft 
document should be required. 

Delay does not appear to be a major problem at Logan. based on FAA reports and 
Massport's 5-year history of inaction. 

D. 7.b Relationship to Other LI.'gan Projects

Thi� project and landside projects at Logan are interdependent, and both will 
increase capacity and stimulate demand. 

D. 7 .c Long-Tenn Cumulative Effects

The Airside Improvements Project is already "divisive and disruptive of 
established communities," and prospects for the long term are significantly worse. 

With respect to Section 7.3.1 - Noise - it is necessary to iterate that the "sound
proofing" does not fully mitigate for the impacts of increased overflights and 
increased ambient noise. With respect tc oder frnpacts that may- be associated 
with the proposed project. we believe the modeling approach used by Massport 
to be flawed and to require substantial enhancement. 

5 FM-AP0-98-4, "Economic Analysis of Investment and Regulatory Decisions -Revisd Guide", Chapter 3,
"Benefit Estimation", e-4 "Regulatory Changes in Capacity at Access Capped Airports" 
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E. Modeling

E.I Approach to Delay Modeling 

There are a number of different models available6 for determination of capacity and 
delay analysis including: LMI Runway Capacity Model, FAA Airfield Capacity 
Model, AND (Approximate Network Delays), The Airport Machine, SIMMOD, 
T AAM (Total Airspace & Airport Modeler), HERMES (Heuristic Runway 
Movement Event Simulation), NASPAC, TMAC, FLOWSTh,L and ASCENT. It is 
assumed that Massport used the commercial software model "The Airport M..ach:!!e" 
developed by Airport Simulaticm lntemational (ASI) for the evaluation of the taxiway 
demand, capacity and delay, however, no specifics were given on the development of 
the model. It is curious why Massport did not use the FAA-approved SilvfMOD 
model for the airport simulations. "The Airport Machine, which costs about $20,000 
for a site license, offers less flexibility and options than SIMMOD and is a largely 
deterministic model. 117 

There is no discussion on the selection of the model for estimating delay. Section 
1 .4 .1 describes two measures of delay, ATOMS and ASQP data. In 1997, according 
to an FAA published report1

, the FAA had two delay reporting systems, Operations 
Network (OPSNET) and the APO Total Cost for Air Carrier Delay Report. In 
addition, DOT publishes the Air Travel Consumer Report (ATCR) and the Air

Transport Association issues a report on member airlines. 

F AA's Office of Aviation Policy and Plans (APO) has created the "Consolidated 
Oper3:tions and Delay Analysis System (CODAS) to provide estimates of aircraft 
delay by individual flight. "APO's main objective was to develop a clear and well
supported methodology to calculate aircraft delays that will be accepted by both 
government and industry as valid, accurate and reliable. Because the acceptance of 
the CODAS delay estimates are the key to its usefulness. APO coordinated the 
development of CODAS with other FAA organizations and major air carriers and 
continues to do so."9 

6 Modeling Research Under NAS/A TT, "Existing and Required Mode� Capabilities for Evaluating A TM 
Systems and Concepts", International Center for Air Transportation, MIT, March, 1997 

7 Modeling Research Under NAS/ATT, "Existing and Req� Modeling Capabilities for Evaluating A TM 
Systems and Concepts", International Center for Air Transportation, MIT, March, 1997, page 17. 

• FAA, Office of Aviation Policy and Plans, "Documentation for the Consolidated Operations and Delay Analysis
System", September 1997, page 1. 

, • 9 FAA. Office of Aviation Policy and Plans, "Documentation for the Consolidaicd Operations and Delay Analysis 
System", September 1997, page 3 
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The CODAS infonnation should be incorporated into the models developed (FLAPS 
and DELA YSIM) for the evaluation of the airside improvements at Logan. CODAS 
also calculates taxi in and out time and delay and should be considered in lieu of The 
Airport Machine. 

It is unclear why Massport chose to develop its own model for estimating delay when 
FAA has developed a model to do the very same. Massport chose to use the FAA 
INM model for reviewing the effects of noise on the community. However, they 
choose to use non-standard models like the Airport Machine, DELA YSIM, and 
FLAPS instead of STh-WOD a.�.d COD . ..\S. 

The models used mcluding FLAPS and DELA YSIM appear to have been developed 
exclusively for analysis of Logan. Background information on the development of 
these models is not presented. The models have not been verified or compared with 
historical infonnation nor has it been shown that the development has been 
coordinated with FAA or the airlines. Based on 40 CFR Part 1502 requirements of 
preparing Environmental Impact Statements10 

" . • • Material based on proprietary 
data which is itself not available for review and comment shall not be incorporated by 
reference," this usage is inappropriate. 

E.2 Airside Delay Modeling 

The Airside delay mocid (DELAYSIM) used houriy weather observations from 1981-
1990. Not only does this not correlate either to Massport's base year or to the 
recommended 1998 base year, it uses data that is over 17 years old. Weather patterns 
have changed significantly within the last five years due to effects from El Nino and 
La Nina. The selection of the weather data does not provide current information as 
background for the selection of the runway configurations. 

One of the assumptions of the DELA YSIM model is that an air traffic controller first 
chooses I) highest capacity configuration, then 2) the configuration that most closely 
meets the PRAS goals. We believe this assumption is not supported by historical data 
on the actual percentages of runway use configuration. No data is presented to show 
recent improvement due to the availabilitv of Enhanced J>R,AS (EPRAS). 

- � 
. 

The DELA YSIM modei shouid withdraw the PRAS goal decision-point as a runway 
configuration selection criteria and provide the model results using, as the leading 
criteri� the highest capacity configuration and air traffic ,controller workload 
weightings approved by FAA ATC. This approach would be a more conservative 
approach reflecting historical operational selections by the FAA ATC personnel. 
F AA's primary responsibility is to provide safe and efficient aircraft operations into 

1
° Council on Environmental Quality, 40 CFR Part 1502.21

Prepared by: Consultants to Community Advisory Committee to Masspo.rt Afardt29,J99'} 

85.177 

85.178 

85.179 

85.180 

85.181 

85.182 

85.183 



Keview Comments on Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project · :'. . ., · · · · · 32 
Draft Environmental Im11act Statement/Draft Emrfron.r.:enta/ bnpad Reporl (DEJ.SIDEIR) 

and out of Logan. To try to model the ability of FAA to adhere to a volunteer noise 
program (PRAS) is not appropriate in simulating the "worse-case" or "highest 
capacity" operations. Moreover, Logan has indicated that continued growth is 
expected: thus. FAA will focus on its primary responsibility of efficient aircraft 
operations. 

It should be noted that PRAS goals have not been met by the FAA since 
establishment. For the model to assume the attainment of PRAS goals will improve 
significantly is unrealistic and underestimates the operations over specific 
communities. While it is important for the FAA to be encouraged to met the PR-"-S 
goals. it is frnpr&,'1icai to consider the goals as a significant factor in FAA operational 
decisions 

The methodology of the DELA YSIM model as applied by Massport provides output 
that reflects a "best-case" though umealistic scenario, and warps ·the follow-on 
analysis of the environmental issues. 

The assumptions made by the DELAYSIM model do not account for stimulative 
effect that would occur if these improvements are implemented. F AA's Economic 
Analysis oflnvestment and Regulatory Decisions - Revised Guirie provides specific 
guidance regarding the evaluation of delay and the stimulative effect that reducing 
delay will have by increasing demand. The following is for review from this 
document: 

"Capacicy Increases which Reduce Congestion Related Delay - Two definitions of 
capatjty are relevant in defining the relationship (between delay. capacity and system 
demand). One is the "through put" measure. It defines the absolute number of system 
users that can be served in a given period of time. provided that a user is always 
present waiting to use the system. The second measure is that of "practical' capacity. 
It provides a measure of the ability of a given system to accommodate users subject 
to some maximum acceptable level of delay. . ... Average delay is low at low levels of 
demand and increases as demand approaches capacity. as defined under either 
definition. As demand exceeds "practical" capacity, delay exceeds the acceptable 
level. And as demand pushes up against "throughput" capacity, delays begin to 
become infinite. This C>COJIS because the number of users demanding service, per time 
period. begins to become greater than the ability of the S)�em to serve them, resulting 
in an ever growing line of users waiting for service. 

It is important to note that delays begin to occur before capacity, under either 
definition. is reached. This happens because of the random nature in which system 
users demand services. If all users of a system consistently arrived at evenly spaced 
intervals. the system could provide service hourly to a number of users equal to the 
"through put" capacity rate. No delay would occur until "through put" capacity was 
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actual ly exceeded. In actuality, system users do not arrive consistently at evenly 
spaced intervals. Sometimes several users arrive at one time and sometimes no one 
arrives. As a consequence, some of those who arrive at the same time as do others 
must be delayed. 

Measurement of capacity and delay benefits requires that the relationship depicted in 
Figure 3-2 be determined for both the existing system and the proposed new one. The 
general form of such relationships is shown in Figure 3-3. Each has the same general 
form as that of Figure 3-2, but with the proposed new system having greater capacity 
and lower average delays that the old one at each level of demand. 

The average deiay reduetion per system user at the current tevei of demand. Do. is 
Mo-MI minutes. This is not the delay reduction that will occur if the indicated 
capacity increase is provided at demand level D 1 after system users have adjusted to 
the increase, however. Capacity improvements will reduce the costs of using the 
system both in terms of passenger time and aircraft operating expense. 

As indicated in Figure 3-1. cost reductions will generally lead to an increase in the 
quantity of any good or service demanded. In this case, assume system demand 
increases from Do to DI resulting in delay of M2 per user. This level of delay is 
above MI and represents that level which will result from the indicated increase in 
capacity once demand has adjusted to the lower costs brought about by the capacity 
increase. 1111 

The DELA YSIM model does not take into account the capacity increase because of 
stimulated demand. This model also provides a higher value of delay savings because 
it is measuring the savings from Mo-Ml and not Mo-M2. Since FAA includes 
recognition of the stimulation effect in determining delay reduction. the model 
Massport uses should do the same. 

The FAA Technical Center at Atlantic City, New Jersey, should assist in simulating 
operations of the proposed new runway to verify the validity of the sole-source 
models used by Massport. 

11 F M-AP0-98-4, "Economic Analysis of lavestmcnt and Regulatory Decisions - Revised Guide", Chapter 3,
"Benefit Estimation", B "Capacity Incrca.ses which Reduce Congestion Related Delay", page 3-11. 
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F. Delay

F.1 Introduction 

Massport proposes addressing the delay problem in a limited way through the Airside 
Improvements Project, and to address impacts of ground traffic through increasing 
the usage of high-occupancy vehicles and through regional transportation 
improvements by others. However, Massport's Airside Improvement Project 
proposals will not preclude increases in the delay experienced by airlines and their 
passengers. By its own calculatio·ns, that delay under the most optimistic scenario will 
return to present levels within a very few years and increase after that. 

The cited 1998 121,000 hours of delay equates to over 13 years of delay to a single 
aircraft. If this delay is divided among IO air carriers, it equates to the operating 
expenses of one multi-engine passenger jet operating 24 hours a day for 1.3 years for 
each of the airlines. If these were true delays, many of the airlines involved in this 
area would already have found alternatives to operating from Boston. 

The analysis of delay shows a IO percent reduction in modeled delay for 1999 with 
implementation of Option IA unless the air traffic increases to a projected higher 
number, in which case the projected delay will be above that modeled for 1998 traffic. 
Actual air traffic will likely fall somewhere between the two, and the delay for 1999 
is likely to approximate that estimated for 1998. By 1010 projections, with all 
improvements completed and a low air traffic projection, runway deiays are estimated 
to be approximately 171,900 hours, or 40 per cent more hours of delay than those 
estimated to have occurred in 1998. In view of these projections, it is apparent that 
building and operating an unidirectional Runway 14/32 is but a band-aid. 

The DEIS/DEIR statement that if no actions are taken, Logan's annual runway and 
taxiway delays will rise from today's modeled level to a modeled level exceeding 
596,000 hours in the 2010 45M High Fleet scenario ignores the multitude of other 
factors that would affect industry and passenger decisions. The modeling scenario of 
596,000 hours for 656,000 forecast operations would have one believe that all flights 
would be delayed an average of 53 minutes per flight. The forecast delays, if all 
actions are tak� will still be double Lite 1999 forecast levels, or an·approximate 
average of 21 minutes per flight. 

Although expenditure of these funds to patch the Logan airfield may reduce forecast 
delays compare to the "no action" alternative, the delays will still be insurmountable. 
What will happen in 20 IO? Will Massport be back with another "patch" or will the 
visionaries realize that you can only patch something so many times and then 
something new has to be done? This was and is now the case in the Washington. DC 
area with Washington National and Washington Dulles Airports, with Houston 
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Intercontinental and Houston Hobby, with Dallas Love Field and Dallas/Fort Worth 
airport. with the New York City airports. with Chicago, etc. The cities and airports 
have continued to flourish with both the old and new airports. It has been proven that 
major cities can support more than one airport and that the older airports continue to 
thrive. 

F.2 Calculation of Delay 

The DEIS/DEIR indicates that the FAA's congestion threshold of 20,000 annual 
hours is used to identify severely congested (i.e., delay prone) airports. In 1997 and 
1998, F AA15 reported total operations delayed more than 15 minutes were 12,500 
and l 6,400� respectively. 

The DEIS/DEIR indicates that "in 1998, it is estimated that Logan experienced 
approximately 121,000 hours of runway delay," this information is referenced 
between information on FAA OPSNET statistics and F AA's congestion threshold. 
In fact. the 121,000 hours of delay was generated by Massport's model and not by 
FAA. Presentation of this data, without reference, is misleading. 

Information is provided on the delay as tracked by FAA. and Table 1.4-1 presents 
Logan's delay rank among U.S. Airports. It is useful to review this information. and 
a summary of the OPSNET information for the top ten delayed airports is presented 
in Tables 7 and 8. 

In Table 8, delays due to equipment result from non-operating air traffic control 
equipment (not airline equipment): delays due to volume are included from both 
tenninal volume and center volume� delays due to runways include closed runway for 
repair or reconstruction: delays due to weather "are largely the result of instrument 
approach procedures that are much more restrictive than the visual procedures in 
effect during better weather conditions. During the past few years. the FAA has 
developed new. capacity-producing approach procedures that take advantage of 
improving technology. "16 

15 FAA Air Traffic Operations Managements System - OPSNET for the SS Select Airports Calendar Year 
Comparison 

16 1994 Airport System Capacity Improvement Report. Section 1.4.2 Delay by Cause. 
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Table 7 
FAA Statistics on Airports 

with Delavs of 15 Minutes or More Per 1.000 Operationsll 

Delays Per 1,000 Operation 

Airport Name CY90 CY91 CY92 CY93 CY94 CY95 CY96 CY97 CY98 11 

Newark Int'} Arpt. 84.94 67.26 83.48 87.88 74.29 33.81 65.25 57.89 69.08 
N.Y. LaGuardia Arpt 86.79 61.63 55.23 38.32 47.37 33.65 46.22 49.03 68.40 
San Francisco lnt'l Arpt 45.79 58.13 30.1 ?�_,9 J-�46 !4.?l �-f..57 �3.02 €;.89 

Hartsfield Atl. Int1 Arpt. 44.08 12.09 19.9 LJ.28 i9.98 24.26 23.88 31.80 33.06 
LambertSt.Louis Int'l Arpt 25.14 :,.9� 

. � �, 

... .-.:ft) ,;_54 ll.n J.>.87 :54.04 30.48 31.70 
Boston Logan lnt'l Arpt. 32.36 32.84 34.61 39.23 29.79 22.15 26.37 25.19 31.84 
Chi. O'Hare lnt'l Arpt. 64.61 47.94 45.40 47.49 26.83 30.93 34.36 23.52 32.07 
N.Y. JFK lnt'l Arpt. 68.33 41.67 41.23 35.68 35.79 17.38 29.53 18.32 36.28 
Los Anglese Int'l Arpt. 7.11 14.80 19.75 9.15 10.96 27.03 24.13 17.69 9.73 
Philadelphia lnt'l Arpt. 35.44 16.87 18.47 18.75 20.85 6.89 17.95 16.23 24.58 

Table 8 
FAA Statisticsli 

O(!erations with DelaYS of 15 Minutes or More 

Per�e;;� Percent 
Boston Lo1Zan Int'l Airnort of Total of Total 

CY98 Operations CY97 Operations 

Equipment 388 2.3 % 382 3.1 % 
Volume 273 1.7 % 310 2.5 % 
Weather 14,657 89.4 % 10,849 86.8 % 
Runway 127 0.8% 280 2.2% 
Other 955 5.8% 679 5.4 % 
Total 16,400 100.0 % 12,500 100.0 % 

Total Activity 515.119 497,097 
Delays per 
100,000 operations 3,183.7 2,514.5 

17 FAA, ASC-1, I 998 Aviation Capacity Enhancement Plan, Information from CY93-CY97. 

11 FAA Air Traffic Operations Managements System - OPSNET for the 55 Select Airports Calendar Year
Comparison. 

19 FAA Air Traffic Operations Managements System - OPSNET for the 55 Select Airports Calendar Year 
Comparison. 
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FAA calculated and reported delay at Logan has decreased almost 19% between 1993 

and 1998. This information is not in DEIS/DEIR. This reduction in delay has 
occurred without the implementation of any of the airside improvements proposed in 
the DEIS/DEIR. 

Also the DEIS/DEIR indicates that FAA identifies a 20,000 annual hour threshold for 
identifying delay problems at airports. In 1997, delay hours measured by FAA were 
25,190 hours. The DEIS/DEIR indicates that Logan's delay is six times the FAA's 
threshold; however, this analysis is flawed since the 121,000 hours of delay are 
measured by a different method th.an F AA's measurement. Ag� Massport chose to 
portray the information in a misleading way 

The DEIS/DEIR indicates that the FAA ATOMS method understates total delay since 
delays of less than 15 minutes are not recorded. However. the DELA YSTh,L the 
model used for the Logan Airside Planning Project, overestimates the amount of delay 
hours. 

Over scheduling of capacity is also a by-product of airline marketing tactics. Should 
over scheduling of Logan's capacity occur, resultant delays would be compounded 
by and become more evident when wind and weather conditions add to the delay 
impact. There is no configuration available at any airport that can handle such a 
situation without delays. Until airline marketing personnel change their mind set. 
delays are inevitable. Even airports with three sets of parallel runways incur delays 
brought about by over scheduling. It is important to note that although this over 
scheduling is given as a scenario, airline schedules are now such that in no hour is the 
nonnal three runway capacity at Boston Logan airport exceeded by scheduled flights. 

F.3 Cost of Delav 

Cost of Delay is a subjective tenn. Massport exaggerates the cost of delay to airport 
users (airlines) and airport passengers. First, the DELAYSIM model overestimates 
delay hours by counting cancelled flights (where costs would not be minimized from 
other delays). 

For airline passengers, the DELA YSTh1 model calculates ail delay. Airline schedules 
take into account typical delay times when publishing departure and arrival 
infonnation. Thus, airline passengers idea of delay (according to the OAG data) is 
different and substantially less than assumed by Massport using DELA YSTh-1 delay 
hours. Moreover, the travelling public accepts some delay time when using air travel. 
The delay to an airline passenger is time over and above the acceptable delay 
measuring stick. Massport also assumes that all passengers can be represented by a 
single "representative passenger" when economically there are different economic 
values for business versus pleasure travellers. 
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The document quotes a value of$ 27 per hour of time from the 1997 APO Bulletin; 
however this document further details categories for personal and business travel as 
well as a low and high sensitivity range or each category. The generalized use of $27 
per passenger overestimates the value of delay for airline passengers at Logan. 

Massport did not present the cost _of delay information in any meetings with the CAC

or its consultants. In fact, they indicated cost information would not be provided 
except the initial construction cost of the project. 

Massport overestimates the costs to ai!'Iin.e� a'ld pa�sengers. !P.fo:ma!ioz: shou!: not 
be reflected unless a more detailed cost-benefit analysis is conducted. Massport 
presents oruy costs to airlines and their passengers. If cost information is to be 
presented as part of the analysis process for the DEIS/DEIR. a full cost-benefit 
analysis should be provided. Providing only part of the story is misleading. 

As stated in 40 CFR Pan 1502 Environmental Impact Statements regarding cost
benefit anaJysis20

: "If a cost-benefit analysis relevant to the choice among 
environmentally different alternatives is being considered for the proposed actions, it 
shall be incorporated by reference or appended to the statement as an aid in evaluating 
the environmental consequences. To assess the adequacy of compliance with sec. 
l 02(2)(B) of the Act the statement shall, when a cost-benefit analysis is prepared,
discuss the relationship between tha! amuysis and a.'ly analysis of unquantifi�d
enviro,iwentaJ impacts, values, a.no llffienities. For purposes of compiying with the
Act, the weighing of the merits and drawbacks of the various alternatives need not be
displayed in a monetary cost-benefit analysis and should not be when there are
important qualitative considerations In any event. an environmental impact statement
should at least indicate those considerations, including factors not related to
environmental quality. which are likely to be relevant and important to a decision."

F.4 Aircraft Delay and Runway Use Results 

The Airside Improvements Feasibility Study (dated July 1995) addressed the 
anticipated level of flight delays if no measures were enacted to improve operating 
efficiency. The DEIS/DEIR indicates that "1998 delay� are I�ss than those 
expericticed m 1993." Thus, the �eiection and justification of 1993 as the base year 
for the development of an DEIS/DEIR report ( dated February 1999) is inappropriate 
based on a) existing conditions and b) results of prior studies. It is inconceivable that 
an airport delay analysis presented in 1999 would use a base year that is five years old. 
Massport chose to delay submittal of the DEIS/DEIR until early 1999, and should be 
required to provide analyses that are appropriate to forecasting techniques based on 
recent (not five year old data). Massport is presenting information based on five year 

2
° Council on Environmental Quality, 40 CFR Part 1502.23 
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old data and analyzing the results for only a ten year period in the future. This is not 
an acceptable approach to the delay analysis. 

Moreover. the DEIS/DEIR indicates that analysis was provided for the base year� yet 
Table 4.5-1 does not indicate the total delay hours for 1993 for the five forecast 
scenarios for each of the proposed Logan Airside Improvement Packages. The 
statement that "1998 delays are less than those experienced in 1993" points up the 
flaws with the forecasting of delay using the methodology and approach presented in 
the DEIS/DEIR. (Note: Table 4.5-1 does not label the Alt. I vs Alt 4 & Alt. IA vs . 
. Alt 4 as delay reduction.) 

F.4.a Total Delnys

The document compares the FAA delay threshold to Massport's model and 
indicates that F AA's threshold is to be exceeded by eight times. This comparison 
is inappropriate since the measures of delay are not the same (F AA's definition of 
delay is significantly different than Massport's model). This statement misleads 
the reader to think that F AA's threshold is being exceed by a factor of eight whe� 
in fact FAA only counts delay hours over IS minutes and Massport's model 
counts every minute of delay. 

Again. in this section the DEIS/DEIR puts a value on the delay savings that is 
inappropriate and inaccurate. An interesti.�g comparison should be noted: 

!993 Base Year 159.000 modeled delay hours 
1999 29M Low 157,500 modeled delay hours 
Delay Reduction: almost I % 
No Action: almost 1% 

F:4.b Runway Related Delays 

The DEIS/DEIR states that implementation of Alternative I or IA will 
substantially reduce the growth in delays occurring in VFR conditions. It should 
be noted that the key points presented in Chapter I (point 5) indicate the 
"principal cause of delay at Logan is the substantiai drop in airfield capacity that 
occurs when v..inc! and weather c.-0nditlons force controllers to utilize 
configurations with fewer than three runways or when poor weather requires 
increased separation distances between aircraft." These conditions occur during 
IFR conditions. thus the implementation of Alternative I or IA is not just 
providing reduction in weather related delay but is providing additional capacity 
during VFR conditions. While the peak hour capacity does not increase with 
construction of the runway, the additional nmway will provide the controllers the 
option to use higher-capacity configuration more of the time. This ability is 
providing additional "through-put" of aircraft operations. 
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The guise 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 through-put of aircraft operations than without the new 
runway. If as the DEIS/DEIR states. there are delay savings realized by this delay 
reduction, then there is also a stimulation of air travel demand ( caused by the 
market forces of lowering prices). This stimulation is not reflected in the annual 
hours of delay calculations. 

F.4._c Taxiway-Related Delay

The DEIS/DEIR puts a value on the delay savings that is inappropriate and
inaccurate. ?iease see comments under "Cost of Delay." 

F.4.d Runway Use

Figure 4.5-3 Distribution of Jet Aircraft Operations by Operating Direction 
illustrates 1997 actual data. 1997 is not the base year. 

The discussion of runway use fails to highlight that it is FAA controllers who 
make the decisions regarding the runway configuration that is selected. The 
DEIS/DEIR assumes that FAA controllers would select the a) highest capacity 
configuration b) meeting of PRAS goals. This assumption has not been 
historically proved to be true. 

The section "Revised Wake-Vortex Turbulence Rules" implies that the "new"" 
wake turbulence rules require one aircraft to follow the other at the stated 
distances. These rules are applicable only to Air Traffic Controllers for providing 
required spacings between aircraft for following and crossing traffic. The 
distances behind large and heavy aircraft are those that air traffic will use to 
provide initial separation until other separations, such as visual separation. can be 
applied. These rules are not applicable to a pilot who chooses to follow another 
aircraft visually. This infonnation is verified through the FAR 91 Flight Rules, 
appropriate advisory circulars. and the Air Traffic Control Handbook 7110.65L 
and revisions. A prudent pilot, when operating ir1 ':'FR conditions b�hind a larger 
or heavy aircraft. \:\-ill adjust Pis path behind the aircraft to ensure a safe flight. 
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F.5 Delay Conclusion 

Page 4-41 describes 1998 annual delay as 143,000 hours.where as Page 1-12 
describes 1998 annual delay as 128,000 hours. These are modeled hours. a product 
of"DELAYSIM", not measured hour or "FAA" hours. 

The use of 1998 data rather than 1993 data strengthens the argument that the " base 
Year" must be revised. 

According to the FAA, operations delayed over 15 minutes in 1998 totalled 16, 40021
• 

At a minimum this would be 16,400 operations@ 15 minutes/ 60 minutes per hour 
or4,100 total delay hours. Ai a m.a.ximum, assummg tnat delays over five hours are 
canceled, the annual delay would be 16,400 operations@ 5 hours or 82 ,000 total 
delay hours. Now. obviously. this is a simplistic method of applying the FAA 
reported data since all ofreported delays are over 15 minutes (since it is the minimum 
threshold for reporting) and not all the reported delays will be five hours. However. 
using this basic approac� delay hours would be between 4,100 hours and 82,000 
hours. These figures are substantially lower than the DELA YSTh-1 model and bring 
into question the validity of the methodology and approach . 

21 FAA Air Traffic Operations Managements System - OPSNET for the SS Select Aiiports Calendar Year 
Coi:np-arison. 
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G. Alternatives

Massport has not met the requirements of the 40 CFR Part 1502 Environmental Impact 
Statements regarding "alternatives including the proposed action" for this DEIS/DEIR which 
require22

: "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" and "Include r·easonable not within the jurisdiction of the lead 
agency." 

No discussion of alternatives not considered i.n trus DEJSII)EIR. was inclw!ed. A reasonab!e 
person could expect alternatives to include the following: 

a. 
b. 

C. 

d. 

Development of a new airport to accommodate demand and reduce delays at Logan 
Consideration oflmplementing a High-Density Rule (Slots) fo control congestion at 
Logan. " In order to avoid excessive congestion at several of the nation's airports, 
access is capped through regulations which establish a fixed number oflancling and 
takeoff rights ("slots"). "23 

Consider Implementation of FAR Part 161 regulations to provide aircraft noise and 
access restrictions for Stage 2 and Stage 3 operations at Logan to provide noise relief 
to affected communities. A specific measure that could be considered is a cap on 
night-time operations. 
Diversion of general aviation traffic a.Ttd origin/destination traffic cf beth regional non
jet and short�haul j�t tr-Affic to Massport's Hansc-0m Field. 

At the present time, Massport presents only a limited suite of measures that could be effective 
in addressing this issue. The general approaches that could be implemented that have not 
been forestalled by other actions, and are not mutually exclusive are discussed below. 
However. the political \\ill has not been demonstrated for the required combination of a level 
of commitment and of supporting measures sufficient to prevent the growth of aircraft impact 
at and around Logan Airport. 

G.1 Regional Airports 

Diversion of passengers io other airports has major potential to absorb current and 
future grO\vth L'l air travel demand of die Boston Metropolitan and eastern New 
England areas. Hanscom Field, T. F. Green, Manchester, Worcester and potentially 
Pease. are the candidate facilities. Massport has made an effort to evaluate the 
potential for such diversion, and some of the recent growth in travel through those 
airports has certainly been from passengers who could and would otherwise have 

Z? Council on Environmental Quality, 40 CFR Part 1 S02.14 

2l FAA-AP0-98-4, "Economic Analysis of Investment and Regulatory Decisions-Revised Guide", Chapter 3, 
"Benefit Estimation", e-4 "Regulatory Changes in Capacity at Access Capped Airports", page 3-22. 

Prepared by: Consultants to Community Advisory Committee to Massport March29,19<J9 

85.215 

85.216 

85.217 

85.218 



J<eview Comments on Logan Airside Improvemmts Planning Project 46 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Envlro.-immiai impaa Report (DEIS/DEIR) 

utilized Logan. However, those airports do not now offer the full suite of services 
and destinations available to and from Logan. Without additional support and 
stimulation it is unlikely they will. Therefore, if market forces are left to drive growth 
in traffic at those airports. growth at Logan v.,ill not be significantly constrained. 
Specific goals would have to be established, and a series of measures implemented to 
stimulate shift of traffic demand from Logan. 

Hanscom Field is owned and operated by Massport. We believe it has significant 
potential to absorb passenger traffic that does not seek connections to other flights, 
i.e .• Origin & Destination traffic to and from the Boston Metropolitan area. r-.1any
"Generai Aviation" corporate flig.'1ts, rnd some "Regional Non-jet" and "short-hauJ"
jet traffic could find Hansco1u a., ottracuve anemative to Logan if appropriate services
and facilities were provided and a marketing campaign implemented. Hanscom has
the capacity to handle an additional 40-50.000 operations annually. even if current
operations including 'touch and go' are not modified.

The only mention of a Second Major Airport in the DEIS/DEIR is the information 
presented on the 1991 MAC Second Major Airport Siting Study. This study which 
concluded that it would take at least 10 years of planning from site selection to 
construction indicated it was not a solution for the next decade and a half. Logan's 
airside improvements are to be implemented, if on the schedule presented, by the 
beginning of 2005. Does not the very conclusion of the Second Major Airport study 
point out that long term considerations to meet bcreasing demand require that a 
second airport ( either a greenfield .airport and/or significant expansion of an existing 
airpon) }?e an alternative to the improvements recommended? 

Per 40 CFR Part 1502 Environmental Impact Statements regarding alternatives 
including the proposed action: "In this section: 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. Include 
reasonable not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency. "24 

The ENF Cenificate dated November 22, 1999 cited that the alternatives analysis 
must be broadened to include off-airport altematives25

• Although Massport includes 
some options off-ah-port, foe development of another air carrier airport pas not been 
reasonably discussed nor have the reasons for its elimination as an option. 

The fact that Massport does not provide long-term planning forecasts (at least 20 
years from submission ·or DEIS/DEIR) teamed with its inability to provide as an 

24 Council on Environmental Quality. 40 CFR Part 1502.14 

25 ENF Certificate dated November 22, 1995, page 3, last line of alternatives section. 
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option the development of a second airport highlights the short-sightedness of the 
long term development. 

Per 40 CFR Part 1502 Environmental Impact Statements regarding purpose requires 
that 26: 11 • • • It shall provide full and fair discussion of significant environmental 
impacts and shall infom1 decisionmakers and the public of the reasonable alternatives 
which would avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human 
environment." In the case of many of the close-in neighborhoods, the option for a 
second airport is reasonable to minimize adverse impacts on their quality oflife. 

The presentation of the potential diversion of Logan passengers due die idtematives 
of regionai airpon use, rail use and video and online conference use are indicated to 
be the same at a 45M forecast level and a 37.SM forecast level. It is unclear why if 
almost 20% of passengers would use these alternate modes at 37.SM demand level. 
why at a higher passenger demand level, more passengers would be diverted to these 
alternate modes at a 45M forecast level. 

One of the assumptions regarding the recapture rate from the analysis described in 
Table 2.4-4 is that the estimated service area of the alternate airports remains the 
same in 20 IO as it is in 1994. This is not an accurate assumption since the service 
areas for each of these airports will grow significantly as they improve air service 
routes and frequencies. MasspO!! rails to list Hanscom Airport as a potential 
diversion airport. 

Massport projects a relatively small potential for shifts of transportation and 
communication demand away from Logan Airport as a result of use of high-speed rail. 
other regional airports. and telecommunications. These shifts do not, according to 
Massport. come anywhere near absorbing the projected growth in passenger demand. 

The Massport Logan Community Advisory Committee (CAC) argues that the 
incursions of Mass port and Logan upon the communities must be rolled back. This 
can only be accomplished by deterring air traffic growth at Logan Airport. This is a 
regional problem demanding of regional solutions. While Massport has taken 
preliminary steps in this direction, thP, overall effort and the preser4 potentiai are 
seriously inadequate. The Ne\v Engla.Vid governors, the FAA, and the Federal 
Highway Administration must assist state government and the Boston Area 
communities in devising and implementing programs to ensure that Massport's 
numbers grow no larger, while not inhibiting normal beneficial economic growth of 
Eastern New England. The Airside Improvement Project must be viewed in this 
larger regional context. It is not just a set of projects designed to reduce airside 
delays and improve safety. 

:?6 Council on Environmental Quality, 40 CFR Part 1502.1 
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G.2 Peak Hour Pricing 

Congestion pricing, peak-period pricing and techniques that base landing fees on 
functional categories relating to operations (landing or take-offs, weight ( or size) of 
aircraft, and capacity to meet peak period demand could be particularly useful in 
reducing delays. The basic assumption was made that peak period pricing needed to 
be revenue neutral, pertaining only to airfield revenue and airfield costs at Logan. 
This assumption resulted in impacts to airlines that operate small aircraft only. Should 
airfield costs to develop capacity enhancement supporting Logan (i.e., an alternate 
airport) be allowed. then the results would have an affect on larger aircraft and the 
results would provide additional delay reduction. 

A properly-designed and implemented form of congestion pricing, among the 
alternatives under consideration. will afford a great degree of delay reduction at 
Logan, for a given investment. Massport's previous experience with regulatory 
challenges in implementing a demand management technique has affected the 
assumptions of the model developed. 

Consideration should be given to a quite different approach to addressing the 
efficiency of Logan Airport during peak operating periods and in carrying out its 
primary mission. In a simple fonn, the mission of the airport might be defined as "the 
accommodation of as many passengers as feasible under existing conditions with a 
minimum of delay" with �ome stated commitments to minimizing impacts of 
operations. The measure of efficiency presentiy used by Massport and the FAA 
relates to _numbers of aircraft operations handled in specific periods (i.e., per hour)� 
and th� hours of delay experienced in handling those operations. Massport's efforts 
have focused on operational and facility expansion approaches to increase the capacity 
for total aircraft operations under restrictive conditions. Refer to Appendix Cf or 
additional discussion of alternative approaches to peak hour pricing. 

If the aircraft passenger is identified as the "unit of concern" in the airport's primary 
mission. the fundamental measure of efficiency and the principal objective of the 
airport would be to maximize the number of passengers transiting the airfield per 
hour. If maximizing the throughput of passengers was the dominant objective of the 
management and operatior. of the aitport facilities under the central ofMassport, the 
measures considered might differ from the current models. 

One approach might be to use the hourly integral of aircraft type/seat capacity 
adjusted by the current or projected average load factor for each aircraft type and 
operator or route. To maximize facility efficiency and to provide the maximum 
feasible throughput of passengers during critical periods, Massport could through 
defined mechanisms encourage or give preference to the use of its facilities under its 
control (i.e., gates, hold rooms, terminals) during critical periods by aircraft and 
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operators providing service to the greatest number of passengers. Massport would 
apply this approach through lease tenns and operating agreements with its lessees and 
aircraft operators. 

Massport's model for peak hour pricing has chosen too narrow a definition of the 
regulatory criteria it must meet to establish a peak hour pricing structure. It also has 
chosen a higher operational threshold (115 operations) which underestimates the 
delay reduction capabilities of peak hour pricing. 

Massport chose varying data information, both J 993 and 1995 ilig.llt srbedwes) for 
modeling the peak hour pricing simulations. Massport has again, chosen the input of 
information wrucn wiii provtcie the output it expects. 

The option of utilizing "costing" (including peak period pricing) approaches for the 
purpose of delay reduction should be retained. It should be the first option selected 
for implementation. as a non-capital intensive. adjustable measure to move toward a 
goal. 

G.3 Other Alternatives 

A shift away from air travel through reliance on other means of travel or 
communication is essential Vigorous measures to foster and encourage this shift 
should be �nde:1r.ken by Staie government in cooperation with Amtrak and 
tel ecomrnunications providers. 

High .. speed rail in the Northeast Corridor and telecommunications as a substitute for 
business travel is briefly explored in the DEIS/DEIR. Should energy cost and 
availability become a much more significant factor in the cost of air travel. these 
measures would become increasingly attractive and effective to divert Logan 
passenger load. Neither is effective in absorbing vacation travel demand. which 
particularly contributes to peak-period loading. 

Massport has worked to reduce automobile travel to and from Logan Airport by 
providing and encouraging use of short-range mass transport. Rail and hus 
transportation could also replace some of the short-haul feeder/distributor traffic at 
Logan. Much cf this traffic in smaller aircraft is the most likely to be squeezed out 
as economic measures are applied to address future congestion at the airport. 
Furthermore, these smaller aircraft do not create significant community impacts. 
Their presence and operations are primarily a concern to Massport and the airlines as 
a significant factor in airfield and air space congestion and as a factor in creating 
equity of access among passengers. 
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H. Benefit-Cost Analysis

The development of the preferred alternative is anticipated to cost over $60 million
(presumably in 1998 dollars although this infonnation is not provided in Table 6.7-2)
plus planning. engineering, and resident inspection fees likely adding at least an
additional 30% to the construction for a total project cost of around $80 million. No
indication of how the project is to be financed is provided in the DEIS/DEIR
document. This infonnation should be discussed as it may be relevant to the
alternative selection.

FAA iegisiation requires that airport sponsors conduct a benefit-cost analysis for
capacity-related airport projects. particularly when the sponsor anticipates the need
for $5 million or more in Airport Improvement Program discretionary grants, or any
capacity project for which an letter on intent is sought.27 Table 8.8-1 does not include
the benefit-cost analysis as part of the anticipated permits and approvals required by
the FAA. This is obviously a critical oversight since the valuation of both benefits and
costs including dis-benefits to affect communities that provide the economic
justification of this project is also missing from the DEIS/DEIR.

Massport indicates there are environmental benefits with implementation of the
various alternatives. However, there is no economic analysis of the noise impacts
regarding the various alternatives. Massport fhould be required to identify the
specific dis-benefits for the ':arious a!iematives 1 •roposed as stated in the following
FAA-APO document21

: "Noise Reduction - The provision of air transportation
services. generates noise which imposes costs or dis-benefits on those who are
subje9ted to this noise. Government investments which promote aviation may have
the accompanying effect of increasing aircraft noise. Government activities have been
undertaken to reduce aircraft-generated noise. The benefits of noise mitigation
activities are the reductions in noise-produced costs which the activities achieve.
These noise related costs and benefits should be addressed in economic analyses of 
activities which resalt in increases or decreases in aircraft noise. Although it is 
possible to establish a conceptual framework which correctly measures the social cost
of aircraft noise, deriving empirical estimates for such a framework is a difficult
undertaking requiring numerous assumptions and estimation compromises."

r: FAA, Office of Aviation Policy and Plans "FAA Airport Benefit-Cost Analysis Guidance". June, 1997, page 

28 F AA-AP0-98-4, "Economic Analysis of Investment and Regulatory Decisions - Revised Guide", Chapter 3, 
"Benefit Estimation", e-1 "Noise Reduction", page 3-20. 
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I. 

li 

Airfield Layout & Utilization 

R/W 14/32 Layout Options 

The selected preferred layout option for "unidirectional" Runway 14/32 is Option C .  
(See page 3-28.) Option C i s  a 5.000-foot runway shifted slightly to the southeast 
along the centerline so that a small portion of the approach runway safety area is over 
water (rather than filling or creating a deck (Option B)). This will require a 
"Modification of Conditions" by the FAA The discussion of this as a feasible option 
did not include a discussion of aborted takeoffs in the J 4 dire-etJo!'.., am! ,1:'hethe:- !he 
reduced safety overrun would be approvable under that scenario. If the runway 
cannot be so shifieci, up1ion A or a sooner runway would be the only viable option. 
Option A has a significant impact on Hyatt parking, as it would require a substantial 
reduction in that parking for which there appears to be no alternative. If this project 
is to proceed to the Final EIS/EIR. stage, there should be a detennination by FAA that 
Option C will be permitted. 

The DEIS/DEIR refers to a crosswind being a determining factor in runway 
availability. A statement is made (on Page 3-7) that" ... runways at Logan are only 
available if there is a tailwind ofless than seven knots and a crosswind ofless than 20 
knots."" This statement is inaccurate since the criteria is "a crosswind component of 
20 knots" as the determining factor. A wind at a 45 degree angle across a runway at 
a�proximately 10 knots can equate to approximateiy an j 6 kn0t crosswind. Other 
contributing causes to a crosswind being a factor for runway selection are air line 
regulations, pilot proficiency and preferences, and aircraft types and capabilities. 

I.2 Taxiway Improvements 

1.3 

The summary of advantages cited for the Centerfield Taxiway (page 3-29) supports 
the community concern that the presence of the Centerfield Taxiway will make the use 
of the 4/22 runway combinations more attractive and therefore will tend to strengthen 
the bias of the tower toward use of those runways. Not only would this operate 
contrary to the goal of shifting ope�ations from those runways, it would increase the 
tendency to stack aircraft in the northern section of the airfield. 

Modifications to Standards 

The preferred alternative recommendation does not state which runway option is 
being recommended. If as page 3-28 indicates, Option C is the preferred layout 
option for the runway, then it is critical to note that this option would require a 
modification to standard from the FAA regarding the runway safety area. 
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The discussion of Option C does not evaluate the potential of declared distances or 
displaced thresholds in lieu of requesting a modification to standard. Option C would 
require a modification to standards for: 

* Penetration of FAR Part 77 for Harborside Drive
* Penetration of FAR Part 77 Transition Surface for Hyatt and Buildings 56&57
• Part of the Runway Safety Area is over the water

1.4 Aircraft Type Proposed to Use Runway 14-32 

In Section 1.2.2.4 (page 3-24), there is a Vf!TY brief discussion of the type and size of 
aircraft that will typically use the proposed new runway compared to the aircraft of 
maximum size that could use the runway. The aircraft mix projected to use Runway 
14/32 that was used in the noise analyses should be stated. and justified. If the mix 
so used excludes certain aircraft based on landing or takeoff requirements this should 
be stated. If the mix so used includes a lesser proportion of certain other aircraft than 
does the Logan fleet mix this should be stated and justified. 

The justification on Page 3-24, that only regional and commuter aircraft will use the 
runway is not consistent with the Airport Design Category (ARC) selected for the 
Runway which is C-11129

• C-m aircraftlO include the following: 

• 

• 

* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

1.5 Procedures 

Airbus A-320-1000

BAC 111-200� -300. -400 & -475 
Boeing 727-100 & -200

Boeing  737-100. -200. -300. -400 & -500

Fokker F-28-3000 & -4000

:MDC DC-9-10. -15. -20. -30. -40 & -50

:MDC DC-9-80 & -82

Page 3-12 indicates that the approac� procedure is to be a non-precision approach for 
proposed Runway 14/32. Hov:ever. page 3-14 indicate� tfut future use of a Global 
Positioning System could req�fre a 1,000 ft wide primary surface. J:his 1,000 ft 
primary surface would be requi:-ed for a precision instrument approach. Page 3-24

indicates that NA V AIDS for Runway 32 will consist of a localizer and glide slope for 
precision guidance. This is in direct conflict with the statement on Page 3-12

indicating a non-precision approach. It appears that Massport is presenting the 

29 DEIS/DEIR. Page 3-11 

3
° FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13CHG4, Appaidix 13
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proposed runway as a non-precision runway used only by commuter aircraft. 
However. it is obvious that long-range plans include precision instrument capabilities 
and operations by a variety oflarge jet aircraft. 

The DEIS/DEIR should clarify _both the short and long term NA V AIDS being 
considered for the proposed runway. Deviations to standard should be included for 
the long term NAV AIDS with precision instrument capabilities (either ILS or GPS 
equipment) to illustrate the long term implication of the runway. As stated in 40 CFR
Part 1502 E:1v-i:':::..�e�!z! !�p2�! Statements regarding unavailable information31 : "If 
the information relevant to adverse impacts is essential tc a reasoned choice among 
alternatives and is not known and the overall costs of obtaining it are not exorbitani., 
the agency shall include the information in the environmental impact statement." This 
infonnation should be easily attainable by Massport. 

1.6 Uni-directional Runway 

11 

Under the Supreme Court decision in Griggs v. Allegheny County, 369 U.S. 84
(1962). proprietors of the airport are liable for aircraft noise damages resulting from 
operations from their airport since they planned the location of the airport and the 
direction and length of the runways. Because they are liable for airport noise as 
proprietors, airport O\J:ners have lirruted authority to determine the "permissible level 
of noise'' of aircraft operations under their proprietary powers. Airport owners may 
not use this limited authority to interfere with Federal responsibilities for flight safety 
and efficiency. Thus. Massport cannot. as proprietor of the airport, ensure that 
proposed Runway 14-32 will be uni-directional. It is also important to note that they 
can: however. determine the "perrrussible level of noise" of aircraft operations. 

Future Use 

Although Massport states that Runway 14/32 will be built with a non-precision 
approac� their discussion shows that there may be the possibility of making this a 
precision approach. Massport further states that Runway 14/32 is to be equipped 
with an JLS localizer and glide-slope for instrument approaches. _The approach will 
be considered a non-precision approach due to higher weather minima for use of this 
runway. 

The proposed approach is to follow the precision guidance until approximately 450 
feet above the airport and then proceed visually to the runway. This altitude would 
be reached approximately one and one half miles from the runway. The approach for 
this runway is proposed to be similar to those for Runway 22L and Runway 27. To 
change this non-precision approach to a precision approach would require three 

ll Council on Environmental Quality, 40 CFR Part 1502.22 
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J.1

events. of which two are physical changes. One would require the modification of the 
runway to medium or high intensity lighting. the second construction of approach 
lights for Runway 32, and the third an EIS by the FAA to lower the minima on this 
runway. 

While precision approaches are not feasible for runways 22L and 27, they might be 
feasible for runway 32 with construction of a light pier similar to that on Runway 33L. 
If that were done. the runway combinations of arrivals on Runways 33L and 32, with 
departures on Runway 27, would become the highest capacity combination under IFR 
conditior.s. 

Preferred Alternative 

KeY Points 

The delay hours projected by Massport are the artifacts of its own model, and do not 
comport with the FAA's procedure for calculating delay at airports. In addition to 
calculating every minute of delay associated with every scheduled flight, it fails to take 
into account nonnal flight cancellation activities by airlines. Additionally, the FAA 
calculation and tabulation of delays at Logan over the last five years shows little 
change either year to year or as a trend. 

The r{;iection of peak period pricing by Massport ignores two factors: First, that the 
construction project itself may increase delays marginally during the five-year 
construction period. although Massport pledges to avoid that effect. Second, that by 
the time the project is fully implemented. any delay-reduction benefits it may afford 
will be overcome by the projected growth in air travel operations, and conditions will 
be no better than now. The peak period pricing option should be implemented 
immediately to gain its delay-reduction benefits throughout and beyond the 
construction period. Massport appears reluctant to adopt a program that could 
adversely impact Cape Air, but we believe legal ways can be found to avoid that 
impact. 

Layout Option C for Rur.'.vay 14/32 requires the FAA to issue a "Moqification of 
Standards." Should the FAA decline to do that, the possibility of constructing the 
runway, and/or the environmental impacts of constructing the runway, may change. 
These eventualities are not thoroughly explored in the DEIS/DEIR.

We believe there are adverse air quality impacts associated with constD,Iction of 
Runway 14/32 and the Centerfield Taxiway. 

Prepared by: Consultants to Community Adl•isory Committee to ftf assport Mardt 29, 1999 

85.247 

85.248 

85.249 

85.250 

85.251 



Review Comments on LogaJi Airsi.de Improvements Planning Project 55 
Draft Environmental Impaa Siaiement/Dra{i Environmen:.tl Impact Report (DEIS/DEIR> 

Residential "sound-proofing" does not fully mitigate the impacts of the increased 
overflights noise that would result from implementation of Alternative 1 or 
Alternative IA, especially in the East Boston/Chelsea/Everett flight corridor. 

The reduction in ground noise impacts claimed for Alternative I or Alternative I A are 
almost entirely associated with a projected reduction of use of Runways 4/22. As 
pointed out elsewhere in this report, that benefit is likely to be short-lived, as traffic 
grows and the FAA controllers respond to their primary imperative of maintaining 
airport capacity. Further, the Centerfield Taxiway is intended to improve the 
performance of those nmway�, sugge�.ing t�ey 2!'e !ikeJy to continue as the primary

runways. 

A major element of the proposal to mitigate impacts on the state-listed upland 
sandpiper. that of creation of a replacement habitat on Cape Cod. appears to ignore 
geography and is of questionable benefit. 

As stated above, we disagree with the recommendation to defer implementation of 
peak-period pricing. In fact, Massport does not commit to future implementation of 
peak-period pricing, should and when delay becomes a significant problem in its 
judgment. 

The commhment to maintain Runway 14/32 as a unidirectional runway is clearly 
reversible. Tnat. and the signal this project sends that Massport continues to be 
committed to expansion of Logan Airport, are the two greatest concerns of ihe 
surro�nding communities. 

Other Comments 

Massport is not including Alternate I as the preferred alternative which according to 
its own models provides the highest reduction in delay. Massport states that because 
of current conditions, � hour pricing is not included but is an administrative option 
that they can later implement. 

Because of the contrc;vcrs:cl r.::!'�:e �fthe peak hour pricing concept. Massport has 
recommended an alternative that does not include it. The selection of the preferred 
alternative responds solely to the current conditions and points out Massport's 
continued blindness to the long-term demand and capacity issues. 

Alternate No. 3 provides delay reduction without the build option. Alternate No. 2 
provides significant delay reduction allowing maximiz.ation of existing airfield capacity 
through the construction of a parallel taxiway. These two alternatives appear to be 
the most viable for the community. 
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According to 40 CFR Part 1502 Environmental Impact Statements regarding 
environmental consequences32

, the DEIS/DEIR must address the environmental 
consequences regarding the following "The discussion will include the environmental 
impacts of the alternatives including the proposed action, any adverse environmental 
effects which cannot be avoided should the proposal be implemented, the relationship 
between short-tenn uses of man's environment and the maintenance and enhancement 
of long-tenn productivity, and any irreversible or irretrievable commitments of 
resources which would be involved in the proposal should it be implemented. It shill 
include discussions of: .... (g) Urban quality, historic and cultural resources, and the 
design of the built environment ... • :be DEI&1DEIR 01scusses the preferred 
alternatives effect on historic districts but d('les not cc:::?..�ent c� the urban quality, or 
the design of the built environment. 

Massport and the FAA state "when dealing with an existing airport (such as Logan 
Airport) within an urban setting (such as metropolitan Boston), any change in 
operating conditions aimed at more equitably distributing noise impacts (here. in 
accordance with the PRAS goals) may result in some increase in noise at specific 
historic areas while at the same time decreasing noise at other historic areas. "33 

We state that changes to Logan's operating conditions are not more important than 
the cultural. historical and urban quality of life in the metropolitan Boston community. 
The external costs ("costs which third panies are involuntarily forced to bear as a 
consequence of the undertai'jng of an action by others"S-4) that the preferred 
alternative would impose on the Logan communities are substantial. These costs have 
not been adequately assessed in the DEIS/DEIR. Noise impacts on historic sites are 
but one example that was not adequately evaluated in the draft document. The long
term prospects are for further worsening the "quality of life" situation in the 
community. 

32 Council on Environmental Quality, 40 CFRPart 1502.16 

33 DEIS/DEIR Section 8.6.1.2 "Assessment of Impact" 

l4 F AA-AP0-98-4. "Economic Analysis of Investment and Regulatory Decisions -- Re\'ised Guide", Chapter 4, 
"Cost Estimation", Section Il.D, page 4-2. 
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Alternatives to Redure Delay at Boston Logan Airport 

Background 

This paper discusses several alternatives to reduce the current and forecasted aircraft delay at Boston 

Logan Airport. In considering alternatives for delay management and reduction at Boston Logan 

Airport, a multitude of options may be considered including those that are dependent on: 

+ airside development and expansion,

+ improvements to air navigation equipment,

+ intercity/corridor transport ground transportation alternatives,

+ improvements in communication industry,

+ using and expanding under-utilized airports,

+ improvements in airspace and approacrJdeparture management and procedures, and

+ demand management policies.

Addressing the Logan delay problem has long been the subject of various analysis. While most agree 

that a solution for airport capacity and delay problems must be beneficial for the majority, those 

named parties typically include the FM, the airlines, the airports, and the traveling public, rarely the 

general public, the neighbors of the airport and the communities surrounding the airport. 

Some of the alternatives proposed Ln this report may be implemented within a short-term time period. 

However, most of the proposed options require significant time for development and implementation. 

This fact alone supports immediate action to seriously pursue these alternatives to reduce delay at 

Boston Logan. 

Prepared by Co11sulta11ts to the Citizens Advisory Committee to Massport 
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Delay at an airport is caused by various reasons. The FAA groups delay causes into various 

categories 1 including delay due to:

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

weather, 
airport capacity of the landside (ability of the terminal to accommodate the 
passengers, meeters, and greeters in the terminal facilities including ticket counters, 
gates, and baggage handling facilities)f 

airport capacity of the airside (ability of the physical layout of airfield to 
accommodate the aircraft based on aircraft mix, wind, weathei, airspace control, and 
operational control), 
volume of traffic compared to the ability of air traffic controller to handle it, 
closed airfield pavements including down-time for maintenance or construction, 
availability or non-performance of navigational equipment, and 
other reasons . 

Adverse weather conditions are the principal uncontrollable factor intermittently reducing the 

achievable capacity of the airfield to a value below its theoretical physical capacity. Over-scheduling, 

shifting of scheduled operations from earlier periods because of prior delays or delays elsewhere, and 

unscheduled operations, can all result in circumstances where demand exceeds available capacity even 

in the absence of adverse weather. These and the other listed factors may all contribute to the gap, 

known as delay, created when the demand for the airport is greater than the capacity available. 

The FAA has lead recent effons in addressing the delay problem at all heavily congested airports 

including Boston Logan Airport. Exhibit 1 addresses various strategies considered by FAA to 

reduce the delay at Logan. The summary of the recommendations was developed as part of the 

"1993 Boston Logan Capacity Enhancer.1ent Plan". 

1 FAA, 1993 Aviation System Capacity Plan 

Prepared by Consultants to the Citizens Advisory Committee to Massport 
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Exhibit l 
Summary of Recommendations 

Boston Logan Capacity Enhancement Plan 
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In the capacity enhancement plans for the most congested airports, the FAA evaluated how each 

individual airport could operate more efficiently for the air traveling public. The FAA did not 

consider nor were they asked to address the broader question that investigates how to economically. 

effectively. and efficiently move people from place to place. 

As airports become more congested and individual airpc�s; can not keep pace with the demand, the 

answers to the capacity dilemn1a \1\-ill need l(. consider u�:tag a full range of multi-modal transportation 

methods. The need to remedy the capacity problem is not being solved with the incremental addition 

of more airside and landside facilities. Additional construction has not and will not solve the problem. 

Massport projects Logan's annual passenger demand is projected to grow from 24 million in 1993, 

to 29 million in 1999, and to the range of 37 to 45 million by 2010. Other�2 3 have projected

numbers in the low 30's by about 2010. Annual passenger loadings in even the mid-thirties likely 

exceed the effective capacity of the airfield. To address ihe ever-growing problem of delay by solely 

trying to increase airfield capacity by constructing additional pavement does not address the real issue 

of effectively and efficiently transporting people from place to place. 

The air transport industry is a part of the overall transportation system. Solutions to reducing delays 

must be a part of the entire system; not just incremental construction of more runways at delayed 

airports. Shifting of a large portion of the airport passenger growth to other transportation modes, 

to under-utilized airports or to using new technology in communications is critical lest the demand 

chokes the existing system. This shifting is p�rticularly re!ev2.nt w!.en the ieduction is evaluated as 

2 Strategic Assessment Report, Arthur D. Little for Massachusetts Aeronautics 
Commission, 1993 

3 "Does New England Need Another Airport?", Dawson, Michael, L.M. Dean, and J.R. 
Meyer, Harvard University, August 1995 
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part of a total delay reduction strategy for the entire air transportation system. 

It is time to consider an approach to address capacity constraints other than by solely building 

more runways. It should be especially noted that the airlines and passengers voluntarily 

schedule more flights in given periods than the airport can handle without delays, and the 

airport (with the federal government) allows this scheduling practice to continue.• 

The Logan Airside Feasibility Study indicates the current level of delay at Logan is about 80,000 total 

hours annually.5 Massport argues further that in 1999, with unidirectional runway 14/32 in operation, 

delay hours at Logan will be about 180,000 hours per year.6 A memo prepared by Massport's 

consuitants' which addresses cost of delay argues for a per-hour average cost of delay of about 

$3,100 per aircraft hour. Therefore, Massport's projection of the current cost of delay would seem 

to be about $250,000 annually, while the projection for the annual cost of delay at Logan in 1999, 

from Massport's figures, appears to be in the range of $550,000,000, increased slightly if 14/32 were 

not built. 

It appears, based on these numbers, that the air transportation system is now and will be imposing 

• Position Paper - Airport Capacity in the l 990s, Meeting the Challenge, Aviation
Systems Research Corporation, April, 1992 

' Logan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study - Phase I Report, Massachusetts Port 
Authority, Jason M. Cortell and Associates, Inc., Juiy 20, 1995, Table V-3 

6 Logan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study - Phase 1 Report, Massachusetts Port 
Authority, Jason M. Cortell and Associates, Inc., July 20, 1995, Table V-17 

7 Memorandum to Flavia Leo and Betty Desrosiers ofMassport from David Holland of 
SH& E memo on May 18, 1996 referencing "Cost of Delay" 
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a cost each year on the Boston metro and New England area ranging from a quarter of a billion 

dollars ( current) to over half a billion (near future) without counting the environmental, social, and 

other costs imposed on the area communities and residents. One might expect a significant concern 

with such costs. The somewhat surprising absence of a high level of complaint and of corrective 

actions suggests that as a whole society either does not perceive these "costs" or is inclined to �ccept 

and somehow compensate for them. 

Such costs do justify major actions to control and reduce them. The actions which can be most useful 

in this regard are those which enhance and develop alternatives to air travel. An annual investment 

of a significant portion of these "delay costs" in the development and promotion of the several 

alternatives suggested would produce large dividends. Some of these would be appreciated in the 

short term while others, such as full high-speed rail service in the Northeast Corridor with ready 

access, major enhancements of regional airports, and replacement of many of the smaller aircraft 

would take much longer. 

Of course, no one ,single entity or even a limited number of entities experiences these "costs". 

Seventy percent ($390 million annually for 1999) of the "costs", previously referenced by Massport's 

consultants, will be borne by passengers; of whom about 30 million are expected in 1999 (not all 

delayed) By contrast, the airline industry bears a much smaller share, projected to amount to around 

$ 150 million annually in 1999. 

A part of the problem, theref�rc iS hvw to support the costs of developing and implementing 

alternatives. Options might include additional "airport ticketing fees" levied on passengers, 

assessments against aircraft operators (in the form of increased and dedicated user fees), the proc��ds 

of "congestion fees", and general or special levies not directly linked to the air transport system. 

Prepared by Consultants to the Citizens Advisory Committee to Massport 
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Another part is how to allocate such funds among the several alternative modes of communication 

and transport which could serve to ameliorate the delay situation. A third part is the control of the 

funds and their expenditures. By contrast, decisions concerning responsibility for collecting such 

funds are simple. 

Massport is currently pursuing several options identified in the F AA's Boston Logan Capacity 

Enhancement Plan in the airside improvements planning project (including construction of a new 

commuter and jet uni-directional runway 14/32, a centerfield taxiway, other taxiway improvements, 

and administrative techniques). However, a review of the summary list from the Boston Logan 

Capacity Enhancement Plan may provide some insight into additional actions that may be considered 

by Massport in the future. 

A real-life example of FAA acting on the airport delay problem is the history of the high density rule 

(HDR). About 28 years ago) FAA esteblished restrictions on operations during peak hours at some 

of the nation's most _�ongested airports. While this paper does not advocate the introduction of

"slots" for Boston- Logan, this historical action does point out that airport capacity constraints can 

result in substantial political actions besides construction and expansion. A brief rustory of the HDR 

and a summary of a comprehensive review of this rule will provide some insight to the concerns over 

airport capacity and delay. 

High Density Rule! 

In 1968, the FAA established a regulation to address delay problems at five of the nation's busiest 

airports. The regulation, knovm as the High Density Rule (HDR) implemented in 1969 governed the 

1 Information on HDR Rule summarized from "A Report to Congress - A Study of the 
High Density Rule", USDOT, May 1995. 
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allocation of capacity at Chicago O'Hare, Washington National, New York area's: Kennedy, 

LaGuardia, and Newark airports (Newark was later exempted from the rule). 

The HDR allocates capacity at these four airports by imposing limits on the number of operations 

during certain periods ofthe day. A single operation, commonly called a "slot," is authorized by the 

Department of Transportation under the FAA for air carrier, c.omrnuter, and other types of 

operations. 

In 1968, rising flight demand, work slow-downs between FAA management and air traffic controllers, 

over-scheduling by the airlines, limited airport capacity and unlimited access by general aviation led 

to a determination by the air carriers, air travelers and the federal government that a short-term 

solution was needed to reduce congestion, thus the high density rule was implemented. 

For each airport, the rule imposes limitations or quotas on the number of slots allocated per hour (or 

half hour) for three classes of users: Air carriers, scheduled air taxis (regional carriers and 

commuters), and other operators (general aviation, charter operators, military, and other 

nonscheduled operators). 

After nearly 25 years in operation, a long term capacity solution was still not in-sight and the HDR 

rule was still in effect a_t these four airports. The r'Jle has evolved to change with the aviation industry 

environment as a result of the introduction of wide-body and jumbo jets, airline deregulation, airline 

mergers and acquisitions, bilateral agreements, g:�'Mh in international service, airline hubbing, and 

FAA flow control managemer.t. 

In 1993, the National Commission to Ensure a Strong Competitive Airline Industry urged a review 

of the HDR rule and gave consideration of lifting the operational restrictions. The Report to 

Prepar.ed-by Consultants to the Citizens Adwsory Committee to Massport 
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Congress on "A Study of the High Density Rule" as a response to the Industry Commission reported9
: 

•

• 

Changing the HDR will not affect air safety
While each of the four HDR airports has unique characteristics, eliminating or substantially
changing the HDR is likely to result in an increase in the number of airport operations. These
increased operations will carry both benefits and costs, including:
• Benefits to consumers in the form of new and expanded air services and reduction in

• 

• 

• 

• 

air fares,
Increase in revenue for e�ch airport as z. rew!! cf a !rge!" nu_rnber of operations�
A reduction in airline profits when fare premium presently charged at 3 of 4 HDR
airports is lost due to increased competition,
An increase in travel delay time and costs -- for consumers and airlines -- due to
increased "peaking" of demand in airport operations as users opt to fly at their most
desired times, and
A near-term increase in the size of the population affected by aircraft noises at each
airport.

The report also noted that "if lifting the HDR precipitates significant travel delays, consumers, 

airlines, and the airpom will be motivated to z.djust their behavior in response to market forces, as 

happens at non-HDR airports acrnss the U.S. Consumers, for instance, might elect to fly during "off

peak" hours, and �irlines could modify their flight schedules to mitigate increased delay costs." 

Relevant to Boston Logan is the discussion in the cited report on peaking, or as in the case of the 

HDR, changes in peaking It was noted "increased peaking has important potential consequences for 

noise impacts, delays and economic benefits. If more operations are concentrated into shorter periods 

of time, perceived noise, and therefore noise impacts, increase. 

Similarly, delays may be exacerbated by the concentration of operations in shorter time periods. At 

any given time an airport's capacity to process traffic on its airfield is fixed, depending on weather 

9 Excerpts from Executive Summary of "Report to the Congress: A Study of The High 
Density Rule", USDOT, May 1996 
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conditions and runway configurations. A higher concentration of operations is likely to cause longer 

queues of both arrivals and departures." 

One important reason that change to the rule was considered is the advances made in air traffic 

management. The F AA's traffic management system has changed dramatically since 1969 when the 

slot rule was implemented. Traffic management innovation and sophisticated technology �uipment 

has enhanced the efficiency of the air space system. 

The above cited comprehensive report on the High Density Rule, released by the U.S. Department 

of Transportation, concluded that the projected costs to consumers, airlines and communities of 

eliminating or modifying the rule currently outweigh the benefits, and that it would not be in the 

public interest to initiate a rulemaking on this issue. 

In this paper, a brief summary of some alternatives to more and more construction at Logan are 

introduced. Some of these concepts are an out-growth of a simple idea but complex to put into 

practice. The solutions require action on a local regional, and national basis so political support will 

need to be garnered to effectively solve the delay dilemma 

Airside Development and Expansion 

Since the concerns of expanding the airfield to squeeze what additional capacity there is left on the 

physical facility by constructing me:: yiiVert1t:nt for hmdings departing and taxiing aircraft is being 

pursued by Massport, this report will not address the alternatives of expanding the Logan airside to 

gain additional capacity. The current Massport proposals, were they to be allowed and implemented, 

represent the maximum feasible significant expansion of airfield pavement at Logan. 

PreptJ.red by Consultants to the Citizens Advisory Committee to Massport 
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There are significant obstacles to these proposed improvements including legal obstacles, 

environmental issues and the disapproval of citizens of communities in the Greater Boston area which 

are already impacted by noise, air pollution, and construction activities at Logan. 

!11Stead of building additional pavement, Massport needs to explore other options that might relieve

eristing and future airport delay at Logan. These larger scale issues may require action from various 

agencies going across state lines and focusing regionally or even nationally to find a soiution that 

looks at the larger problem of airport congestion. 

Improvements to Air Navigation and Equipment 

The FAA is currently working on several programs to enhance air traffic control, air navigation, and 

weather information that may be able to reduce future airport and airway congestion and delay. 

There are several types of emerging technologies that should help pilots navigate and land during iow 

or reduced visibilities. 10 

An Enhanced-Vision System (EVS) uses different types of sensing methods like forward-looking 

infrared and millimeter wave radar to allow the pilot to view the approach and objects that could be 

obscured due to weather or darkness such as hill, towers, or other objects which could be a hazard 

to air navigation. Synthetic-Vision System (SYS) is enhanced EVS using information included in a 

data base regarding the terrain and runway. SYS information would be displayed "in front" of the 

pilot through the use of a head-up dispiay. 

10 J. Glen Moore cited by CRS Report for Congress: Airport Congestion: Background
and Some Policy Options, �tephen J. Thompson, May 20, 1994 
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A head-up display (HUD) of an enhanced-vision system (EVS) or synthetic vision system (SVS) is 

a tool being developed that allows the pilot to see the runway better through a pull-down piece of 

equipment located in front of the pilot. The HUD allows the pilot to view the approaching runway 

in natural light without the need to move his head or adjust his vision from far-sight to short-sight to 

observe the EVS or SVS display. 

While certainly adding to safety considerations during any IFR approach procedure, these emerging 

technologies may be able to ultimately provide reduced minimums for certain approach 

configurations; thus allowing additional operations to occur in poor weather conditions than are 

presently feasible. These improvements may have a significant impact on reducing weather-related 

delays. 

The Global Positioning System (GPS) now jointly operated by the U.S. Department of Defense and 

the U.S. Department of Transportation is highly likeiy to make precis:cn instrument approaches 

available to many runway ends where no physicai obstacles exist. It is the F AA's intention to provide 

new approaches using GPS instead of the traditional Instrument Landing System (ILS) presently in 

wide use. 

The cost of GPS equipment supplemented by some ground equipment is significantly less than [LS. 

The data received from this system of earth-stationary and earth-orbiting satellites would allow pilots

to determine the latitude, longitude, and altitude of their aircraft to precision level standards. 

Already GPS is widely being used as a nonRprecision approach at aii carrier and general aviation 

airports. FAA is currently testing its usage for precision instrument capabilities. The FAA is hopeful 

that GPS can increase airport capacity because it will allow for the implementation of additional 

instrument approaches, giving air traffic controllers more options to route traffic into the airport. 
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One cautionary note regarding the advent and usage of GPS is the shifting of the operational patterns 

which may occur because of the greater airfield operational flexibility. Massport is urged to

coordinate implementation of new GPS approaches with the community so that noise, frequency of 

operations, odor, and other concerns of the community can be carefully considered in the choice 

of runway approaches and runway priorities. 

Intercity/Corridor Transport Ground Transportation Alternativts 

Providing alternatives to air transportation by focusing on improvements in ground transportation 

including rail and transit systems could reduce the need for new airport capacity. If ground 

transportation options were more convenient and competitive for traditional air travelers, these 

transportation modes could present a viable alternative to congested airports for travel in corridors 

where these modes are available. 

Setting regional and national policies to promote better ground transportation alternatives and new 

technologies such as high speed rail, magnetically levitated trains, and other related technologies must 

be a priority to reduce airport congestion. In a congressional research service report it was noted that 

"Public policies regarding ground transportation a lternatives, a'ld related emerging technologies, 

might be able to significantly reduce future airport congestion and delays, at least in some corridors 

such as Boston to Washington, D.C.".11 

According to the F AN

s 1993 Aviation System Capacity Plan, nine of the 3 3 airports anticipated by 

to be "congested" by 2000 (exceeding over 20,000 hours of delay) lie along the Atlantic Seaboard 

between Washington, D.C. and Boston. These airports include the following: 

ll Congressional Research Service, The Library of Congress, "Airport Congestion: 
Backgroun� and Some Policy Options", Stephen J. Thompso�, May 20, 1994 
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BDL 
BOS 
BWI 
DCA 
EWR 
IAD 
JFK 
LGA 
PHL 

Windsor Locks, CT 
Boston, MA 
Baltimore Washington, l\ID 
Washington National, VA 
Newark, NJ 
Washington Dulles, VA 
New York Jchr. F. Kenr1edy, NY 
New York LaGuardia� NY 
Philadelphia, PA 

The ability to provide alternate modes of transportation rather than air travel will be crucial to the 

entire eastern coast. The currently-programmed improvements (electrification) to the railroad 

corridor bet\Veen New York City and Boston should provide an increase in service frequency and a 

reduction in rail time travel to about three hours, city to city. Better railroad travel time and increased 

frequency should lead to a shift to rail transportation between these two cities. The Harvard 

University paper previously cited projects a shift from air to rail of about one million passengers 

annually in 2010, about three percent ofproj�ed demand at tnat time. Others who have studied the 

issue are in general agreement with this estimate. 

Unfortunately, further significant improvements, such as "mag-lev" trains operating in the 150-200 

mile per bur range on new rights of way could cost as much as $20 to S 30 million per track mile, 

plus rolling stock. In addition, significant right of way and environmental obstacles would have to 

be surmounted. 

As an example of airport revenues being used to fund alternative transportation sources: New York's 

Governor George Pataki has recently outlined a plan that will eventually link J. F. Kennedy Airport 

to Pennsylvania Station in downtown New York. The Kennedy/Penn rail link would be funded as 

part of the "Master Links Transportation Plan" using $ 750 million in passenger facility charge 
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revenues, with the balance coming from the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey's capital 

funds. 12

It is recognized that alternatives to develop ground transportation modes is a national as well as 

regional issue. It is recommended that Massport actively pursue regional development of rail and 

bus capacity and capabiiity for the purposes of relieving future airport delay through enhanced 

Northeast Corridor surface transport, as well as enhanced surface transport to and from Logan. 

Massport should support and contribute funding/or these efforts. 

Improvements in Communications Industry 

Developing technologies including video conferencing, world-wide-web communications and other 

emerging communications industry improvements may indeed influence filture air transportation for 

business travelers. While the impacts of these communications enhancements are currently difficult 

to quantify, the if!1p�ovements could change the way of doing business, saving costs and expenses 

while providing economies in resources. This may facilitate a dramatic change in the way our society 

does business and travels to meet business needs. For example, satellite inter-active telecasts are now 

a regular feature of the information transfer programs of major professional groups. 

As airport delay increases, many business people may find it more effective to use these emerging 

techniques rather than to travei by air. This may be especially lrue of business travelers on one to two 

day trips. The air transportation industry, though hardly currently threatened by this communicati_ons 

technology, may find that this alternative may impact future travel forecasts. 

12 As cited in Airports, 1996 The McGraw-Hill Companies, May 7, 1996, page 180 
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Educating the business travelers to allow them to experience this new technology would provide a 

future resource to choose this option over air travel, reducing demand for limited airport capacity. 

It is not practical at this time to estimate the extent to which growth in demand for air travel might 

thereby be reduced. 

M�port should expose bus;ness travelers 10 the p01e11tial of these emerging technologies. These 

efforts should be cooperative with leading providers of electronic communications technology, with 

business groups and professional associations, and with universities. /11 addition to supporting 

marketing efforts, Massport should participate in the development of facilities and the enhancement 

of technologies. In both cases it should encourage participation by Airports Council International 

and similar groups. 

Using and Expanding Under-Utilized Airports 

Another alternative is to provide an air transportation system that allows further utilization of 

currently available !'Je� England region airports, instead of increasing the capacity of Logan. 

However, it was noted in a report prepared for Massport entitled Air Service Patterns in New 

England 13 that "unless there are significant changes in demand patterns, capacity, or ground access 

times at Logan., the regional airports are not expected to attract significant levels of traffic away from 

Logan Vvithin the immediate future." This report points out that over 70% of the total operations at 

Boston, Bradley, Providence, Portland, Ma.r,chester, Hyan.n.1s, Nantucket, and Worcester airports 

were recorded at the seven smaller airports. However, these seven regional airports account for only 

13 LOGIC - "Air Service Patterns in New England", prepared for the Massachusetts Port 
Authority by Flight Transportation Associates, Inc. subconsultant to Frederick R. Harris, Inc., 
February 8, 1993, page 41 
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30% of the enplanements. Thus, Logan accommodated 70% of the enplaned passengers with only 

30% of the operations. The report recognized two types of regional airports, including: 

■

■ 

Type A

TypeB

those who have established air carrier services parallel to Logan, and 

those that serve primarily as commuter feeders to Logan. 

The report indicates that the "larger regional airports experience sufficient demand to provide origin

destination services for their respective market areas. Although some destinations can only be 

reached through connections at Logan or other major cities." Further, "The role of Boston or New 

York as a hub has become less significant for those regional airports which have attracted sufficient 

demand to establish services beyond the most important markets." This suggests that as the 

regional airports develop more mature markets and additional air service the demand for 

hubbing activities at Logan may be reduced. 

In order to decrease d�lays at Logan, it will be necessary for more Type B airports who are commuter 

feeders to Logan to provide "stand-alone" air service from their omi regional facility. In addition, 

the larger regional, Type A airports must expand their market base to reduce their connection 

requirements with Logan. Expansion of these regional airports is an· on-going process, and much has 

been or is being done. Airside, landside, and terminal construction will be an important element in 

allowing these facilities to become poised to expand their air service. The Air Service Patterns in 

New England Study indicated that all the regional airports could accommodate "very significant 

expansions in passenger handiing capabiiity" and many of the airports have already completed 

terminal expansion projects. However, that report further stated airside expansions including new 

runways would be difficult to accomplish due to environmental constraints. 
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This cited report suggests that because of the continued congestion surrounding Logan, both from 

an airport delay standpoint and a ground access problem, that passengers will voluntarily choose 

other alternative airports for service. It was recognized though, that these regional airports have a 

tough time competing with Logan for frequency, international activity, and market competitiveness 

for fare prices. 

Since many agree that help for delay increases at Logan can come from the further development of 

the regional airports and establishing a market base for these under utilized airports, the key to the 

solution will be to identify what specifically can be done to set up additional air services at these 

regional airports. 

An Air Passenger Service Study on New England's Regional Airports1' identified that "each of the 

regional airports has some service underdevelopment and could viably support additional jet service". 

It was noted that of the eight regional study airports analyzed, Portland, Manchester, Worcester and 

Providence are the most impacted by Logan in terms of service area traffic using another airport. 

Hartford and New.Haven were identified as being related to the New York airports in terms of traffic 

diversion. Burlington and Bangor airport service areas were identified as autonomous. 

From the noted passenger survey, the fare survey at the regional airports noted that the air fares are 

generally higher at the regional airports relative to Boston or New York although not in all markets. 

The most significant differences in fares tended to be in the shorter haul business travel markets to 

New York, Washington and PlijladeJphia. �!:mstop fiignts at the regional airports generally have 

higher fares than connecting services. 

14 New England Regional Airports Air Passenger Service Study, Phase I Summary 
Report, prepared by New England Council, Hoyle, Tanner Associates, Kramer Associates, 
SH&E, Inc, November, 1995. 
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If profitability to the airlines is the only factor that will establish convenience to passengers and 

minimize Logan's demand, it will be necessary to look toward ways to attract service, provide 

incentive packages, and make deals with the �ers to establish the service that will serve the overall 

public interest not just the airlines. 

The cited passenger survey recommended a strategy of iciemifying opportunities for fare parity to 

local carriers and demonstrating that fare reductions will be offset by increased revenues. lt was 

noted that because "regional carriers have fewer seats to sell, the chances of obtaining fare parity are 

enhanced where there is the most jet service". 

All agree that there is no simple solution to change the way airlines do business. However, the idea 

that the passenger will eventually re-shape the scheduling of the airlines does not appear to be a viable 

approach, either for the short or long time-frame. The distribution of traffic between the regional 

airports and Logan has remained fairly constant. Thus. the pressure from market forces has not 

induced any substantial changes in the way the regional air service market in New England is 

operating. 

One specific need which has been identified is to substantially improve ground access to the 

Worcester airport, to overcome one of the major impediments to its marketing and use. This should 

be a responsibility of the Massachusetts Highway Department. Reconsideration of the role of 

Hanscom Field has also been urged, coupled with an enhanced ground link between Hanscom and 

Logan. A joint effort ofMassport and the Massachusetts Executive Office of Environmentai Affairs 

would be needed. 

It is time to take some measures to induce those changes. It is recommended that Massport step-up 

their existing activities to promote the development of the other New England Airports. Massport's 
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participation in the New England Council Study is a beginning which has provided marketing .. 

assistance and technical services to specific regional airports. Follow-on efforts to marketing regional 

airports to air carriers, and to research and analyze traffic leakage should be fully supported by 

Massport. More aggressive tactics are needed to actively induce additional services to the regional 

airports. Massport, together with the other regional airports, should make regional airport market 

service expansion a priority. 

There are.financial constraims 011 the airports whose "logical service areas" abut Logan's. There 

are impedimems to Massport providing significant assistance to facilities in which it ha/iio "stake". 

Therefore, it is recommended that Massport pursue the acquisition of partial interest in those 

airports with the greatest potential to provide alternative sen,ice to Logan, with the view of a) 

making Massport resources available to those airports and b) diversifying M..issport's interests. 

Improvements in Airspace and Approach/Departure Management and Procedures 

A goal of the FAA'� traffic management function is to ensure that the number of aircraft in the air to 

any location and in any airspace does not exceed the personnel or equipment capability to handle 

these aircraft. To ensure attainment of that goal, the FAA will hold aircraft on the ground, and assign 

a departure time that limits the demand to a manageable number of aircraft at the destination airport. 

This "ground delay program" is a keystone of the modem traffic management system. 

For a given set of operating conditiori.S (winci, weather, runway configuration) with operational limits, 

the ground delay programs define specific departure times for flights to match the demand to the 

available capacity at an airport, or in a sector of enroute or tenninal airspace. 
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There are three types of ground delay programs currently in use: Select (selected flights, individual 

time assignment), general (fifteen minute block delay factors), and a combination of select and 

general. Other programs that are currently available to assist in the management of delay from an 

airspace perspective and to ensure operational safety include: 

• Preferred Routes
• National Route Program
• Managed Arrival Reservoir
• Limited Airborne Holding
• Special Event Programs
• Airport Reservation Office
• Sector Traffic Management Program
• Severe Weather Management
• Severe Weather Avoidance Plan
• Departure Flow Management
• En Route Flow Management
• En Route Spacing Program
• Miles-in-Trail and Altitude Restriction
• Arrival Flow Management
• Arrival Sequence Program
• Enhanced Traffic Management System
• Terminal Air Traffic Control Automation
• Airport Surface Traffic Automation
• Terminal Doppler Weather Radar
• Wind Shear Warning Systems
• Collision Avoidance Systems
• Precision Runway Monitoring System
• Global Positioning System

These improvements to the traffic managemeiit system have favorably affected delay at congested 

airports. Other programs to enhance Air Traffic Control facilities, programs, and processes will be 

a further step in making the air traffic system run as efficiently as possible - a key link in the 

transportation system. 
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An issue at Logan is whether the FAA can and will be proactive in concert with Massport to further 

reduce delay� moving beyond its apparent support of the airfield improvements project. For example, 

might the FAA expand and enhance its implementation of selected elements of the above measures 

to influence the scheduling practices of air carriers? 

Additionally, it is recommencied that Massport enhance electronic navigational aid in the foUowing 

ways: 

• 

• 
• 

Provide precision instrument equipment (GPS or CAT II ILS) on Runway 33L 
Implement Parallel/LOA Point in Space Approaches to Runway 4L 
Install the following systems as developed: 

◊ Wake Vortex Avoidance System
◊ Vortex Advisory System
◊ Global Positioning System on all candidate runways
◊ Precision Runway Monitoring Radar System

With the full electronic navigational aid upgrades, an Enhanced Preferentia! Runway Advisory System 

can be developed that wili reduce delay at Boston Logan Airport while also reducing impacts. 

Massport, in conjw;ction with the FAA, should implement new traffic management Jystems that work 

with the goals of the commumty to reduce noise and congestion. /11 addition, work should continue 

to q11a111ify the benefits that improvements in airspace, approach and departure management and 

procedures_ can have in reducing delays at Logan 
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Demand Management Policies 

The establishment of congestion fees, or peak-period pricing, in which such fees would charged for 

use during peak hours would have the objective of shifting some aircraft operations to other times 

of the day or week, thereby lessening the number of operations during the peak. Using peak period 

pricing to improve the airport's capacity during periods on congestion and delay is favored as a tool 

by many economists. 15 

A goal of charging additional fees at Logan during peak hours is to induce a shift in the aircraft 

operations during the existing peak time period to less congested hours of the day and days of the 

week. The result would be to reduce the delay during peak-hour operations. 

Another goal of congestion fee pricing would be to encourage the airlines to expand services at other 

under-uti.lize<l airports. Could the peak-hour pricing revenue to be used to promote airline expansions 

into these other market areas? 

An example of a demand management policy is an action of the Port Authority of New York and 

New Jersey which operates LaGuardia, John F. Kennedy, and Newark Airports. In 1968, the Port 

Authority raised the minimum landing fee for aircraft during peak hours by a factor of 5, while 

keeping the off-peak fee the same. Peak-hour surcharges produced significant beneficial results at 

all three of these airports. 

15 "It may be possible to say with considerable confidence that use of the facility with a
congestion toll, although not globally optimal, would be more efficient than use without the toll." 
In Alan Carlin and R.E. Park, "Marginal Cost Pricing of Airport Runway Capacity", American 
Economic Review, Vol. 60, June 1970, pp. 310-319, at p. 310 as cited from CRS Report for 
Congress, Airport Congestion: Background and Some Policy Options, Stephen J. Thompson, 
May 20, 1994 
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The Pon Authority's congestion fee was challenged in a court suit, and was up-held by the court as 

follows: 

"The United States District Court found in favor of the Port Authority, ruling that the 
defendants were justified in distinguishing different classes of aircraft on the grounds of safety 
and efficient use of landing facilities. The court further recognized that the fee was meant to 
induce aircraft operator to use other times of the day or other facilities. " 16 

The Port Authority continues the policy of using peak hour pricing at all three of the metropolitan 

New York airports although the peak-hour fees have not substantially changed since their initial 

implementation. The result of the low price fee surcharge limits the effectiveness for significantly 

shifting operations during the peak period. 

In 1988, Massport instituted a management pricing program at Logan entitled PACE which based 

its landing fees both on the weight and the operations of the aircraft where previously the landing fees 

were based (as is traditional) only on weight. The PACE program succeeded in reducing the number 

of smaller planes by this pricing program. Lo gar. L-lcreased it:i on-time performance record during 

this period. 

16 U.S. Congress, Congressional Budget Office, Paying for Highways, Airways and 
Waterways: How Can Users be Charged?, Report Number ISBN 0-16-03797-7, May 1992, 
Washington, D.C. U.S. Government Printing Office, 75 p., at p.24 as cited by CRS Report for 
Congress: Airport Congestion: Background and Some Policy Options, Stephen J. Thompson, 
May 20, 1994 
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The U.S. Department of Transportation disallowed this program17
, citing the PACE program as 

discriminatory pricing since it did not differentiate between congestion and non-congestion periods 

and the allocation of cost between weight and operations was found to be arbitrary. 11 (It is noted that 

Mass port plans the release of a study of the impacts of the PACE program for mid-summer 1996).

Because Logan has such frequent commuter services acting as a New Engiand hub for both code

sharing regional affiliates (typically a smaller airline which agrees to share similar functions like 

reservations, frequent flyer programs, gates, etc. with larger, name-recognized airlines) and smaller, 

independent airlines, the number of passengers on these aircraft are small but their frequency is high. 

As noted in one report 19 noted "More than 60 percent of regional flights at Logan are in aircraft with 

19 or fewer seats. Logan also has the highest overall percentage on non-jet aircraft operations at 

more than 50 percent and the smallest average aircraft size among major U.S. airports". 

This same report fyom the Transportation Research Board concluded that certain factors must be 

present for a peak period pricing program to offer tangible benefits at an airport. These include: 
•

• 

Regularly occurring, measurable congestion,
No external regulatory scheme that reduces market forces (i.e. slots),
Peak-period fleet mix sensitive to small fee changes,
Quantity of air service is available so as not to eliminate access to a particular
community.

17 The Boston Sunday Globe, "Small planes a big factor in airport congestion", Charles 
M. Sennott, April 14, 1996

11 Peak Hour Pricing at Logan Airport, Massachusetts Port Authority, April 1993

19 Transportation Research Board Record 1461, Peak Pricing As It Might Apply to 
Boston-Logan International Airport, Claire Barrett, Richard J. Murphy, Scott Lewis, Mark 
Drazen, Lynn Pearson, Amedeo R. Odoni, and William Hoffman 
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The TRB Report modelled the impact of a revised fee structure and resultant cancellations and flight 

srufts, predicting a reduction in delay hours at Logan and significant benefits. The effect on the air 

carriers shown in this model indicated that the three major code-sharing airlines (Delta, Northwest, 

and USAir) would be most affected by cancellations of flights. 

It was noted that "although these three major regionai airline systems would be affected, they and 

their code-sharing jet partners (and their passengers) also would be among the primary beneficiaries 

of the reduced congestion and delays at Logan". Obviously, one of the key goals of a demand 

management policy would be to encourage regional flights with fewer passengers to re-schedule 

activities in non-peak hours� thus, spreading out the use of the airfield to accommodate the demand 

and minimize the delay. 

Still another goal for a demand management policy would be to encourage the use of larger aircraft 

carrying more people while using reiativeiy the same operational time on the airfield. Eliminating or 

consolidating flights to provide higher ioad factors would maximize airline revenue, reduce 

operations, and pro,vide for delay reduction. Scheduling for flights and selection of aircraft size has 

traditionally been market driven. It is time to introduce other economic factors into the decision 

matrix. 

The public interest is a key concern in trying to get the greatest benefits with the existing system. 

Maximizing net benefits consistent with public interest considerations is particularly important at 

congested facilities, since acces!; �:.ist t.e lirnited in the interest of providing efficient operations. In 

domestic markets, flights using large jet aircraft tend to produce greater benefits than commuter or 

general aviation flights with smaller prop aircraft.20 Therefore, it makes sense to look at management 

20 "Report to the Congress: A Study of The High Density Rule", USDOT, May 1995, 
Chapter 7, Sub-Section: Reallocate Slot Pools Among User Groups, Page 111 
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techniques that will encourage usage of larger aircraft at Logan. Assisting the airlines in scheduling 

to maximize load factors in a manner which did not materially affect their competitive position, would 

not only be profitable for the airlines but wou_ld also reduce delay. 

Congestion pricing, peak-period pricing and techniques which base landing fees on functional 

categories relating to operations (ianding or take-offs, weight (or size) of aircraft, and capacity to 

meet peak period demand will be particularly useful in reducing delays. 

The models which have been previously performed on peak period pricing scenarios have shown that 

this management technique can produce tangible benefits in reduction of delays. This type of 

management technique allows for better utilization of the airfield over time while encouraging 

additional development of under-utilized airports. It has advantages of negligible initial capital costs 

for all participants, offlexibility and specificity in design, in phasing-in to allow optimum "adjustment" 

periods for affected carriers, and in the ability to be readily revised as conditions warrant. 

A properly-desig!led and implemented form of congestion pricing, among the alternatives under 

consideration, will afford the greatest degree of delay reduction at Logan, for a given investment� and 

overall has the greatest potential for benefit. It must be recognized, however, that the operations 

profile at Logan is comparatively rather flat, and thus the extent to which flights can be rescheduled 

from peak hours to non-peak hours in response to fee changes is limited. The greatest benefit will 

likely come from consolidation of flights, thus increasing load factors. 

Obviously Massport has previously experienced some regulatory and political challenges in 

implementing a demand management technique. Peak period pricing is currently being evaluated as 

an altemafr1e in the Environmental Impact Statement and Environmental Impact Report being 

prepared for the Logan Airside Improvement Planning Project. 
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Consideration should also be given to a quite different approach to addressing the efficiency of Logan 

Airport during peak operating periods and in carrying out its primary mission. In a simplistic form, 

the mission of the airport might be defined as "the accommodation of as many passengers as feasible 

under existing conditions with a minimum of delay" with some stated commitments to minimizing 

impacts of operations. 

The measure of efficiency presently used by Massport and the FAA relate to numbers of aircraft 

operations handled in specific periods (i.e. per hour)� and the hours of delay experienced in handling 

those operations Massport's efforts have focused on operational and facility expansion approaches 

to increase the capacity for total aircraft operations under restrictive conditions (i.e., when use of 

Runway 15/33 is required, or when visibility is restricted). 

However, if the aircraft passenger is identified as the "unit of concern" in the airport's primary 

mission, the fundamental measure of efficiency and the principal objective of the airport would be to 

maximize the number of passengers transiting the airfield per hour. If maximizing the throughput of 

passengers were t�e dominant objective of the management and operation of the airport facilities 

under the control of Massport, the measures considered might differ from the current proposals. 

Massport is already expanding the capacity and improving the efficiency of access roads, parking 

garages, and terminals, with the principal measure being the number of passengers able to be 

accommodated in an interval of time. 

One approach might be to use the hourly integral of aircraft type/seat capacity adjusted by the current 
.... : 

or projected average load factor for each aircraft type and operator or route. To maximize facility 

efficiency and to provide the maximum feasible throughput of passengers during critical periods, 

Massport could through defined mechanisms encourage or give preference to the use of its facilities 

under its control (i.e. gates, hold rooms, tenninals) during critical periods by aircraft and operators 
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providing service to the greatest number of passengers. Massport would apply this approach through 

lease terms and operating agreements with its lessees and aircraft operators. 

At some point in the future, Massport, the FAA, and other transportation officials will have to make 

a decision about mass public air transportation. If it is decided that "the good of the many outweigh 

the good of the few" for the use of limited physical facilities, then management techniques could be 

implemented that encourage larger aircraft users and higher Ioad factors. it is noted that the effects 

of these techniques may well have a larger impact on the regional carriers and lower load factor 

routes. In addition, an increase in the disturbance to neighbors to Logan may be effected since these 

techniques encourage use by larger aircraft. 

Massport is encouraged to develop congestion pricing, peak-period pricing and other delay 

management programs encouraging increases in load factors, more even distributions of operations 

throughout the day and expansion of airline services at regionai a,rporrs. Evaluation of specific 

strategies to manage demand should evaluate the impact oj the various fees established for the peak 

period pricing technique. Modelling should include a variety of price scenarios to determine the 

relationship between spreading demand to non-peak hours as well as shifting demand to other 

airports. 

Concluding Comments 

Efficient management of the existing airport facility, improvements to air navigation equipment and 

airspace control, uses of a!i modes o( transportation to transport people where they want to go, 

increased use of existing under-utilized airports by increased air service and frequency, and providing 

aggressive measures to manage the demand at the airport are all alternatives that will reduce the 

current and forecasted aircraft delay at Boston Logan Airport. 
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It is recognized that combinations of these alternatives will be necessary to address the growing delay 

concerns at Logan. Too much time has been spent trying to solve the problem by constructing more 

pavement. It is recommended that Massport focus substantial efforts (as are other airports) on 

implementing some of these alternatives to reduce delay at Boston Logan Airport. 

Specifically, Massport should establish some goals for shifting the demand at Logan by using or 

implementing other alternatives than airfield expansion. Some suggestions to consider would include: 

I. Establishing goals to gradually shift future demand at Logan to other transportation modes,

other airports, or communications techniques over a set time period including 5, 10, 15, and

20 year goals. This type of master planning technique will focus attention on shifting demand

to other avenues and will allow for a concentrated effort to recognize the growing delay

concern.

2. For each alternative, specifically target acfr...ities that Massport can develop that support each

of the goals. Establish time-frames in which these activities can be accomplished. Identify

obstacles including economic, political, and policies issues that may retard progress for each

alternative. Develop a strategy to overcome those obstacles.

3. Implement demand management policies that will augment the goals established. Document

their effectiveness and expand these polices to induce a shift in demand for Logan.

4. Measure and monitor the effectiveness of delay reduction for each alternative. Encourage

exploration of other alternatives as they develop over time.
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It is recommended that Mass port, the Department of Transportation, the Massachusetts Executive 

Office of Transportation and Construction, and the airline industry step further away from their 

traditional roles and responsibilities, and attempt to minimize the interference of self-interest, in order 

to cooperatively develop coordinated recommendations to senior legislative and executive bodies and 

commitments to funding and implementations. Otherwise, the future holds only increasing impacts, 

frustration, and costs� with the concomitant development of greater and opposing pressures for 

action. 
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DAVID STANDLEY, P.E. 
Consultant in Environmental Management 

To: Bernice Mader, Chair, MPA Logan Community Advisory Committee 
Subj: Logan odor issue 
Ref: .. Analysis of Odor Complaints at Logan Airport", KM Chng Report, March 1996 
Date: March 27, 1996 

I have reviewed the subject report, prepared by KMC for Massport (through Vanesse Hangen 
Brustlin Inc.), and have asked Myleen Leary to provide additional copies for you and the 
other members of the Consultant Team. KMC analyzed Massport odor complaint data ·for 
the years 1991-1994, and has produced a very interesting document. The purpose of this 
memo is to highlight the KMC findings and discuss the implications for the CAC review and 
response to the Airside Improvements Project. 

Sources of Odors: 

KMC reports that jet engine idling and low power taxiing are the operating conditions during 
which the greatest concentration of potentially odorous compounds are emitted, the cause 
being inefficient combustion. KMC a!so suggests that high-thrust operations (i.e., start of 
take-off roll) may produce significant amounts of odorous compounds even though 
combustion is relatively efficient, because large quantities of fuel are consumed. All of these 
operations are, of course, conducted at ground level. KMC also reports that considerable 
variation in discharge of odorous compounds occurs among aircraft and aircraft engines, 
attributable to differences in engine design and maintenance. 

1 agree 'With these conclusions. While a close look at the KMC data might suggest some 
odor impact of overflights, I feel the data is too limited to support any speculation in that 
regard. 

Period of Review and Sources of Data: 
The review period of the KMC study was the years 1991 through 1994. The source of 
complaint data was the records of the Massport Noise Complaint Line (which generate 
Aircraft Disturbance Reports}. Meteorological data was obtained from both the National 
Weather Service and the Massport ADRs. Runway use configurations associated with 
complaints were obtained from the ADRs. Other operational data was provided by Flight 
Transportation Associates. 

Factors Causally Associated with Complaints: 
KMC statistically analyzed the association between a number of factors which might be 
causally associated with the complaints received, and the complaint history. While a number 
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of factors were associated in time with specific complaints, the ones which appeared to be 
causal and explain the largest percentage of complaints were, in order of importance, 
• Ambient temperature-61-80° F
• Time of Day-7-10 a.m., 4-9 p.m.
• Critical wind direction/runway use combinations for the do'M'lwind location of interest

The "Ambient temperature" range is suggested by KMC to represent conditions maximizing 
outdoor activity and open windows. 
"Time of Day" appears to be a metric which both substitutes for and incorporates airfield 
activity and community activity, resuiiing in maximum exposure potential. Probably the most 
important activity factor is queuing of aircraft on taxiways (expl:cltly recognized by the 
community-FAA "agreement" to limit queuing of jets on TW November to five planes). 
These first two factors account for a majority of all complaints registered. 
The third factor accounts for the largest single group of complaints in a given neighborhood, 
as would be expected. 

1 ms some'Nhat surprised at the outset to read that wind speed, atmospheric stability and 
turbulence did not appear to be significant. On reflection, I would attribute that to the fact 
that the NWS measurements of those factors are "gross" and likely rather different from the 
conditions 'Nhich exist at ground level at the ends of operating runways; where pavement 
and water temperatures, and aircraft activity, may establish local conditions not measured by 
the available instrumentation. 

Number of Complaints: 

During the period considered by KMC, Massport received a total of 272 odor complaints 
through its Noise Complaint Line. (These are distinguished from those complaints which 
were about noise, but also mentioned odor as a source of irritation.) This is an average of 
slightly more than one complaint per week! I would consider this to be a rather low response 
rate to an odor source, in the absence of other factors. KMC further isolates the 
combinations of conditions likely to create odors in the neighborhoods around Logan, and 
finds such conditions occurring during about 10% of the total hours analyzed. Treating each 
complaint as an "incident" representative of one hour, KMC derives an overall "incidence 
frequency" of about 8%. In other words, during only about 8% of the time during which one 
might expect complaiiits ·vvBr& e;ornpiaints actuai1y registered through the Noise Complaint 
Line. KMC attempts to anaiyze the factors which might affect the response rate, and does so 
competently. Principal factors suggested by KMC as potentially influencing the "complaint 
rate" include physical factors (i.e., micro-meteorology) which would preclude significant 
concentrations of odorant in the presence of the analyzed factors predisposing to complaint; 
as well as factors affecting the predilection of residents to phone the Complaint Line. 

My observation is that these numbers are not consistent with the stress placed on odor 
concerns by residents of the communities immediately adjacent to Logan, both over the 
years in my experience and during the current ARC/CAC process. This requires discussion 
among the participants. 
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My concern is that Massport may interpret these numbers as indicative of a ,.de minimus"

problem 

Neighborhoods Principally Affected by Odors: 
KMC found that three neighborhoods were the principal origin of the complaints received 
during the four-year study period. These are Court Road in Winthrop (86), ·orient Heights" 
in East Boston (which I assume includes the Baysmter Street area) (71 ), and Pleasant 
Street in Winthrop (40). All other areas registered less than 20 complaints each over the 
study period, with Eagie Hiii, Jeffries Point, Harborview (all East Boston), and ,.Upper 
Winthrop" each registering in the 10,20 complaint range. 

I am surprised that the Jeffries Point and Eagle Hill areas seem not to be heavily impacted 
by odors generated by aircraft activity in the immediate vicinity of the terminals. OtherVvise, I 
think the findings, in terms of the areas most affected by odors from aircraft engine 
emissions, are consistent with logic and past representations by community representatives. 

Odor Response and Potential for Reduction of Odor Impacts: 
KMC correctly observes that human response to odor stimulus is non-linear; in fact it is 
logarithmic. That is, the relationship between the perceived odor intensity, ·r, and the 
concentration of odorant, ,.c·, is expressed as I = k (Ct where k is a constant and n is an 
exponent, both of varying magnitude but always positive. This yields a straight-line plot on 
log-log paper, with k establishing the intercept on the y-axis and n the slope of the line. (n is 
normally less than L1nity). Under the case where n = 0.7 (the uppermost of its usual range), a 
reduction of the concentration by a factor of ten 'NOUld change perceived odor intensity by a 
factor of about 5; in other words, the result is only about half the effort. Were n = 0.2 (the 
lower end of its usual range), the same reduction of the concentration by a factor of 1 O 'NOuld 
change the perceived odor intensity by only about 1/3; in other words, the result is less than 
5% of the effort. Typically, a change in odorant concentration must exceed about 20% to be 
generally detected as a change. 

A conclusion to be drawn from the above is that major reductions in source strength (aircraft 
engine emissions of odorous compounds in specific locations) v.111 be iequlred to effect 
perceptible improvement in odor impacts. Conversely, c.hanges in aircraft operating 
procedures and locations, as proposed in tr1e Airside Improvements Project, should not be 
expected to result in significant improvement. 

Of much greater potential odor impact is the projected increas� in aircraft operations at 
Logan over time. Without significant reduction in the rate and change in the nature of jet 
engine emissions, a 25% increase in operations would have two impacts readily detectable 
as increases in odors in the community. First, the concentration of odorous compounds 
'WOuld increase during those time periods when operations increased by such a percentage; 
and second, the time periods of intensive aircraft operations would be significantly extended 
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to accommodate the increase in operations (since the airfield is at or near capacity during 
peak hours now). 

Summary and Conclusions: 
KMC stresses that the problem of odor impacts on residents of the adjacent communities 
must be considered real and significant. I feel that the data supplied by Massport likely 
under-represents the scope and intensity o·f odor impacts because of a general tendency of 
the (relatively stable) population of the communities to (a) become disillusioned about the 
value of complaints, (b) utilize other methods and fora to express their concerns, and (c) to 
become somewhat desensitized or inured to this odor stimulus. It is impossible to judge 
whether different and more representative data might result from a different method of 
determining either or both community response or oder concentrations in the neighborhoods. 
However, I suggest Massport consider a trial implementation of a focused odor complaint 
survey project in one of the most impacted areas, over the coming summer season. 

Conversely, again, were a significant change in operating procedures or locations to expose 
a new population to jet engine odors, there would likely be a substantial increase in the 
number of complaints registered. The construction of RW 14/32, and its use by jet aircraft 
for a takeoff in the 14 direction, would result in a start-of-roll point moving about 2500 feet 
closer to Jeffries Point compared to takeoffs on RW 9. Jeffries Point would be downwind of 
such operations on a southeasterly wind. The effect of construction of the Centerfield 
Taxiway on odors in the Court Road and Pleasant St. areas cf Winthrop would be simiiar in 
manner but not in magnitude. The distance between these areas and the Centerfield TW 
would be about 2-3000 feet, compared to 3-4000 feet from TW November. These areas are 
and 'Nill continue to be impacted by operations involving RW 4R122L, which is about 1000 
feet from the backyards of houses on Court Road. 

The identification of the more impacted areas is consistent 'Nith other information, and 
intuitively correct; despite the relatively small number of registered complaints. 

The potantial odor impact changes which may be associated with the current Airfield 
Improvement Project are overshadowed by the potential odor impact changes associated 
with the growth of Logan operations, and the shift of commuter traffic from propeller to jet 
propulsion. 

David Standley, P.E., 
Consultant to the CAC 
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MASSPORT LOGAN COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

LOGAN AIRS/DE IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT 

EFFICIENCY OF UTILIZATION OF FACILIITIES DUR!NG PEAK PERIODS 

A DRAFT PROPOSAL FOR DISCUSSION 

May 24, 1996. 

The Consultant Team to the Logan CAC suggests consideration be given to addressing the 
efficiency of Logan Airport during peak operating periods, in carrying out its primary 
mission. We understand that mission to be the accommodation of as many passengers as 
feasible under the extant conditions with a minimum of delay. (There are, of course, 
modifiers to this mission expressed as commitments to minimizing impacts of operations; but 
discussion of those constraints is not the purpose of this paper.} 

Heretofore, the metrics of efficiency utilized by Massport and the FAA relate to numbers of 
aircraft operations handled in specific periods (i.e., per hour); and the hours of delay 
experienced in handling those operations. Their efforts have focused on operational and 
facility expansion approaches to increase the capacity for total aircraft operations under 
restrictive conditions (i.e., Vw'hen use of RunYJay 15/33 is required, or when visibility is 
restricted). 

We propose that the aircraft passenger is the "unit of concern" and the raison d'etre of the 
airport (with a bow to transport of parcels, not critical to this discussion). This, v--1e believe, is 
also the fundamental concern cf Massport, although it hgs not so expressed it to our 
knowledge. The expansions and modifications underway 2nd proposed by Massport its for 
terminals, garages, and other landside facilities, and the investments therein, are testimony 
in support of that assumption. It follows, therefore, that maximizing the throughput of 
passengers should be the dominant objective of the management and operation of the 
airport facilities under the control of Massport. 

Thus, we further propose the fundamental measure of efficiency and of attainment of the 
principal objective of the airport, be the number of passengers transiting the airfield per 
hour. The total would be derived as the sum of all passengers arriving at and departing 
from all gate and apron positions within the hour of concern. It is unnecessary and probably 



impracfr:� 1 to measure the comparable throughput of landside facilities {access roads, 
garage� �rminals). In any event (as noted) Massport is expanding the capacity and 
improvin; the efficiency of those facilities. with a principal measure being the number of 
passengers able to be accommodated in an interval of time. 

As a prospective planning and management tool, a surrogate for the measurement of the 
number of actual passengers transiting the airfield per interval must be established, of 
course. Our proposal is the hourly integral of aircraft type/seat capacity adjusted by the 
current or projected average load factor for each aircraft type and operator or route. 

Massport would apply this approach, the minimizing of costs to the user community. to 
its management of the facilities under its control terminals, hold rooms, gates, and aprons 
through lease terms and operating agree:ner.ts with :ts iessees and aircraft operators. To 
maximize facility efficiency, to provide maximum feasible throughput of passengers during 
critical periods, and thereby attain this objective, Massport would through those mechanisms 
encourage or give preference to the use of its facilities during critical periods by aircraft and 
operators providing service to the greatest number of passengers. A form of agreement for 
use of facilities is anticipated which would not cede full control at all times over a specific 
portion of Massport's property to a specific operator. 

The effect would be observed in the scheduling of operations by the aircraft operators and 
owners using Logan in response to the incentives and strictures that Massport elected to 
institute. No actions or decisions by the FAA or DOT would be required. The effects would 
not be immediate in most cases, since current iease terms would be respected for as Ieng as 
mandatory: but on the other hand, they do not need to be. 
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Code 

85.1 

85.2 

Topic 1 

Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Purpose and 
Need 

Topic 2 

MEPA, 
FAA/NEPA 

Delays 

Letter 85 
Community Advisory Committee 

Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 

Comment 

Massport for too long has been allowed to take a 
segmented approach to Logan's development, arguing that 
landside projects are designed to accommodate ground 
passenger handling; airside improvement projects are 
designed to accommodate aircraft handling; that neither 
generates traffic; and that Massport has no control over 
passenger and cargo growth. 

· The Airside Improvement Planning Program is a
short-range and limited response to a major concern about
long-term trends, future growth, and increasing impact.

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 
tenninal 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 Environmental Planning and Status Report 
(ESPR, fonnerly GEIR) process •�s 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." 

-➔--- -➔ - -·-

The Airside Project will provide immediate delay reduction 
benefits to Logan Airport users, and the delay savings will 
grow over time as passenger traffic increases. Although 
Massport only has jurisdiction over Logan Airport and 
Hanscom Field, and now operates Worcester Regional 
Airport, the agency has for years taken a leading role in 
supporting regional transportation initiatives and the 
development of alternate modes. In fact, since 1996, eight out 
of ten new air passengers in New England have used the 
regional airports rather t�an Logan Airport. Massport's 
support for regional transportation initiatives, its proposed 
PPP monitonng program, and the Preferred Alternative are 
part of Massport's long-term strategy for reducing delays at 
Logan Airport. 

Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 

85.3 

85.4 

85.5 

85.6 

Analysis Forecasts 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

Delay Model 

Analysis Base Year 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

Regional Cargo 
Transportation 

Comment 

Base year should be 1998 and planning period should 
extend to 2020. 

The FAA data on delays show that the delay situation at 
Logan has improved since 1993 and is essentially in 
equilibrium, as assessed by the FAA. 

The Airside delay model (DELA YSIM) used hourly weather 
observations from 1981 to 1990. Weather pattems have 
changed significantly within the last five years due to effects 
from El Nino and La Nina. A new 10-year average should be 
constructed and used. 

Item not specifically addressed in the DEIS/DEIR: 
Discussion of diversion to cargo to off-airport alternatives. 

Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

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. 

Current traffic trends at Logan Airport and the regional 
airports indicate that Logan Airport is not expected to reach 
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. 

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 equilibrium. 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. 

Comparative analysis of 1981 to 1990 weather with 1989 to 
1998 weather identifies no significant differences in statistical 
properties. 

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 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. 
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Code Topic 1 

85.7 

85.8 

85.9 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Transportation 

Topic 2 

Regional 
Airports 

Regional 
Airports 

Regional 
Airports 

Comment 
-r'--

·----

' Item not specifically addressed in the DEIS/DEIR: 
Considering the off-airport alternatives as a separate 
scenario. 

Response 

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 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. 

---------- -----------�------�- ------------

Item not specifically addressed in the DEIS/DEIR: Failure The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
to consider Hanscom Field in Bedford as a reliever airport DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 
for general aviation operations, origin/destination regional in the analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which 
non-jet traffic, and short-haul origin/destination jet traffic. 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 

Item not specifically addressed in the DEIS/DEIR: 
Considering the development of a second major airport, in 
discussion of environmental justice. 

New York LaGuardia 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 significant 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 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. 

Because the development of a second major airport would 
require ten to 15 years for site selection and environmental 
review in addition to a multi-year construction period, this 
option is not viewed as a solution to accommodating forecast 
demand over the next 20 years. Service developments at 
other surrounding airports, including Manchester, 
T.F. Green/Providence and Worcester Regional airports, 
preclude the need for a second major airport. 

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

Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 
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Code Topic 1 

85.10 Delay 

85.11 

85.12 

85.13 

Noise 

Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Delay 

Topic 2 

Model 

PRAS 

MEPA 

Model 

Comment 

Item not specifically addressed in the DEIS/DEIR: 
Detailing of the existing delay at Logan including delay 
derived directly from wind/weather and indirectly from 
delay at other airports. 

Item not specifically addressed in the DEIS/DEIR: 
Documentation of history of PRAS and problems 
implementing it. 

The Secretary of Environmental Affairs should determine 
that significant planning deficiencies exist in the 
DEIS/DEIR that must be addressed. The DEIS/DEIR 
should be found inadequate, and a new Draft document 
should be required. 

The proposed projects provide only limited and interim relief to 
whatever aircraft operating delays at Logan Airport are 
caused by or as a result of the airfield configuration. The delay 
problem as modeled and represented by Massport will get 
worse. 

Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 
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Response 

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 addresses delays from constraints at 
Logan Airport. Section 1.4 and Appendix C of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR also contains a detailed discussion l 
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. 

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. 

Section 4.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains a 
history of PRAS development and performance 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 Affairs on the 
DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 

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 20 15. 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 Topic 1 

85.14 

85.15 

85.16 

Regional 
Transportation 

Noise 

Alternatives 

Topic 2 

Regional 
Airports 

Fleet Mix 

Runway 14/32 

Comment 

There is no plan or program to deal with long-term growth 
at Logan. 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 most growth in, air traffic and passengers 
away from Logan. Major expansion of service and 
capacity of other airports must be undertaken. 

Massport should evaluate increase in "equivalent jet 
operations." 

Federal planning policy establishes that this project must be 
considered and evaluated as stimulating growth in aircraft 
operations at Logan directly, because of delay reducijon. 

Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Massport continuously engages in planning for Logan Airport 
through the GEIR process (now called the Logan Airport 1999 
Environmental Planning and Status Report, ESPR). The 
1994/95 GEIR, subsequent Annual Updates including the 
1999 ESPR, the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR all recognize the role that 
Logan Airport plays in the larger regional transportation 
context and acknowledge inter-city travel alternatives to 
Logan Airport. Furthermore, Massport and the FAA have 
taken the lead in promoting the development of regional 
airports as an alternative to Logan Airport. In 1995, the FAA 
and Massport co-sponsored the New England Regional 
Airports Air Service Study, which estimated the number of 
passengers that bypassed regional airports in favor of 
Logan Airport and recommended strategies for increasing 
regional airport air service levels and their attractiveness. 
FAA is sponsoring an upcoming New England Regional 
Airports System Study. Since 1996, there has been 
tremendous growth at the regional airports. In fact, eight out 
of ten new air travelers in New England have chosen the 
regional airports over Logan Airport. The regional airports are 
expected to accommodate an increasing share of the overall 
growth in air travel demand within the greater Boston area. 
This will provide some relief to Logan Airport. Nevertheless, 
the proposed 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. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of growth at the regional airports, 
including capital improvements and traffic growth. 

---- --·- - -- · - - -- ---- -----

Refer to Appendix C of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for 
equivalent jet operations by project alternative. 

-- - -

Implementation of the elements of the recommended 
Airside Project, specifically unidirectional Runway 14/32, 
would not increase Logan Airport's normal airfield capacity of 
approximately 120 operations per hour. This capacity is 
available at Logan Airport approximately 80 percent of the 
time. 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 substantially reduce the delays that now 
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 without 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. Refer to the discussion 
in Section 4.2 in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

- - -- - ---• -· ----·-····- -



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

85.17 

85.18 

85.19 

Topic 1 

Alternatives 

Ground 
Transportation 

Alternatives 

Topic 2 

Demand 

Access to 
Logan Airport 

Runway 14/32 

Comment 

This project and landside projects at Logan are 
interdependent, and both will increase capacity and 
stimulate demand. 

Massport's proposal to increase the percentage of 
passengers accessing Logan Airport who do so in 
high-occupancy vehicles falls far short of absorbing the 
full projected increase in passenger ground access 
requirements. 

There can be no guarantee of "unidirectional use" of 
Runway 14/32. 

Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

The Airside Project has independent utility from existing and 
proposed landside projects at Logan Airport. The proposed 
Airside Projects at Logan Airport are designed to improve 
airport efficiency and better accommodate current and future 
levels of demand. Long-term growth in air travel demand is a 
recognized worldwide phenomenon that results from 
economic and demographic growth. Massport has no control 
over the underlying determinants of aviation growth. The 
construction of unidirectional Runway 14/32 would prevent 
the significant drop in airfield capacity that now occurs during 
northwest wind conditions. The runway will not increase 
Logan Airport's normal operating capacity of approximately 
120 operations per hour which is available nearly 80 percent 
of the year. The runway does not induce or stimulate new 
traffic that would otherwise not occur at Logan Airport. 

- --····- .. 
- - - - - --···-· ---•---·----

The Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) which was 
filed December 15, 2000, examines the feasibility of reaching 
a higher target percentage for air passenger HOV ridership 
than 35.2 percent when annual air passengers reach 
37.5 million. 

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 
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. Appropriate 
supporting documentation will also be issued (e.g., 
appropriate designations in the Airport/Facility Directory, and 
Notices to Airmen or NOTAMS). 

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 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 Runway 32. 

The unidirectional limitations of Runway 14/32 allow for 
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. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 

85.20 Noise PRAS 

85.21 Noise PRAS 

85.22 Noise Fleet Mix 

85.23 Noise Runway Use, 
PRAS 

85.24 Noise Hushkitted 
Aircraft 

Comment 
�-- ·-- .. ----

... airfield operations are unlikely to attain, and even less 
likely to sustain, the progress toward attainment of PRAS 
goals that Massport projects. 

•••••----• • ••-••H--

PRAS goals may well no longer represent community 
consensus. 

...... 

Most of the projected increases in passenger demand will 
be met by increased operations of the "passenger jet" 
fleet. This of course is the fleet that creates the noise 
impacts at Logan and elsewhere. 

There will be significant increases in overflights of East 
Boston, Chelsea, Everett and other "15/33" communities, 
and of South Boston, South End, Roxbury and other 
Runway 27 communities. 

Massport overstates the benefit of further conversion to 
Stage 3 aircraft on future noise levels around 
Logan Airport. 

Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

During very high demand periods, the controllers have little or 
no flexibility for runway selection and PRAS recommends an 
appropriate runway configuration given the extant demand. 
Unidirectional Runway 14/32 would give the controllers 
considerably more flexibility and allow them to improve 
achievement of PRAS goals. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
demonstrates that the controllers have been improving 
performance with respect to PRAS recommendations. 
Section 8.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains 
methods for more comprehensive monitoring of PRAS. These 
methods will be implemented as part of the mitigation 
program for the Airside Project. 

The PRAS goals were established after community input in 
the 1980s. The goal of PRAS was to distribute noise 
equitably, based on demographic considerations. As 
demonstrated in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, there have 
been no significant demographic changes since the time of 
the establishment of the PRAS goals. An update of the PRAS 
goals is therefore not warranted. 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 . 

The operations forecast accounted for passenger grow1h and 
how that grow1h would be accommodated within a range of 
future fleets. The noise analysis reflects the impacts 
associated with these fleets. Refer to Chapter 6 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

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 operations. 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. 

The study does not overstate the benefit of further conversion 
to Stage 3 aircraft on future noise levels. It uses two fleet 
scenarios in which almost all aircraft meet Stage 3 
requirements, either as hushkitted Stage 2 aircraft or new 
Stage 3 aircraft, and three fleet scenarios in which all the 
aircraft meet Stage 3 requirements. Most of the aircraft are 
new high-bypass, engine-powered Stage 3 aircraft. Many of 
the hushkitted aircraft have been retired. 
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Code 

85.25 

85.26 

85.27 

85.28 

85.29 

85.30 

Topic 1 

Noise 

Noise 

Noise 

Noise 

Noise 

Noise 

Topic 2 

Nighttime 
Noise 

Nighttime 
Noise 

Runway Use 

Sound 
Insulation 

Sound 
Insulation 

Sound 
Insulation 

Comment Response 
-----.----- - -"' --- ---·--- ---- - ··---··- - ___ .. _________ _ 

The number of nighttime jet operations can be expected Table 6.2-17 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows 
to double within the foreseeable future under conservative nighttime jet operations projected to increase from 106 in 
forecasts. The noise impacts of this increase are huge, 1998, to as many as 259 under the No Action Alternative with 
and are not mitigated by use of Stage 3 aircraft since the 2015 High Regional Jet Fleet. However, regardless of the 
night operations are now required to be only of that type. fleet, many of the future night operations are the result of 

delays that will occur as demand at Logan Airport continues 
to increase. One of the direct benefits of the Preferred 
Alternative is that it will reduce these night operations by 32 
to 43 flights depending on the fleet forecast, though any

alternative to the No-Action scenario will help alleviate some 
of the projected delays. 

An alternative that should be considered is the creation of 
a cap on nighttime operations pursuant to FAR Part 161. 

A significant number of flights did not conform to the 
published departure tracks, and re-crossed the shoreline 
over Hull and were also below 6,000 feet. 

We disagree with the statement, "After sound-proofing to 
mitigate impacts within the 65 DNL Contour, the full-build 
alternatives provide net long-term benefits." 

Concerns about Massport's residential "soundproofing" 
program include the pace of the program, the failure to 
provide air conditioning in conjunction with the 
"soundproofing" program, and the small number of 
dwelling units that are eligible for the program. 

FAA Order 5100.38A makes ineligible for AIP funding any 
non-related code-required building improvements 
necessary to accommodate acoustic treatment 
improvements. This may impose significant burdens on 
some property owners. 

In addition, Massport is committed to exploring other 
measures to reduce nighttime noise whether or not the 
Preferred Alternative is implemented. 

Since a low level of flight operations occurs during nighttime 
hours, very few delays occur during these hours. Therefore, 
eliminating night flights would not be a viable alternative as a 
delay reduction measure. 

--------

Comment noted. 

Long-term benefits are derived from reduced delays, increased 
achievement of PRAS goals, and the reduced numbers of 
people exposed to the highest noise exposure levels. Each of 
these benefits becomes more substantial as aircraft operations 
are projected to increase over time. Refer to, for example, the 
comparison of exposed populations presented in Table 6.2-3 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

Sound insulation reduces noise inside the home. While the 
implementation of the Preferred Alternative would bring 
additional homes within the criteria for inclusion in the sound 
insulation program, the inside of these homes will have lower 
noise levels than they would have had without sound 
insulation under the No Action Alternative. 

By the end of the 2000 construction season, Massport sound 
insulated approximately 3,400 residential buildings containing 
about 6,000 dwelling units, constituting one of the largest sound 
insulation programs in the country. Construction over the last 
seven years has proceeded at the rate of 550 to 800 dwelling 
units per year. Mitigation of noise impacts from the 
Preferred Alternative is estimated to add up to 1,450 units to the 
program. At current construction rates, that work could be 
complete in approximately two years. 

FAA policy regarding sound insulation programs requires that 
"positive air ventilation" be provided in conjunction with sound 
insulation treatment so that windows may be left closed during 
all seasons to maintain adequate noise reduction. The 
Massport residential sound insulation program is designed to 
comply with this requirement. 

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 this 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. 

Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 
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Code Topic 1 

85.31 Air Quality 

- :••-•»---··-

85.32 Air Quality 

85.33 Air Quality 

85.34 Air Quality 

85.35 Ecosystems 

85.36 Construction 

85.37 Construction 

85.38 Noise 

85.39 Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Topic 2 

Odor 

Odor 

Comment 
·--·· ------- ·----

The proposed Airside Improvement Project provides 
minimal long-term air quality benefits. Changes in air quality 
associated with the proposed project are likely to be 
undetectable, with the exception of adverse odor impacts. 
There is potential for adverse odor impacts in certain areas 
proximate to the airport, as a result of this project. Changes 
in odor impacts are most likely to occur in the Jeffries Point 
neighborhood from takeoffs on Runway 14. 

The odor modeling and odor impact assessment 
procedure is inadequate. 

·-·-·--···-----
· 
. .  -·--

Impacts 

Model 

Rare Species 

Mitigation 

Noise 

Sound 
Insulation 

FAA/NEPA 

For all modeled contaminants other than VOCs, the 
difference (if any) among Airside Improvement Project 
alternatives is much less significant than the projected 
growth of emissions over time. 

: 0• •••H-•ONO-- -•-•N-----•• 

Massport should have used the ten-year hourly average 
meteorological input for the air quality dispersion model, 
and should be required to rerun to dispersion model for all 
of the conditions modeled for the DEIS/DEIR. 

A program is required to compensate for impacts to the 
nesting habitat on Logan Airport of the state-listed 
endangered upland sandpiper. The suggested program 
appears highly speculative as described. Massport should 
be required to set forth the resolution with NHESP in the 
DEIS/DEIR. 

Massport has failed to demonstrate how fugitive dust 
emissions from construction operations on the airfield will 
be controlled during winter months. 

Shortcomings of the Massport construction noise analysis 
include its failure to address the matter of pure tones and 
of impact noise (i.e., paving breakers and hoe rams), and 
the failure to separate out and separately analyze 
nighttime construction noise levels against nighttime 
ambient levels. The noise criteria applied by 
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 
are applicable to this project. 

We disagree with the statement, "After sound-proofing to 
mitigate impacts within the 65 DNL Contour, the full-build 
alternatives provide net long-term benefits." 

Federal planning policy establishes that this project must be 
considered and evaluated as stimulating growth in aircraft 
operations at Logan. 

Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee , Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

The Airside Project leads to a decrease in odor-causing 
hydrocarbon emissions, when compared to the 
No Action Alternative. This is illustrated in Table 6.4-7 and 
Figure 6.4-5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. However, 
decreases in odorous emission concentrations will be 
imperceptible. 

-····· .... -•..... - ··--···

Neither the EPA nor the FAA provides specific requirements, 
guidelines, or standards for assessing odors at airports. The 
modeling of odor-causing hydrocarbons was used as a 
surrogate in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The results are used as an indicator 
of odor-causing compounds. 

The growth in emissions over time will occur with or without the 
Airside Project. However, the Preferred Alternative presents a 
significant decrease in emissions compared to the 
No Action Alternative. 

In accordance with EPA, MDEP, and FAA modeling guidance, 
DELA YSIM uses ten years of weather data, not an average of 
ten years of data. These data were obtained from the National 
Climatic Data Center. Also, the air quality dispersion model that 
was used complies with EPA and FAA standards. 

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 associated with 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 in 
excess of the 40± acres to be lost at Logan Airport. A 
Memorandum of Agreement will be signed between Massport 
and the Massachusetts Army Air National Guard for 
implementation of the program. 

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. 

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. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.28. 

Refer to responses to Comments 85.1, 85.16 and 85.17. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 

85.40 Analysis 
Assumptions 

85.41 Purpose and 
Need 

85.42 Environmental 
Review 
Process 

85.43 Analysis 
Assumptions 

85.44 Delay 

85.45 Delay 

Topic 2 

Forecasts 

Delays 

MEPA 

Forecasts 

Model 

Model 

Comment 

The planning period is inadequate, and should be 
extended to 2020. There is no plan or program to deal 
with long-term growth at Logan, which will soon 
overwhelm any interim benefits of this project. 

Delay does not appear to be a major problem at Logan, 
based on Massport's two-year history of inaction and on 
FAA analyses. 

The DEIS/DEIR should be found inadequate ... 

The airside project and the landside projects at Logan are 
interdependent, and both will increase capacity and stimulate 
demand. 

Background information on the development of these 
models [FLAPS and DELA YSIM) is not presented, as 
required by FAA. 

Mass port did not use the FAA-approved SIMMOD model 
for the airport simulations, but chose to develop its own 
model for estimating delay. 

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

Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

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 DEIS/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. 

·--··-·-- -·-·- ····-· ··•-•<• -····---- .......... _ ... ,. ..... ·-··· - ·· -·- ···-·-·-·-

Refer to response to Comment 85.4. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.12. 

Refer to responses to Comments 85.1, 85.16 and 85.17. 

FLAPS and DELA YSIM have been discussed in Section 4.4 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. These models were originally 
developed for Logan Airport under Massport and FAA funding, 
and have been used in airport planning studies in the 
United States and internationally. 

. . -

The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains a discussion on the 
estimation and modeling of flight delays. Chapter 1 and 
Appendix C include a description of computer models for 
estimating flight delays, including their limitations. SIMMOD is 
not well suited for conducting the long-term delays analysis 
that DELAYSIM provides for the Airside Project study. FAA 
reviewed and approved the simulation models used in this 
study. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 
85.46 T Delay 

85.47 Noise 

85.48 Delay 

85.49 Delay 

Topic 2 
Model 

PRAS 

Model 

Model 

; 

Comment 
The delay hours projected by Massport are the artifacts of 
its own model, severely overstate the actual situation, and 
do not comport with the F AA's procedure for calculating 
delay at airports. 

The DELAYSIM model should use as the leading criteria 
the highest capacity configuration and air traffic controller 
workload weighting approved by FAA ATC. 

The report compares Massport's calculation of delay with 
FAA's calculation of delay. This comparison throughout 
the DEIS/DEIR is incorrect and misleading. 

- ·-· -

The FAA data on delays cited elsewhere in this report 
shows that the delay situation at Logan has improved 
since 1993 and is essentially in equilibrium ... The 
DEIS/DEIR does not reflect this information. 

Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 
Refer to Section 4.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. 
Chapter 1 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. 
The FAA Technical Center was responsible for the capacity and 
delay results in the 1992 FAA Capacity Enhancement Report 
for Logan Airport that concluded the need for Runway 14/32, 
reduced minimums and taxiway improvements. The Technical 
Center simulated Logan Airport airfield operations 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 operations reach 510,000 with 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 
estimate .... " 
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 
20,000-hour threshold for a severely delayed airport. 

··-·... ··-- · ... _. .... ·-

The FAA has signed a MOU with Massport to follow 
PRAS recommendations, when feasible. Implementing a 
maximum capacity policy would ignore the agreement for 
equitable distribution of noise among the surrounding 
communities, and cause use of the northeast-southwest 
runways to grow to 70 percent or higher. The workload 
weighting factor used in DELAYISM was developed in 
conjunction with FAA ATC. 
Refer to response to Comment 85.46. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.4. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 

85.50 Delay Model 

85.51 Alternatives Runway 14/32 

85.52 Environmental FAA/NEPA 
Review 
Process 

85.53 Regional Regional 
Transportation Airports 

Comment 
-- ------- ·- •---·•··----- -

Modeled delay under the most optimistic Massport 
scenario will return to present levels within a very few 
years and increase after that. The stimulation of demand 
is not reflected in the annual hours of delay calculations. 

While peak hour capacity does not increase with 
construction of the runway, the additional runway will 
provide the controllers the option to use higher-capacity 
configuration more of the tfme. This ability is providing 
additional '1hroughput" of aircraft operations. 

Massport has not met the requirements of the National 
Environmental Policy Act ... No discussion of "alternatives not 
considered in this DEIS/DEIR" was included. 

DEIS/DEIR should include development of a new airport. 

Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

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 under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 
Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 
benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours under 
1998 conditions, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 
future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The sooner airside 
efficiencies are implemented, the more benefits will accrue 
over time. 

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 during high demand periods. 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, and will repiesent a real benefit to 
the passengers and airlines that currently experience them. 
However, these wind conditions and the associated delays 
are not predictable and cannot be anticipated, so Runway 
14/32 will not stimulate grow1h in Logan Airport passenger 
demand above 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 operational 
and environmental analyses would capture any potential 
variation in future passenger and aircraft activity at 
Logan Airport. 

Runway 14/32 would correct an airfield deficiency in the 
northwest operating direction by increasing the capacity of 
that configuration closer to the airport's normal operating 
capacity of 120 operations per hour. 

The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR respond to FAA scoping directives, applicable 
FAA environmental orders and all other NEPA requirements. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.9. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 
85.54 Alternatives 

85.55 

85.56 

Noise 

Regional 
Transportation 

Topic 2 Comment 

Other Non 
· 

t DEIS/DEIR shou� inci�de -Con;id�ation of Implementing 
Construction 
Alternatives 

Nighttime 
Noise 

Regional 
Airports 

a High-Density Rule (Slots) 

DEIS/:JEIR should consider implementation of FAR Part 
161 regulations to provide aircraft noise and access 
restrictions for Stage 2 and Stage 3 operations at Logan to 
provide noise relief to affected communities. A specific 
measure that could be considered is a cap on nighttime 

_ _, operations. ______ . __ ----· ______ ------··- ··--
The New England governors, the FAA, and the 
Federal Highway Administration must assist state government 
and the Boston area communities in devising and imple
menting programs to ensure that Massport's numbers grow 
no larger, while not inhibiting normal beneficial economic 
growth of Eastern New England. The Airside Improvement 
Project must be viewed in this larger regional context. 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Neither federal nor state scoping directives required an 
analysis of slotting. Imposition of slot controls constitutes a 
federal policy that has been preempted to the FAA under 
federal law and is not within Massport's jurisdiction. Congress 
determined that the slot program has a number of significant 
problems. The U.S. DOT has studied options for reducing slot 
controls at airports. As a result, the AIR-21 Act, which was 
enacted in March 2000, eliminates all slots at three of the 
nations slot controlled airports. Slots at the Chicago O'Hare 
airport will be eliminated by July 1, 2002 and slots at 
New York LaGuardia and New York JFK will be eliminated by 
January 1, 2007. PPP represents a market approach that 
should encourage the highest value services to use 
Logan Airport during periods of scarce capacity without the 
market disruption and other inefficiencies related to slot 
control. 
The phaseout of Stage 2 aircraft operations was complete as 
of December 31, 1999. Refer to response to Comment 85.26. 

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, Massport is engaged in 
promoting the use of other alternative regional airports and 
travel modes to relieve traffic growth pressures at 
Logan Airport. For example, in November 1999, Massport 
and Governor Cellucci sponsored a Regional Transportation 
Summit that involved the New England Governors, 
transportation officials, and business leaders. 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. Refer to Chapter 2 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive discussion of 
Massport's regional transportation planning initiatives. 

-----

85.57 Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

Massport argues that the growth in passenger traffic 
experienced at the Manchester, New Hampshire Airport 
and the T.F. Green Airport in Warwick, Rhode Island 
represents shifts of demand from Logan Airport. It is 
equally likely that the introduction of those two airports of 
low-cost carriers has stimulated overall regional air travel 
growth, the bulk of which has been absorbed at those two 
airports. 

Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 

Until Southwest Airlines, Delta Express and MetroJet 
introduced low-fare services into the region, the New England 
region had been one of the only regions in the United States 
without a significant low-fare carrier presence. The resulting 
stimulation of traffic at the regional airports consists of both 
induced demand and diversion from Logan Airport. This 
diversion results from a fecapture of traffic within Manchester 
and T.F. Green/Providence airports primary markets that was 
previously using Logan Airport. The slowing of 
Logan Airport's growth rate is a clear indication that the new 
services at the regional airports have diverted traffic from 
Logan Airport. The induced demand resulting from 
Southwest Airline's low cost service is being accommodated 
at the regional airports and not at Logan Airport. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code 

85.58 

85.59 

85.60 

85.61 

85.62 

85.63 

Topic 1 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Transportation 

--- --- ----

Regional 
Transportation 

Alternatives 

Alternatives 

Alternatives 

Topic 2 

Regional 
Airports 

Regional 
Airports 

Regional 
Airports 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Comment 

If market forces are left to drive growth in traffic at those 
airports, growth at Logan will not be significantly 
constrained. Specific goals would have to be established, 
and a series of measures implemented to stimulate a 
substantial shift of traffic demand from Logan. 

Although Massport 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. 

Response 

Market forces have been responsible for the shift in airport 
usage from Logan Airport to the regional airports. Since 1996, 
when low-fare services were first established at 
T.F. Green/Providence Airport, eight out of ten new air 
travelers in New England have chosen to use the regional 
airports over Logan Airport. Regional airports have become 
attractive alternatives to Logan Airport because of airline 
decisions to increase the frequency and quality of regional 
airport services (i.e., jet versus turboprops), the availability of 
lower airfares, convenient access relative to Logan Airport, 
and increased public awareness of the regional airports. 
Given this situation, growth is expected within Logan Airport's 
primary service area that will now shift to Manchester or 
T.F. Green/Providence airport

_
s
_
. 
__ _ 

The discussion of alternatives in the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR responds to 
federal and state scoping directives and provides appropriate 
analytical context for assessing the need for the 
Preferred Alternative. 

The conclusion of the MAC Second Major Airport Study points Refer to response to Comment 85.9. 
out that long-term considerations to meet increasing demand 
require that a second airport (either a greenfield airport and/or 
significant expansion of an existing airport) be an alternative to 
the improvements recommended. 

Peak Period Pricing is but one form of economic incentive 
or control that should be considered in evaluating 
measures to reduce airspace and airfield congestion. 

The basic assumption was made that peak period pricing 
needed to be revenue neutral, pertaining only to airfield 
revenue and airfield costs at Logan. This assumption 
resulted in impacts to airlines that operate small aircraft 
only. 

Consideration should be given to a quite different 
approach to addressing the efficiency of Logan Airport 
during peak operating periods and in carrying out its 
primary mission. 

The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR contain analysis of PPP as a demand 
management alternative at Logan Airport. The analysis 
indicates that PPP is an effective option when airlines 
schedule beyond the normal hourly operating capacity of the 
airport and provides an assessment of the extent of the 
benefits from PPP under such circumstances. Additional 
analysis of PPP is set out in Section 4.5 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. This analysis includes the High Fleet scenario. 
Demand management measures at other United States and 
international airports are discussed in Section 3.5. For a 
review of demand management policies at other U.S. and 
international airports, refer to Section 3.5 of the Supplemental 
Draft EIS/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. 

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. 

The application of a fixed peak period surcharge corresponds 
to the Citizens Advisory Committee's recommendation that an 
appropriate demand management program provide 
mechanisms to encourage the use of larger aircraft at higher 
load factors. Flights carrying greater numbers of passengers 
will minimize the cost per passenger impact of the surcharge. 

Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee,  Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 
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Code Topic 1 
85.64 Alternatives 

-!-----

85.65 Alternatives 

85.66 Alternatives 

85.67 Regional 
Transportation 

85.68 Environmental 
Review 
Process 

85.69 Noise 

85.70 Environmental 
Review 
Process 

85.71 Alternatives 

85.72 Alternatives 

Topic 2 
Peak Period 
Pricing 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Comment 
Massport's model for peak hour pricing has chosen too 
narrow a definition of the regulatory criteria it must meet to 

_: 
establish a peak hour pricing structure.

: The range of options considered for Peak Period Pricing 
is insufficient. 

The option of utilizing "costing" (including peak period 
pricing) approaches for the purpose of delay reduction 
should be retained. It should be the first option selected 
for implementation, as a non-capital intensive, adjustable 

--+-'!leasur� _to �-ov� !o\V��� a goaL_ 
Diversion A shift away from air travel through reliance on other means of 

travel or communication is essential. Vigorous measures to 
foster and encourage this shift should be undertaken by State 
government in cooperation with Amtrak and 
telecommunications providers. 

FAA/NEPA, The DEIS/DEIR does not indicate the requirement of a 
MEPA benefit-cost analysis. 

Studies There are no economic analyses of the noise impacts 
regarding the various alternatives. 

FAA/NEPA No indication of how the project is to be financed is 
provided ... 

Preferred Full impact of FAA not issuing a "Modification of 
Alternatives Standards" for Layout Option C needs to be discussed. 
Runway 14/32 The commitment to maintain Runway 14/32 as a 

unidirectional runway is clearly reversible. 

Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 
Refer to response to Comment 85.62. 

- -----· - -·-----

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 12 0 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 Airside Project 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 . 

.. ---·-·- .. _ ...... . .. .  ····-.. -•··· ····-···-.. .. 

Analysis of PPP is set out in Section 4.5 of this Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 

· . . ·-··-- --·--· --
--- -- · ---·--- -· -•---·--

The acceptance of videoconferencing and other means of 
telecommunications by businesses as a substitute for air 
travel are largely dependent upon the quality of the available 
technology and private sector decisions outside the authority 
of FAA and Massport. Massport encourages such initiatives 
from state government, Amtrak, and others. Massport 
forecasts in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR took account of the likely effect of 
such factors as videoconferencing over the forecast period . 

. -· - - - · ·· 

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 4 0  CFR Part 15 02 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 .. ." 
Analysis of noise impacts of the various airside alternatives 
was performed and is described in Chapters 6 of the Airside 
Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The 
noise analysis complies with federal and state scoping 
directives on the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
The Airside Project is programmed into Massport's standard 
five-year capital budget process. An appropriate financing 
plan, including AIP funds and other grant funds, will be 
developed at the time the project is ready for financing. 
Sufficient funds will be available to complete the project. 
A Determination of Acceptable Level of Salety, not a 
Modification of Standards, is required from FAA for Option C. 
Refer to response to Comment 85.19. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 

85.73 Alternatives 

85.74 Alternatives 

85.75 Alternatives 

85.76 Alternatives 

85.77 Air Quality 

85.78 Ecosystems 

85.79 Alternatives 

Comment Response Topic 2 

Runway 14/32 
------ --•- - - ---- --- - -- - - - -·-·-- --- ·- - - --- - ---- -----

Taxiway 
Improvements 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Odor 

Rare Species 

Massport indicates that only regional and commuter 
aircraft will use the proposed runway. The Airport 
Reference Code (C-I11) for the proposed runway includes 
the following aircraft types: Airbus A-320s, BAC 111 s, 
Boeing 727s, Boeing 737s, Fokker F-28s, and 
MDC DC-9s. Therefore, large jets can and will use the 
runway. 

The summary of advantages cited for the Centerfield 
Taxiway supports the community concern that the 
presence of the Centerfield Taxiway will make the use of 
the 4/22 runway combinations more attractive . . .  

Massport is not including Alternate 1 as the preferred 
alternative, which according to its model provides the 
highest reduction in delay. 

The peak period pricing option or an alternative 
congestion approach should be implemented immediately 
to gain its delay-reduction benefits throughout and beyond 
any construction period. 

There are adverse air quality impacts associated with 
construction of Runway 14/32 and the Centerfield Taxiway 
that are not sufficiently explored in the DEIS/DEIR. These 
include odor impacts, especially in the Jeffries Point area, and 
potential construction dust problems. 

A major element of the proposal to mitigate impacts on 
the state-listed upland sandpiper, that of creation of a 
replacement habitat on Cape Cod, appears to ignore 
geography and is of questionable benefits. 

Runway 14/32 The commitment to maintain Runway 14/32 as a 
unidirectional runway is clearly reversible. 

Design Category C-11I 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 classes. 

Most of the types cited in this comment are Stage 2 aircraft 
that were phased out of service in 2000. Required runway 
takeoff and landing distances would prevent most of these 
aircraft operations on Runway 14/32. For operating efficiency, 
FAA controllers would keep the large jets on Runway 3 3L and 
the smaller aircraft on Runway 32. 

The taxiway improvements are designed to improve ground 
movement efficiency and safety, and to reduce taxiing delays, 
thereby reducing associated noise and emissions. 
Section 3.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR describes 
several operating situations that would benefit from these 
improvements. Unidirectional Runway 14/32 would allow 
more evenly distributed runway use, reducing the use of the 
Runways 4/22 from 60 to 70 percent to 35 to 40 percent. 
When using Runways 22UR for departures, the 
Centerfield Taxiway would be used foi Runway 22L 
departures to bypass the queue for Runway 22R. 

-·· - - ···-.. ··--··--.. -.. . 

The analysis indicates that PPP is an effective option when 
airlines schedule beyond the normal hourly operating 
capacity of the airport and provides an assessment of the 
extent of the benefits from PPP under such circumstances. 
Analysis of PPP is set out in Section 4.5 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.66. 

Section 6.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains a 
thorough analysis of adverse air quality impacts. There are no 
anticipated odor-causing operations during the construction 
process. Fugitive dust from construction will be minimized by 
using methods described in FAA Advisory Circular 
150/5370-1 0A, Standards for Specifying Construction of 
Airports. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.35. In addition to shifting 
Upland Sandpiper habitat areas at Logan Airport from 
proposed construction �ites to other grassland areas on the 
airfield, Massport has worked closely with NHESP to develop 
an off-site habitat enhancement plan for this species. The 
individual birds that use the airfield are part of a larger 
Upland Sandpiper population in Eastern Massachusetts. The 
proposed off-site habitat enhancement program will 
significantly improve regional opportunities for 
Upland Sandpiper and restore habitat for the declining 
population at Camp Edwards on Cape Cod. The on-site 
mitigation program is designed to maintain the existing 
population. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.19. 

Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 

85.80 Alternatives Runway 14/32 

85.81 Alternatives Preferred 
Alternatives 

85.82 Analysis Planning 
Assumptions/ Period 
Methodologies 

85.83 Purpose and Delays 
Need 

85.84 Environmental MEPA 

Review 
Process 

85.85 Environmental FAA/NEPA, 

Review MEPA 

Process 

85.86 Regional Diversions 
Transportation 

85.87 Analysis Base Year 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

85.88 Analysis Planning 
Assumptions/ Period 
Methodologies 

85.89 Environmental FAA/NEPA 

Review MEPA 

Process 

85.90 Analysis Base Year 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

Comment 

... this project sends [the signal] that Massport continues 
to be committed to expansion of Logan Airport ... 

-- --------- · - ·--·--- ---- ·-

Alternate No. 3 provides delay reduction without the build 
option. Alternate No. 2 provides significant delay reduction 
by allowing maximization of existing airfield capacity 
through the construction of a parallel taxiway. These two 
alternatives appear to be the most viable for the 
community. 

... the DEIS/DEIR document should indicate: a) what the 
long-term (20-year) needs are. 

... the DEIS/DEIR document should indicate: b) how the 
alternatives considered meet these [long-term] needs. 

Response 

The Preferred Alternative is a delay reduction program that 
promotes the efficiency and safety of airfield operations at 
Logan Airport. Runway14/32 enhances operating efficiency 
by providing a third available runway in weather conditions 
that require northwest-southeast operations. Similar 
three-runway configurations exist for all other operating 
directions. Runway 14/32 would not expand the overall 
capacity of the airport, since Logan Airport's normal operating 
capacity of 120 operations per hour, which is available 
approximately 80 percent of the year, is maintained with 
Runway 14/32. Massport is committed to ensuring that the 
airfield continues to function as efficiently as possible. The 
Preferred Alternative achieves this goal responsibly. 

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

The Preferred Alternative contains the elements of 
Alternatives 2 and 3. The elements contained in 
Alternatives 2 and 3 are each part of the long-term delay 
reduction strategy for Logan Airport. However, only the 
proposed unidirectional Runway 14/32 addresses delays 
caused by northwest winds and the corresponding reduction 
in airfield capacity that occurs in this operating direction. 

- - � - - ··- --- -

The analysis in Chapters 4 of the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR clearly 
indicate that airside delays and congestion at Logan Airport 
will worsen over the long term (ten- to 20-year time frame) if 
no actions are taken. The Preferred Alternative is designed to 
address the long-term need to reduce future growth in airside 
delays . 

Refer to response to Comment 85.82 and Section 4.6 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

- ····-�··-· ···--• .......... 

Logan was constructed into a residential setting. The history 
of the airfield at Logan is noted in Appendix B but does not 
point out the residential development existing during the 
phases of development. 

- --- --�-

Massport for too long has been allowed to take a segmented 
approach, arguing that landside projects are designed to 
accommodate ground passenger handling; airside 
improvement projects are designed to accommodate aircraft 
handling; that netther generates traffic; and that Massport has 
no control over passenger and cargo growth. 

··•· · ·  ---··· ····------· ··- . .. .. . ...... ,-----�---·--

There needs to be a reallocation of roles and responsibilities, 
a primary objective of which should be to significantly temper 
the adverse impacts of air and ground vehicle operations to 
and from Logan Airport. 

This project, initiated in 1995 with the filing of an ENF, uses 
1993 as its "base year" for planning purposes ... The 
passage of over five years from the ''base year," ... should 
require that 1998 and data therefore constitute the "base 
year" for this Planning Project. 

... the project should be extended to a 20-year planning 
horizon, to 2020 ... Massport claims that there has been 
no change in schedule ... This is untrue. 

... Massport and the FAA have not complied with the 
required timing of the DEIS/DEIR document. 

... the analysis uses baseline data of 1993 for a document 
submitted in 1999. [Is not appropriate]sic 

Comment noted. All planning efforts for Logan Airport, 
including the Airside Project, that are the subject of this 
environmental review take into account impacts on affected 
residential areas. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.1. 

----.. ·-·----·- -

Massport has a long-standing commitment to minimizing and 
where possible, mitigating, environmental impacts associated 
with Logan Airport. The Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously 
GEIR) discusses the status of Massport overall mitigation for 
the groundside and airside impacts of the airport. The ESPR 
was filed on December 15, 2000. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.3. 

Refer to responses to Comments 85.3 and 85.40. 

Massport and FAA have complied with all applicable state 
and federal requirements. 

Refer to responses to Comment 85.3. 

Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 
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Code Topic 1 

85.91 Delay 

85.92 Purpose and 
Need 

85.93 Regional 
Transportation 

85.94 Regional 
Transportation 

85.95 Environmental 
Justice 

85.96 Delay 

85.97 Noise 

85.98 Environmental 
Review 
Process 

85.99 Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Topic 2 

Model 

Delay 

Cargo 

Regional 
Airports, 
Passenger Rail 

Impacts 

Model 

PRAS 

MEPA 

MEPA 

Comment 

The FAA data on delays erred elsewhere in this report shows 
that the delay srtuation at Logan has improved since 1993 and 
is essentially in equilibrium, as assessed by the FAA. 

----• �- - . ---------- - ----- --·--- -

Massport has clearly demonstrated, by its action placing 
this project on hold for nearly two years, that the problem 
is not "a matter of priority." 

-•--... -.. . ... _. 

The ENF Certificate required ... discussion of diversion of 
cargo to off-airport alternatives. 

The ENF Certificate required consideration of...the 
off-airport alternatives as a separate scenario evaluated 
during the DEIS/DEIR. 

The ENF Certificate required consideration of ... the 
development of a second major airport in discussion of 
environmental justice. 

The ENF Certificate required ... detailing of the existing 
delay derived directly from wind/weather and indirectly 
from delay at other airports. 

The ENF Certificate required ... documentation of history 
of PRAS and problems implementing it. 

... DEIR is submitted subject to Massachusetts' laws, 
policies and regulations, in addition to federal regulations 
and guidance. As such, rt is subject to the determination of 
the Secretary of Environmental Affairs as to whether 
cumulative impacts have been adequately addressed. 

The Airside Improvement Planning Program is a 
short-range and limited response to a major concern 
about long-term trends, future growth, and increasing 
impact. The DEIS/DEIR does not address the long-term 
implication of growth. 

Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 

Response 
--

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

- · ----·-- -

Refer to response to Comment 85.4. 

Delay is a current problem that is only going to worsen. 
Massport is committed to improving airfield efficiency and 
reducing delays. Refer to Section 4.6 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of how the Preferred Alternative 
reduces airfield-related delays 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 Affairs on the 
DEi R, 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. 
- - ·---· - - ---------••- ---·--- -·----· -

The Secretary of EOEA determined in the May 7, 1999 
Certificate that the Draft EIR complied with applicable legal 
requirements. The certificate also provided a scope for the 
Final EIR in response to the May 7, 1999 scoping directives. 
Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides an 
evaluation of options to Logan Airport, regional airports and 
regional rail projects. These alternatives are expected to 
accommodate an increasing share of the region's overall 
growth in inter-city travel demand and provide relief to traffic 
growth pressures at Logan Airport. Nevertheless, the 
proposed Airside Project is necessary and provides clear 
benefits at current traffic levels. These benefits will only 
increase in the future, even as regional alternatives reduce 
the rate of future growth at Logan Airport. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.9. 

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

The Secretary of EOEA determined in the May 7, 1999 
Certificate that the Draft EIR complied with applicable legal 
requirements. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.10. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.11. 

The Secretary of Environmental Affairs determined in the 
Certificate on the DEIR, dated May 7, 1999, that the 
document complied with all applicable state requirements. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.82. 
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Code Topic 1 
-

�-y---� -- --

85.100 I Analysis 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

85.101 Environmental 
Review 
Process 

... -j-� 
85.102 Analysis 

85.103 

85.104 

85.105 

85.106 

Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

Analysis 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

Analysis 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

Analysis 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

r Analysis 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

85.107 Analysis 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

Topic 2 

Passenger 
Forecasts 

FAA/NEPA 

Planning 
Period 

Forecasts 

Base Year 

Passenger 
Forecasts 

Passenger 
Forecasts 

Passenger 
Forecasting 

Comment 

In our opinion, the statement (page 7-3) that ''The 
Airside Project has independent utility, and will not 
stimulate, preclude, or otherwise determine other 
development anticipated as part of Massport's landside 
planning effort" is incorrect. Massport argues the 
Airside Improvement Project is independent of the 
landside projects in every way. We disagree. 

The full implementation of the Airside Improvement Project 
... is expansion of capacity. Such as increase must be 
translated into a projected increase in demand, as the FAA 
has stated in its regulations . 

This DEIS/DEIR ... does not cover a sufficient planning 
period. Massport continues the fiction that 1999 is the near 
future and 2010 the far future. As a standard, FAA typically 
reviews and evaluates 20-year forecasts . ... No 
justification for using these short time frames was given. 

- - - . -

The base year for the development of these forecasts is 1993. 
... A more updated forecast for passengers at Logan in future 
5, 10, and 20 years with high and low fleet scenarios should 
be provided for evaluation . 

. . . Massport cites significant changes since 1993 in the 
aircraft fleet mix; thus, the validity of the base year and 
high-range fleet forecasts are not appropriate for 
consideration in this analysis. 

Massport should provide recent and relevant passenger 
forecasts for a 20-year period with associated operational 
forecasts using high and low fleet scenario assumptions that 
are consistent for all forecast years. 

The DEIS/DEIR does not indicate the detailed 
methodology used to develop the levels of passenger 
forecasts presented . ... Massport must clearly identify the 
basis for the passenger demand projections, and must 
state the confidence level in those projections. Similarly, it 
must state the confidence level in the projections of 
diversion at each projected passenger level, and show the 
resultant range of passenger level projections. 

The distinction between the "low operations fleet" and the 
"high operations fleet" is confused in the DEIS/DEIR. 

Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 

Response 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

- -•-- --·--·- - ---- - ·--

Refer to responses to Comments 85.1, 85.16 and 85.17. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.80. 

FAA has no standard that requires a 20-year forecast. Refer 
to responses to Comments 85.3 and 85.40. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.40. 

Consistent with the request made by the EOEA in its 
Certificate on the Draft EIR, 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. The High and Low Fleet scenarios for 37.5 and 
45 million passengers represent a range of possible future 
activity-both levels and fleet mix-at Logan Airport. 

- -

Refer to response to Comment 85.40. 

The Airside analysis is based on a range of historic, current 
and future passenger levels. The Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR included the analysis of 1993 Historic Modeled 
Conditions with 24 million passengers. The Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR was updated to reflect 1998 current conditions, 
i.e.: 26.5 million passengers. To account for the uncertainty
associated with any forecasting effort, the Airside analysis
considered a range of future passenger levels from 29 million
(expected to be reached in 2003), to 37.5 million (2015), and
45 million (2024). Furthermore, the results of the Airside
analysis indicate that the delay reduction benefits of the
Preferred Alternative are not dependent upon the future
forecast passenger level. As demonstrated in Section 4.6 of
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, the Preferred Alternative would
produce significant delay reduction at current, 1998 activity
levels, as well as the wide range of current and future
forecast passenger levels.

-- -····-

As described in Chapter 4 and Appendix E of the Airside 
Project Draft EIS/EIR and in Section 4.2 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR, the high fleets are characterized by 
comparatively larger number and share of operations with 
smaller regional carrier aircraft, consistent with the 
three carrier network observed in the early 1990's. The low 
fleets exhibtt fewer small aircraft and a larger average aircraft 
size at Logan Airport, resulting in fewer aircraft operations 
required to accommodate the specified number of 
passengers. The alternative fleet forecasts examined in the 
Airside analysis permitted Massport and the FAA to compare 
the relative merits of different improvement concepts against 
a wide range of current and potential future activity levels. 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 

85.108 Noise Fleet Mix 

-- - ----- · · -

85.109 Analysis Cargo 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

85.110 Analysis Planning 
Assumptions/ Period 
Methodologies 

85.111 Noise Fleet Mix 

85.112 Ground Access to 
Transportation Logan Airport 

85.113 Regional Regional 
Transportation Airports 

85.114 Mitigation Initiatives 

Comment 
--- ----

... the percentage distribution of passengers between 
"passenger jets" and "regional carriers" presented ... indicate 
that most of the projected increases in passenger demand will 
be met by increased operations of the "passenger jet" fleet. 
This is the fleet that creates the noise impacts at Logan and 
elsewhere. 

It should also be noted that cargo fleet operations in 1999 
were held constant in both the 'low fleer and the ''high fleet" 
projections ... the increased economic growth projection ... 
should also include a concomitant increase in the cargo jet 
operations forecast ... These corrections will affect the noise 
and noise impact forecasts of Chapter 5 and Appendix L. 

In our opinion, Massport should be carrying its projections 
a minimum of 20 years from a base year of 1998, for a 
draft environmental impact statement and report 
published in 1999. 

Massport projects air traffic operations to increase 
substantially over the project planning period . ... A more 
important assessment is the projected increase in 
"equivalent jet operations," which ... approaches 50% over 
the next decade. 

Massport proposes to increase the percentage of 
passengers accessing Logan Airport who do so in 
high-occupancy vehicles, but its proposal falls far short of 
absorbing the full projected increase in passenger ground 
access requirements. 

A new dass of much larger aircraft is under active 
development by several manufacturers . ... Their size and 
height, and the number of passengers, pose significant 
terminal problems. They are expected to require runways of 
about 11,000 feet in length . ... This therefore becomes 
another argument for the development of a major 
international airport serving New England that will have the 
capacity and capability to handle this generation of planes. 

These documents fail to address how Massport, the air 
transportation system, and the regional transportation and 
communication systems will cope with continued 
passenger and operations growth while simultaneously 
maintaining and improving environmental quality and 
quality of life, and an efficient transportation and 
communication system in the future. 

Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Refer to response to Comment 85.22. 

Cargo activity at Logan Airport changes from year to year. 
Despite strong economic growth over the last few years, 
cargo operations at Logan Airport increased by less than 
two percent in 1999 and actually declined by 1.2 percent in 
1998. 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. By reducing delays during the peak hours, the 
Preferred Alternative reduces the number of passenger 
operations that are delayed into the nighttime and thus 
reduces late night noise exposure for the surrounding 
communities. 

Refer to responses to Comments 85.3 and 85.40. 

While equivalent jet operations increase by more than 
50 percent from a 1993 base to the future 37.5M High Fleet 
scenario if the Preferred Alternative is implemented, the 
appropriate basis for comparison of the Preferred Alternative 
is the No Action Alternative. Equivalent jet operations would 
increase by more than 75 percent over the Preferred 
Alternative if no action were taken. Despite the increase in 
equivalent jet operations, the Airside analysis indicates that 
overall noise impacts decline over time with the elimination of 
Stage 2 aircraft and the replacement of hushkitted Stage 3 
aircraft with non-hushkitted Stage 3 aircraft. By allowing 
aircraft operations to shift from over-land to over-water 
routings and by providing greater flexibility in the use of 
Runways 27 and 33L for takeoff, the Preferred Alternative 
further reduces the highest noise impacts to the close-in 
neighboring communities. 

- - ·  - - - -

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

The Airside Project analysis is based on alternative 20-year 
forecasts of operations by aircraft type. Only larger aircraft 
compatible with the existing facilities at Logan Airport are 
included in the future forecasts for Logan Airport fleets on 
which the delay and environmental analyses are based. 

Also, refer to response to Comment 85.9. 

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. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 
--

85.115 Noise 

85.116 Noise 

85.117 Purpose and 
Need 

85.118 Environmental 
Review 
Process 

85.119 Environmental 
Review 
Process 

85.120 Noise 

85.121 Noise 

Topic 2 

PRAS 

- - ···-·--�- .... -.. ,-·--·�·-

Hushkitted 
Aircraft 

Delays 

MEPA, 
FAA/NEPA 

MEPA 

Impacts 

Impacts 

Comment 
-. 

- - --·--- - -� --- -· . -· ·-- -- · -

Massport argues that the project "will not result in the 
division or disruption of established communities." This 
must refer solely to physical division or disruption, since 
Massport's promotional and political strategy has clearly 
been to effect division among the communities around 
Logan Airport. Some of these communities will be further 
disrupted by the short-term shifts in runway usage which 
are the basis for Massport's claims of "net benefits", all 
will be disrupted by further growth in Logan air operations 
over the near and far futures. Furthermore, this is the last 
possible physical project to increase Logan airfield 
capacity that could be undertaken without "division or 
disruption of established communities," or of the waters of 
and lands under Boston Harbor. 

-♦•-•••• ••�-•�w• .. ----• • 

Concerned that aircraft operations will continue to 
increase with the noise impact per operation unlikely to 
diminish. 

It seems inevitable that Logan Airport will experience 
growing congestion, and with that congestion will come 
increasing pressure for additional measures to reduce it. 

... The DEIS/DEIR should be found inadequate, ... 

The boundaries of the Airfield Study Area, Figure 5.1-2, 
should be extended to include the Hyatt Hotel and the 
waters to the east of Governor's Island, in order to include 
the runway safety areas and other protective envelopes. 

- - - --· - -

Concerned the 60 DNL contour does not include any 
areas of Milton/Quincy/Braintree, nor the town of Hull, 
whose residents are distressed by airport noise. 

The most salient observation is that "equivalent 
operations" will increase substantially over almost all 
areas over time . ... while the different alternatives 
slightly shift overflight impacts among communities, 
most residential areas will experience significant 
increases in impacts over time. 

Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Projected changes in flight patterns and associated noise 
shifts are consistent with the PRAS goals, which were studied 
and approved by the community when established. Activity 
increases over certain communities are offset by activity 
reductions over other severely impacted communities and by 
activity increases over water. 

The noise impact per operation is expected to diminish in the 
future for several reasons. The two largest airlines at 
Logan Airport, Delta Air Lines and US Airways are replacing 
their hushkitted shuttle fleets with full Stage 3 aircraft. 
US Airways took delivery of Airbus 320 aircraft in the fall of 
1999 and Delta Air Lines has ordered Stage 3 
Boeing 737-800s for its Boston to New York shuttle 
operations. By the end of 2000, approximately 24,000 annual 
operations were replaced by full Stage 3 technology aircraft. 

The Airside Project analysis shows that the 
Preferred Alternative will significantly reduce the growth in 
airside delays compared to the No Action Alternative. Refer to 
Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Massport will 
continue to examine ways to make Logan Airport more 
efficient. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.12. 

The study area shown in Figure 5.1-2 of the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR is intended to include all aircraft movement areas 
at Logan Airport. 

The Secretary of Environmental Affairs has requested that 
Massport examine noise exposure out to the 60 DNL contour. 
There is no evidence either from noise exposure contours or 
from measurements to suggest these communities experience 
noise greater than DNL 60. Also refer to Figure 5.2-3 and 
Table 5-6 of the Logan Airport 1998 Annual Update. 

- -

Refer to response to Comment 85.111. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 

85.122 Noise Impacts 

85.123 Noise Model 

85.124 Noise PRAS 

85.125 Noise Hush kitted 
Aircraft 

85.126 Noise Nighttime 
Noise 

Comment 
----- - ---·-· -

The plan to add another runway on the southern boundary of 
the airport will definttely alter the noise patterns for those south 
and southwest of the proposed runway .... The South Boston 
and Jeffries Point areas will definitely have an increase in 
noise above 60 dB and possible above 65 dB . ... There is 
forecast to be an increase of five or more dB in approximately 
a three square mile area on the south shore of the 
Inner Harbor. 

Two sensor sites to the west-northwest of the airport are 
those at the Jeffries Point Yacht Club and at Summer, 
near [Lamson] in East Boston .... According to the 
day-night contours in the analysis, the noise level would 
never reach 60 DNL. The Times Above Noise Levels 
(TANL) tables contradict these figures . ... 

PRAS goals are advisory ... We believe airfield operations 
are unlikely to attain, and even less likely to sustain, the 
progress toward attainment of PRAS goals that Massport 
projects. Therefore, the projected noise reduction 
"benefits" of the proposed project for the communities 
impacted by operations using the 4/22 Runways are not 
likely to be attained or, if attained, to be sustained. 

The number of nighttime jet operations can be expected 
to double within the foreseeable future under conservative 
forecasts. The noise impacts of this increase are huge.� 
nighttime operations of jets weighing over 75,000 pounds 
are required to be of Stage 3 aircraft, at this time. 
Therefore, the growth in numbers and percentage of 
nighttime jet operations will not be mitigated by the 
conversion to Stage 3 aircraft. 

An alternative [to the projected increase in nighttime 
operations] that should be considered is the creation of a 
cap on nighttime operations pursuant to FAR Part 161. 

Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

"> 

Response 
- · -·---- - -•-• - ---- ------ ----- · ---

The only change in the shape of the noise contours from the 
addition of Runway 14/32 is the addition of a contour into the 
harbor in the general direction of the extended runway 
centerline (refer to Figures 6.2-5 through 6.2-14 in the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR). No increase is forecast for 
Jeffries Point (refer to Tables 6.2.4, 6.2.5, and 6.2-22 in the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR). Also, the Day-Night Sound Level 
for Noise Monitor No. 2 at B Street and Bolton Street in 
South Boston is expected to decrease (not increase) from 
66.7 decibels (dB) in 1998 to between 63.4 and 64.5 dB with 
the 29M Low Fleet scenario, depending on the alternative; to 
between 58.7 and 63.8 dB with the 
37.5M High Fleet scenario, and to between 58.1 and 63.0 
with the High Regional Jet Fleet, depending on the 
alternative. 

--·•···-··-···-·-·· ····· -·· -····-· ·- --

There is no contradiction between the tables of Day-Night 
Sound Level (DNL) values at the noise monitoring sites and 
the Time Above (TA) threshold values. 

The graphics in Appendix L of the D EIS/EIR and the new 
graphics in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR (for example Figures 
6.2-7 and 6.2-8 showing exposure leve Is for the 29M Low and 
37.5M High fleets) indicate that both sensor sites (Sites 14 and 
A, respectively) are properly situated on or between the 60 and 
65 DNL contours, their locations accurately matching the 
tabular values of DNL listed in Tables 6.2-10 and 6.2-of 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Comparable comparisons also exist 
between the noise contours of Figure 6.2-12 and Table 6.2-26 
of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for the 2015 High Regional 
Jet Fleet. However, the commentor appears to be confused 
over the difference between the DNL and Time Above noise 
metrics. The time-varying sound level of a passing aircraft can 
rise to a numeric value that exceeds a threshold of say 65 dB, 
then fall back below that threshold and in so doing will add 
several seconds to the Time Above noise metric. Yet that 
threshold exceedance does not mean the DNL value (a 
cumulative measure of exposure for a full 24-hour period) will 
be greater than 65 dB. Readers unfamiliar with these technical 
issues should refer to Section 5.2.3 of the DEIS/EIR, Appendix 
G of the Logan Airport 1998 Annual Update, or Appendix E of 
this document for background explanations of the noise metrics 
used in this evaluation. 

- --· ---·- · ·  -

Refer to response to Comment 85.20. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.25. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.26. 

- ------ ·---- - . . .  ----
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Code Topic 1 

85.127 Noise 

85.128 Noise 

85.129 Noise 

85.130 Noise 

85.131 Noise 

85.132 Noise 

Topic 2 

Nighttime 
Noise 

Nighttime 
Noise 

Nighttime 
Noise 

Hushkitted 
Aircraft 

Monitoring 

Sound 
Insulation 

Comment 

There has been a program at Logan for preferential use of 
over-water approaches and departures, in effect from 
midnight to 6:00 a.m. The DEIS/DEIR should report on the 
current status of the program, and discuss/explain the 
apparent diminution in its application. 

· Comparison of the report of the flight track monitoring
program in the 1994/1995 GEIR Update with that reported
in the 1997 GEIR Annual Update shows the following. While
the number of aircraft departing Runways 22 that 
subsequently cross the Hull peninsula on their westbound
leg did not increase appreciably, the percentage of aircraft
crossing that peninsula below 6,000 feet increased from
about 8% to about 42% ... It appears from the data that a
significant percentage of operations failed to conform to the
procedure in two ways-the Hull peninsula was crossed,
and it was crossed at less than 6000 feet altitude.

The 1997 GEIR Study does not report on compliance with
the flight tracks for Runway 27 departures as established
by the FAA in 1996.

· The Logan Low Frequency Noise Study reported in 1996
by Harris, Miller, Miller & Hanson, Inc. indicates that
Massport overstates the benefit of further conversion to
Stage 3 aircraft on future noise levels around
Logan Airport.

[Asks that specifics of each noise event be included

· which] might allow those concerned to better understand
community perceptions of aircraft noise and the lack of
broad community acceptance of the use of DNL contours
as an adequate means of expression of aircraft noise
impacts.

... acoustic treatment should not be regarded as a full 
substitute for reduction in ambient levels of aircraft noise. 

Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

The Logan Airport 1998 Annual Update indicates that late 
night preferential runway use improved on an annual basis in 
1998. Also refer to Section 4.3.6 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of the impact of extending the 
late-night overwater routing preference to begin earlier than 
midnight. 

While the current use of Runway 22 UR for departures 
exceeds the PRAS goal (Refer to the Logan Airport 1998 
Annual Update, Table 5-12), the Airside Project analysis 
indicates that, with the Preferred Alternative, use of 
Runway 22 for departures will fall below the PRAS goal under 
future short-term and long-term scenarios. The analysis also 
shows that Runway 22's departure use will exceed its PRAS 
goal in the long term if no actions are taken. 

Both the Logan Airport 1997 Annual Update and Logan Airport 
1998 Annual Update reported that aircraft were not achieving 
the goals of the 1996 FAA ROD and that further testing was 
needed to get improved conformance. The FAA is currently 
funding an analysis of the procedure and meets periodically 
with the Runway 27 Advisory Committee to report interim 
findings. The Logan Airport 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) 
reports on flight track monitoring which includes Runway 27 test 
results. The Runway 27 departure tracks have been reviewed 
in more detail in Section 4.3.4 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.24. 

It is impossible to show the specifics of each noise event for 
each location. Rather, the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides 
data at 23 sites, mostly noise monitoring locations, to enable 
comparisons to measurements and to provide information in 
several metrics. Included are the annual Day-Night Sound 
Level for each fleet scenario, the nighttime Leq, the 24-hour 
and the nighttime Time-Above threshold and the maximum, 
single event, sound levels. This constitutes a comprehensive 
set of data, enabling a statistical view of the noises during the 
average 15-hour day and nine-hour night. 

Massport'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 
Logan Airport 1994/1995 GEIR and the Logan Airport 1998 
Annual Update. Massport has existing actions initiatives 
underway that reduce noise impacts on nearby communities, 
including: 

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. 
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Code Topic 1 

85.13 3 Noise 

Topic 2 Comment 

Sound 
Insulation 

Concerned that FAA eligibility rules makes ineligible for 
AIP funding any non-related code-required building 
improvements necessary to accommodate acoustic 
treatment improvements. This may impose significant 
burdens on some property owners. 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Refer to response to Comment 85.30. 

85.134 Noise Sound Another concern is the failure to provide air-conditioning in Refer to second paragraph of response to Comment 85.29. 

. Insulation conjunction with the "soundproofing" program. 
-+- --�·-·--- --- - -- - - ·----'-- --------- ----- --·- -�- -

85.13 5 Noise 

85.136 Noise 

85.137 Noise 

85.138 Air Quality 

85.139 Air Quality 

Sound 
Insulation 

Sound 
Insulation 

Sound 
Insulation 

Odor 

Model 

A further concern is the eligibility of dwelling units for the 
program. At present, eligibility is determined by the 
location of the unit within the 65 DNL noise contour, as 
determined by the application of the Integrated Noise 
Model. Massport should consider whether other factors 
should be included in the determination of eligibility that 
might not be adequately captured by the use of the 
65 DNL noise contours. Consideration should also be 
given to establishment of an interior noise level goal for 
the program regardless of location of the dwelling unit. 

The shortcomings of the INM [Integrated Noise Model] 
should be recognized and accommodated in the further 
development of the acoustic treatment program and with 
respect to eligibility for the program .... Credence should 
be given to the measured values in determining eligibility 
and design of corrective measures. 

Want discussion on adequacy of school soundproofing 
program. 

Changes in odor impacts are most likely to occur in the 
Jeffries Point neighborhood from takeoffs on 
Runway 14 . . .  This would constitute a new source of odors 
in the Jeffries Point area and would also affect the Hyatt 
Hotel. 

Increased use of Runway 15 for takeoffs can be expected to 
have an influence on odor impacts downwind of Runway 15 in 
the Bremen StreeVEagle Hill area of East Boston ... An odor 
receptor location in East Boston representing the most 
proximate residential receptor located along or near the 
eX1ended cente�ine of Runway 15R/33L should have been 
selected for odor modeling rather than Location 10 at the 
intersection of Condor and Glendon Streets. 

Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 

Massport has investigated possible hill effects to explain some 
larger differences at individual sites and plans to petition FAA 
for approval to modify the INM contours, where applicable. 

FAA policy on sound insulation already includes an interior 
design goal. FAA Order 5100.38 states "A 45 Ldn [DNL] within 
the major habitable rooms of a dwelling is considered the 
reasonable design objective for selecting noise attenuation 
measures". The policy also requires that a minimum of 5 dB of 
noise reduction be provided by a treatment to assure that the 
benefit will be noticeable. 

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 5 of the Logan 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 . 

... _ . .  ·--··· - -··----···· ··-· -···-·- --· ·-··-·-·· ----·· --··-· ·--·-·· ·····--·-·-

The Airside Project does not adversely affect any schools. In 
response to the SDEIS Panel, the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
includes a school day/school year contour. 

One-hour VOC 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. 

Receptor No. 10 is representative of conditions in East Boston 
and is located near the runway centerline. East Boston is 
bracketed by the receptors placed at Receptor No. 10, at 
Eagle Hill, and at Jeffries Point. 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 

85.140 Air Quality Odors The construction and use at the Centerfield Taxiway 
would change odor impacts in the Bayswater Street area 
of East Boston ... [and] place taxiing aircraft closer to the 
Court Road section of Winthrop, where the odor impact 
would depend on the crosswind component during 
operations on Runways 4 and 22. 

85.141 Air Quality Odor ... the introduction of a new source [of odor emission] as 
in the case of Runway 14, is very likely to be detected, 
noted, and complained of. The same is probably true of 
an increase in frequency at which detectable odors are 
present, as could be the case for increased use of 
Runway 15 for takeoffs. 

·-------�-----... --- ------------ -------·---

85.142 Air Quality Odor Improvements in efficiency of ground taxi operations, while 
potentially yielding or resulting in reduction in odorous 
emissions generally on the airfield are not likely to be 
detected in the neighborhoods as reductions in odor 
intensity. 

85.143 Air Quality Impacts The modeled increase in one-hour predicted levels of Volatile 
Organic Compounds (''VOCs") is of particular concern ... It 
appears from the modeling results that the principal 
determinant of overall changes in VOC emissions would be 
the Taxiway Improvement Program. Runway 14/32 would 
have little impact... 

85.144 Analysis Base Year The direct or indirect comparison of various alternatives to 
Assumptions/ the baseline year 1993 is misleading. Conditions have 
Methodologies changed substantially since 1993 in many respects, and 

emission rates for the various alternatives and for the 
various scenarios should be compared to 1998, the most 
current year for which operational data are available. 

85.145 Air Quality Model It is unclear why aircraft VOC emissions are not projected to 
increase with increasing numbers of aircraft operations. The 
KM Chng Environmental Study of 1996 reports that 
high-power operations may be significant sources of 
emissions of odorous compounds despite 
lower concentrations during that mode of operation, 
because of the high volume of contaminants discharged, yet 
this mode was not incorporated in the "odor emission" 
estimates. 

85.146 Air Quality Model Massport should have used the same ten-year hourly average 
meteorological input for the air quality dispersion model [as 
was used for the DELA YSIM Model], and should be required 
to rerun the dis12ersion model for all of the conditions modeled 
for the DEIS/DEIR. 

85.147 Air Quality Model The use of the EPA Industrial Source Complex Dispersion 
Model utilizes too long an averaging time to adequately 
model peak odor concentrations ... 

···-

Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 
--· ··- ---

-

The emission inventory results show that the Airside Project, 
including the Centerfield Taxiway, would lead to a decrease in 
odor-causing hydrocarbon emissions, when compared to the 
No Action Alternative. This is illustrated in Table 6.4-7 and 
Figure 6.4-5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The small 
changes in emission concentrations at Bayswater Street, 
East Boston, and Winthrop will meet federal standards for 
hydrocarbon emissions. 

-· · - · ·-

The Airside Project associated with Runway 14/32 would 
decrease overall odor-causing hydrocarbon emissions when 
compared to the No Action Alternative. This is illustrated in 
Table 6.4-7 and Figure 6.4-5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
The dispersion analysis indicates that the Preferred Alternative 
will have lower concentrations of odor-causing VOCs at all 
receptors other than at Jeffries Point. The minor increase at 
Jeffries Point is expected to be indistinct from the 
No Action Alternative. 

The Airside Project leads to a decrease in odor-causing 
hydrocarbon emissions, when compared to the 
No Action Alternative. This is illustrated in Table 6.4-7 and 
Figure 6.4-5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Small changes in 
odorous emission concentrations will be imperceptible as 
measured against the No Action Alternative. 

------ ----

Although VOC emissions increase over time because of 
increased aircraft operations activity at Logan Airport, 
emissions are lower with Alternatives 1 and the 
Preferred Alternative, when compared to the 
No Action Alternative. The decreases are attributable to both 
the proposed Runway 14/32 and the taxiway improvements. 

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 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 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, not a comparison of the 
Preferred Alternative to the base year. 

Total VOC emissions increase with increased aircraft 
operations. However, low-thrust mode VOCs are reduced 
because of more efficient airfield operation (less delay). These 
emissions are most closely attributable to odor events. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.34. 

A one-hour averaging time was used as the basis for all 
modeling results. This method is appropriate for estimating 
peak period concentrations. 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
-------------------------------,--

85.148 Air Quality 

85.149 Air Quality 

85.150 ; Ecosystems 

85.151 Water Quality 

85.152 Soil 

85.153 Soil 

85.154 Soil 

85.155 Soil 

85.156 Construction 

Model The modeling that was performed should be supplemented Worst-case meteorological conditions have been modeled. 
by the application of a "puff" model utilizing reasonable Actual weather data and temporal aircraft distribution modeling 

· worst-case dispersion and dilution conditions and short-term were used to determine peak hours, days, and months of
peak emission rates, . .. operations. Thus, true worst-case conditions have been 

Model No references are given for the assertion that newer 
engines associated with Stage 3 aircraft produce lower 
hydrocarbon emissions ... Thus, the assertion that odorous 
emissions will decrease over time has not been 
substantiated. 

Rare Species : The suggested program appears highly 
· speculative ... Massport should be required in the

DEIS/DEIR to define a project fully acceptable to the
Massachusetts Natural Heritage and Endangered Species
Program that involves creation of a comparable habitat
and its protection and preseNation in the
Metropolitan Area.

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

NPDES permit The presentation for minimizing water quality impacts 
during construction is completely inadequate and is 
substantively limited to the one paragraph on page 6-94. 

Testing Massport has performed no soil sampling and analysis in 
the principal areas of proposed excavation for the planned 
construction projects. 

Reuse/ 
Disposal 
Options 

Testing 

Reuse/ 
Disposal 
Options 

Schedule 

Massport has indicated that the principal means of disposal 
of excavated material will be as landfill cover and contouring 
material. ... the Central Artery Project has substantially 
saturated the demand for materials for those purposes ... 

... no assumption should be made about the chemical 
characteristics of the underlying material. 

... management and disposal [of soil) is a significant 
program. The DEIS/DEIR treats this matter far too 
casually. 

The statement that construction work with limited 
exception would only occur during the months of January, 
February and March, weather permitting, is puuling. It is 
not consistent with Table 6.7-3; ... This matter needs to 
be clarified. 

modeled and supplemental modeling would not be instructive. 

Low-thrust mode VOCs are reduced because of more efficient 
airfield operation (less delay). These emissions are most 
closely attributable to odor events. 

Refer to responses to Comments 85.35 and 85.78. Massport's 
program responds to directives from the EOEA and to its 
Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program goals 
and guidelines. 

Construction for Runway 14/32 and the Centerfield Taxiway 
would include excavation of unsuitable substrate, placement 
of clean new fill, and some regrading. Because of the flat 
topography on the airfield, erosion is more controllable than 
on more variable topography. As detailed in Section 6.9.4 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, site-specific Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plans will be developed during design 
and as part of the NPDES construction permitting process. 
These measures will likely include siltation fencing, hay bales, 
sediment sumps, detention tanks, water quality monitoring 
and weekly Best Management Practices inspections . 

.. .. ... · ----··-· 

A sampling and analysis program to characterize soil 
conditions in potential construction areas was developed in 
support of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The sampling and 
analysis involved the taking of 93 soil borings during July and 
August 1999 to determine both soil quality and structural 
characteristics. A summary of laboratory data and 
characterization of soils to be excavated is presented in 
Section 6.7.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

Since filing of the Draft EIS/EIR, stockpiled materials at 
Governors Island have been moved off-site in response to a 
request from the receiver of the Rubchinuk Landfill in Middleton, 
Massachusetts. Section 6.7.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
describes this effort and identifies suitable reuse options for the 
remaining materials to be excavated. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.152. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.153. 

The only construction work proposed for the months of 
January, February and March is that associated with the 
demolition of Cargo Buildings 60 and 61. All other work 
associated with construction of Proposed Runway 14/32 and 
the taxiway improvements is proposed for the period of April 
through December. 

Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 

85.157 Construction Mitigation 

-----

85.158 Construction Air Quality 

- -1-·----

85.159 Construction Mitigation 

85.160 Construction Noise 

85.161 Noise Nighttime 
Noise 

85.162 Construction Traffic 

85.163 Construction Storrnwater 

85.164 Noise Sound 
Insulation 

85.165 Air Quality Odor 

85.166 Construction Traffic 

85.167 Environmental FAA/NEPA 
Review 
Process 

85.168 Analysis Planning 
Assumptions/ Period 
Methodologies 

Comment 

Need to discuss construction worker access to site and 
related potential parking issues. 

--
----

--
--
-
-
---

·· 
--------· --- -----

MassQort has failed to demonstrate how fugitive dust
emissions from construction oQerations on the airfield 
during winter months will be controlled. 

--- · ·----·
-
--------

Wheelwash facilities generate considerable quantities of 
silt and sediment-laden water. Massport has not 
discussed how discharge of these contaminants will be 
controlled. 

Massport proposes to use the Federal FHWA Criteria for 
construction noise impact. Massport fails to recognize the 
criteria applied by Massachusetts Department of 
Environmental Protection, which limit construction noise 
increases to 10 dB(A) above background and prohibit 
pure tones as defined by DEP (DEP Policy 90-001 ). 
These criteria are applicable to this project. 

Other shortcomings of the Massport construction noise 
analysis are its failure to address the matter of pure tones 
and of impact noise and the failure to separate out and 
separately analyze nighttime construction noise levels 
against nighttime ambient levels ... 

How will construction vehicles accessing or exiting via the 
North Gate be precluded from use of local streets? 

The Soils Use Policy and the Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan should be available for and subject to 
public review and comment. 

The statement is made, "After sound-proofing to mitigate 
impacts within the 65 YDNL Contour, the full-build 
alternatives provide net long-term benefits." We disagree 
with this statement. 

There is potential for adverse odor impacts in certain 
areas proximate to the airport, as a result of this project. 

The statement expressing total peak construction trips as 
a percentage of the average annual daily traffic on the 
regional highway system is misleading, since most of the 
construction-related traffic consists of heavy vehicles. 

Federal planning policy establishes that this project must 
be considered and evaluated as stimulating groW1h in 
aircraft OQerations at Logan. The DEIS/DEIR makes a 
clearly contrary statement (page 7- 3): ... 

The planning period is inadequate, and should be 
extended to 2020. 

Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 
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= 

Response 

Runway and taxiway construction is similar to highway 
construction and is not labor intensive. As few as two and as 
many as 50 to 75 people would be working on the 
Airside Project construction at any one time, with an average 
of 15 to 20 workers on-site during a typical shift. By 
comparison an average of 15,000 non-construction 
employees work at Logan Airport on a daily basis. Parking 
on-site will be limited. Under Massport's construction period 
mitigation program, construction workers will be subject to a 
contractually required transportation management program. 
Workers are expected to commute to and from the 
construction site by using public transportation or high 
occupancy vehicles, such as shuttles or buses. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.36. 

Wheelwash water will be discharged to grass areas on the 
airfield. This allows for the settling of sediments and the 
infiltration of water into the ground. Catch basins will be 
protected by silt fences or other suitable sediment barriers 

- ·-----· -·- · - - ·--- - --- -- --
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. 
Section 6.9.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains an 
analysis of construction noise with reference to these criteria. 

Refer to Comment 85.37. 

A discussion of nighttime construction noise levels has been 
included in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The analysis of 
nighttime construction noise levels does not show any 
significant impact from construction noise. 

The use of Neptune Road for direct connection to Route 1A 
(Northbound entrance ramp or southbound exit ramp) is the 
only portion of Neptune Road approved for contractor access 
or egress. This requirement will be contained within the 
contract specifications for the Airside Project. 

- - -·- - -·. -•----· ·-··-··--

The Massport Soil Use Policy and Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan are available for review through the 
Massport Environmental Unit. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.28. 

Odor impacts are generally lower with the Airside Project than 
without, as illustrated in Table 6.4-7 and Figure 6.4-5 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

Refer to Section 6.9 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for an 
updated analysis of truck trips. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.16. 

Refer to responses to Comments 85.3 and 85.40. 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 

85.169 Alternatives Delay 

85.170 Environmental 
Review 
Process 

85.171 Purpose and 
Need 

MEPA 

Delays 

Comment Response 

There is no plan or program to deal with long-term growth Refer to response to Comment 85.14. 
at Logan, which will soon overwhelm any interim benefits 
of this project. There are measures that could be instituted 
to effectively address transportation in eastern 
N��-Englan�, ��t ).�:.r.� .. i_s .. �? dis_c.�ss_i?..�.�-n __ this -����en_t. ____ . .......... . -·----•-··-
... the Secretary of Environmental Affairs should determine Refer to response to Comment 85.12. 
that these significant planning deficiencies exist in the 
DEIS/DEIR that must be addressed. The DEIS/DEIR 
should be found inadequate, and a new Draft document 
should be required. 

-------

Delay does not appear to be a major problem at Logan, 
based on FAA reports and Massport's 5-year history of 
inaction. 

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. 

---- --·---·---····----------------------------- --·-·-··-- ---- ---•-----·--·--- ·-·---···-·-·----- · ·-· 

85.172 Analysis 
: Assumptions/ 

Methodologies 
85.173 Cumulative 

Impacts 

85.17 4 Noise 

85.175 AirOuality 

85.176 Delay 

85.177 Delay 

85.178 Delay 

85.179 Delay 

85.180 Delay 

Passenger 
Forecasts 

Master Plan 

Sound 
Insulation 

Model 

Model 

Model 

Model 

Model 

Model 

: This project and landside projects at Logan are Refer to responses to Comments 85.1, 85.16, 85.17 and · interdependent, and both will increase capacity and 85.80. 
stimulate demand. 
The Airside Improvements Project is already "divisive and 
disruptive of established communities," and prospects for 
the long term are significantly worse. 

- �. ·-- . --- --- - - ·-·· - ·- ·------ ·- - -·-

With respect to Section 7.3.1, Noise, it is necessary to iterate 
that the "sound-proofing" does not fully mitigate for the 
impacts of increased overflights and increased ambient noise. 

- -- - - -

With respect to odor impacts that may be associated with 
the proposed project, we believe the modeling approach 
used by Massport to be flawed and to require substantial 
enhancement. 
Questions why the Airport Machine Model and not the 
FAA-approved SIMMOD Model was used for capacity and 
delay analysis. 

The CODAS information should be incorporated into the 
models developed ( FLAPS and DELAYS IM) for the 
evaluation of the airside improvements at Logan. 
CODAS ... should be considered in lieu of The Airport 
Machine. 

It is unclear why Mass port chose to develop its own model 
for estimating delay when FAA has developed a model to 
do the very same. 

The models have not been verified or compared with 
historical information nor has it been shown that the 
development has been coordinated with FAA or the 
airlines. 
Questions dates of hourly weather observation used and 
changes due to El Nino and La Nina. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.115. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.28. 

The modeling of hydrocarbon emissions (used as an indicator 
of odor) was performed using MDEP-approved methods and is 
accurate. 

FAA recognizes and approves the Airport Machine model. In 
fact, the FAA helped fund Massport's acquisition of the 
Airport Machine for taxiway studies at Logan Airport. SIMMOD 
is an older, more general-purpose model that is most useful for 
airspace studies rather than capacity and delay analysis of 
runways and taxiways. The Airport Machine Model used in the 
analysis was developed to reflect operating conditions at 
Logan Airport. 
Because the FAA and U.S. DOT delay statistics, including 
CODAS, only record historical delays, the FAA requires delay 
modeling when evaluating the future delay reduction benefits 
of airport capital improvements. This analysis 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.
DELA YSIM is a unique model that simulates how Air Traffic 
Control uses an airport's runways over time based on actual 
weather patterns and expected demand conditions. The FAA 
does not have an equivalent model, but uses a simplified (and 
less precise) procedure of weighting delays based on 
percentage of time different weather conditions exist. Refer also 
to response to Comment 85.46. 
Refer to first paragraph of Comment 85.46. The airlines were 
represented on the Airside Review Committee, an integral 
and active part of the Airside Project public process. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.5. 

Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 
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Code Topic 1 

85.181 Delay 

85.182 Delay 

85.183 Delay 

85.184 Delay 

85.185 Delay 

85.186 Delay 

85.187 Delay 

Topic 2 

Model 

Model 

Model 

Model 

Model 

Model 

Model 

Comment 

One of the assumptions of the DELAYSIM model is that 
an air traffic controller first chooses 1) highest capacity 
configuration, 2) the configuration that most closely meets 
the PRAS goals. We believe this assumption is not 
supported by historical data ... 

No data is presented to show recent improvement due to 
the availability of Enhanced PRAS (EPRAS). 

' The DELAYSIM model should withdraw the PRAS goal 
decision-point as a runway configuration selection criteria 
and provide the model results using, as the leading 
criteria, the highest capacity configuration and air traffic 
controller workload weightings approved by FAA ATC. 

For the model to assume the attainment of PRAS goals 
· will improve significantly is unrealistic ...

The methodology of the DELA YSIM model as applied by 
Massport provides output that reflects a "best-case" though 
unrealistic scenario, and warps the follow-on analysis of the 
environmental issues. 

The assumptions made by the DELAYSIM model do not 
account for stimulative effect that would occur if these 
improvements are implemented. 

Measurement of capacity and delay benefits requires that 
the relationship depicted in Figure 3-2 be determined for 
both the existing system and the proposed new one. 

Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 
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Response 

The DELA YSIM model uses the same logic for choosing a 
runway configuration as PRAS. First, the runways must be 
available given the current wind and weather. Second, the 
runways should be able to accommodate the projected 
demand for the hour in question (this may not be possible 
given the weather conditions). Finally, if multiple 
configurations meet these criteria, the selection attempts to 
maximize both short-and long-term PRAS goals without 
excessive controller workload. Annual goal conformance has 
improved since the Revised PRAS was installed in 1993, and 
Runway 14/32 would provide controllers with considerably more 
flexibility to achieve the PRAS annual goals in the future as well 
as enabling them to increase short-term relief. Refer also 
to response to Comment 85.20. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.11. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.47. 

Runway selection is constrained by weather conditions and 
demand characteristics, and it is unlikely that all eleven-runway 
end use goals can be attained in a given year. Annual goal 
conformance has improved since the revised PRAS was 
installed in 1993, and Runway 14/32 would provide controllers 
with considerably more flexibility to meet the PRAS annual 
goals in the future and enable them to increase short-term 
relief. 

The DELA YSIM model is based on what is believed to be a 
realistic attainment of PRAS with Runway 14/32. DELA YSIM 
represents the most refined model available for estimating 
long-term airfield operational use and delays. It is based on 
actual weather patterns, realistic demand variations, and 
validated airfield capacity under all foreseeable operating 
conditions. DELAYSIM models the FAA runway selection 
hierarchy of weather/wind, demand and then noise, and also 
includes controller workload constraints. The model was used 
to evaluate a set of operating scenarios representing the 
foreseeable range of Logan Airport's air traffic. The results of 
the operations and delays modeling provided inputs for sound 
environmental assessments. 

Refer to responses to Comments 85.1, 85.16 and 85.17. 

Figure 3-2 in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR is merely a 
conceptual diagram, but since the airfield improvements do not 
increase normal operating capacity of 120 operations per hour, 
the same relationship holds for the both existing and proposed 
situations. 
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Code Topic 1 
- ----- ------ -

85.188 Alternatives 

85.18 9 Delay 

85.190 Delay 

85.191 Analysis 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

85.192 Delay 

85.193 Analysis 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

85.194 Delay 

Topic 2 

Runway 14/32 

Model 

Model 

Forecasts 

Model 

Base Year 

Model 

Comment 

Since FAA includes recognition of the stimulation effect in 
determining delay reduction, the model Massport uses 
should do the same. 

The FAA Technical Center at Atlantic City, New Jersey, 
should assist in simulating operations of the proposed 
new runway to verify the validity of the sole-source 
models used by Massport. 

[Concerned that] Massport's Airside Improvement Project 
proposal will not preclude increases in the delay 
experienced by airlines and their passengers . ... [and] 
building and operating a unidirectional Runway 14/32 is 
but a band-aid. 

... [the] statement that if no actions are taken, Logan's 
annual runway and taxiway delays will rise ... and 
exceed ... today's modeled level .. High Fleet scenario 
ignores the multitude of other factors that would affect 
industry and passenger decisions. 

The DEIS/DEIR indicates that "in 1998, it is estimated that 
Logan experienced approximately 121,000 hours of runway 
delay," ... the 121,000 hours of delay was generated by 
Massport's model and not by FAA. Presentation of this data, 
without reference, is misleading. 

FAA calculated and reported delay at Logan has 
decreased almost 19% between 1993 and 1998. This 
information is not in DEIS/DEIR. 

The DEIS/DEIR indicates that Logan's delay is six times 
the FAA's threshold; however, this analysis is flawed 
since the 121,000 hours of delay are measured by a 
different method than FAA's measurement. 

Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 
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= 

Response 
- - - - --- - -- - - ------ -- --- -·--·--- - -

The Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 
Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport's normal 
airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 
This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 
80 percent of the time. 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 the delays that now 
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 by 
passenger or airlines, 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 examined in the airside operational 
and environmental analyses would capture any potential 
variation in future passenger and aircraft activity at 
Logan Airport. 

Refer to 85.46. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.13. 

The 45 million-passenger level was the highest traffic volume 
examined in the analysis and represents upper bounds for 
environmental impact analysis. As a result, undue weight was 
not given to the 45M High Fleet scenario in evaluating the 
comparative benefits of airside alternatives. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.46. 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. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.4. 

Although the methodologies for measuring delays may differ, 
both are designed to indicate the severity of the delay 
problem at Logan Airport. FAA statistics consistently rank 
Logan Airport as one of the nation's most delayed airports. 

'I 
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Code Topic 1 
85.195 , Delay 

85.196 Delay 

85.197 Delay 

85.198 Delay 

Topic 2 
Model 

Model 

Model 

Model 

85.199 Delays Costs 

85.200 : Environmental MEPA 
Review 
Process 

85.201 Analysis Base Year 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

85.202 Analysis 
Assumptions/ 

�-��-t�_odolo�ies 
85.203 Delay 

85.204 Delay 

85.205 Delay 

85.206 Delay 

Planning 
Period 

Model 

Model 

Model 

Costs 

Comment 
DELAYSIM, the model used for the Logan Airside 
Planning Project, overestimates the amount of delay 
hours. 

Response 

Refer to response to Comment 85.46. In fact, the FAA models 
tend to overstate delays since they use weighted averages 
rather than continuous weather conditions. 

-t- -·----- - ·- - --·-- ----- -·-- ---- -· · -- ·---- -- - --·· ----··-- ·---- -

Massport exaggerates the cost of delay to airport users 
(airlines) and airport passengers . ... by counting cancelled 
flights. 

Massport also assumes that all passengers can be 
represented by a single "representative passenger" when 
economically there are different economic values for 
business versus pleasure travelers . ... 

The generalized use of $27 per passenger overestimates 
the value of delay for airline passengers at Logan. 
Massport ... indicated cost infonnation would not be 
provided except the initial construction cost of the project. 

If cost infonnation is to be presented as part of the analysis 
process for the DEIS/DEIR, a full cost-benefit analysis 
should be provided. 

The FAA considers avoided flight disruptions, along with delay 
reductions, safety improvements and cost savings, as the 
primary benefits of aviation investments. Cancelled flights, often 
because of delay conditions, represent a real cost to 
passengers and airlines. The cost is modeled by estimating the 

__ ?�l�y� t��!���!� -�e_ .. i .n .... c_u .. .. rr ·-·e····
d··· ··i· f·· . t._h . .  e .. . fli��� ���� n�t _ca���l�d. ___ _ 

The cost of delay analysis presented in the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR is based on 
a methodology recommended by the FAA. The cost of delay 
to a passenger ($27 per hour) is a weighted average cost for 
business and leisure passengers. Refer to FAA APO Bulletin 
APO-97-1. 
Refer to response to Comment 85.197. 

A cost-benefit analysis was not used to select among the 
various alternatives. The cost of delay information was 
presented to provide context to the delay problem at 
Logan Airport. 

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

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 infonnation mentioned in the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR is intended 
to provide analytic context . 

... the selection and justification of 1993 as the base year Refer to response to Comment 85.3. 

... is inappropriate. 

... Massport is presenting infonnation based on 
five-year-old data and analyzing the results for only a 
ten-year period in the future. 

-• •- -••••••••••- -•--••-•H•• 

Refer to responses to Comments 85.3 and 85.40. 

... analysis was provided for the base year, yet Table 4.5-1 The model indicated 135,339 delay hours for 1993 (refer to 
does not indicate the total delay hours for 1993... Figure 4.6-2 and Appendix Hin the Draft EIS/EIR). 

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

. The statement that "1998 delays are less than those 
experienced in 1993" points up flaws with the forecasting 
of delay using the methodology and approach presented 
in the DEIS/DEIR. 

· The document ... indicates that FAA's threshold is to be 
exceeded by eight times. This comparison is inappropriate
since the measures of delay are not the same ... 
Again, this section of the DEIS/DEIR puts a value on the
delay savings that is inappropriate and inaccurate. 

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 5 14,000 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. 
Refer to response to Comment 85.194. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.197. 

Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 

85.207 Delay Model 

85.208 Delay Model 

85.209 · Analysis Base Year 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

85.210 Noise Model 

85.211 Delay Model 

85.212 Delay Model 

85.213 Analysis Base Year 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

85.214 Delay Model 

85.215 Regional Regional 
Transportation Airports 

85.216 Alternatives Other Non-
Construction 
Alternatives 

85.217 Noise Nighttime 
noise 

Comment 

... the implementation of Alternative 1 or 1A ... is 
providing additional capacity ... providing additional 
'through-put" of aircraft operations. 

If as the DEIS/DEIR states, there are delay savings realized 
by this delay reduction, then there is also a stimulation of air 
travel demand ... This stimulation is not reflected in the 

_ . !-n�al hours_o�d���� calculations. _ ____ __ . _
Figure 4.5-3, Distribution of Jet Aircraft Operations by 
Operating Direction, illustrates 1997 actual data. 1997 is 
not the base year. 

Response 

The Preferred Alternative, and specifically unidirectional 
Runway 14/32, would not increase Logan Airport's normal 
airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. 
This capacity is available at Logan Airport approximately 
80 percent of the time. 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 . 

... . .... -..... ----•-• -

Refer to response to Comment 85.186 & 85.188. 

The Logan Airport 1998 Annual Update included this 
information which had been developed in late1998. The 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides updated information for 
the year 1998 . 

. .. assumes that FAA controllers would select the Refer to response to Comment 85.181. 
a) highest capacity configuration, b} meeting of PRAS
goals. This assumption has not been historically proved to
be true.

The section "Revised Wake - Vortex Turbulence Rules" 
implies that the "new" wake turbulence rules require one 
aircraft to follow the other at the stated distances. These 
rules are applicable only to Air Traffic Controllers for 
providing required spacings between aircraft for following 
and crossing traffic. 

Page 4-41 describes 1998 annual delay as 
143,000 hours, whereas Page 1-12 describes 1998 
annual delay as 128,000 hours. These are modeled 
hours, a product of "DELAYSIM," not measured hour or 
"FAA" hours. 

The use of 1998 data rather than 1993 data strengthens 
the argument that the "Base Year" must be revised. 

Questions the validity of the total delay hours calculated 
by the DELAYSIM model. 

No discussion was included concerning development of a 
new airport to accommodate demand and reduce delays at 
Logan. 

No discussion was included concerning Consideration of 
Implementing a High-Density Rule (Slots) to control 
congestion at Logan. 

No discussion was included concerning ... Implementation of 
FAR Part 161 regulations to provide aircraft noise and access 
restrictions ... A specific measure that could be considered is 
a cap on nighttime operations. 

-- - - --•-- -------

Section 1.5.3.2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR discusses 
FAA revisions to IFR radar separations and aircraft weight 
classifications. These represent the closest separations that 
can be applied by the controllers under IFR conditions. When 
visual flight is possible, pilots may visually separate 
themselves from preceding traffic. Visual separations are 
typically about 85 percent of IFR separations. 

- - - -- -- - --

Page 1-12 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR clearly states 
that the 121,000 hours are from DELAYSIM. These are 
runway-oriy delays. Page 4-41 of the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR refers to total modeled delays including runway 
and taxiway. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.3. 

The DELAYSIM model represents the most precise model 
developed to date for measuring delay at Logan Airport. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.9. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.54. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.26. 

Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

.,. 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 

85.218 Regional Regional No discussion was included concerning Diversion of general Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR includes a 
Transportation Airports aviation traffic and origin/destination traffic of both regional discussion of Hanscom Field's role in the regional 

non-jet and short-haul jet traffic to Massport's Hanscom Field. transportation system. General aviation traffic forms a very 
small percentage of Logan Airport operations (less than 
five percent) and is not a significant factor in the accumulation 
of delay. Hanscom Field is a designated reliever airport for 
Logan Airport and Massport maintains it to encourage use by 
general aviation. Consistent with Hanscom Field's 1974 
Master Plan and the Hanscom GEIR, Massport recently 
approved the commencement of regional non-jet service at 
Hanscom Field. Also refer to Comment 85.8. 

85.219 Regional Regional [Believe Hanscom has potential to absorb O&D] Refer to response to Comment 85.8. 
Transportation Airports 

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

85.220 

85.221 

85.222 

85.223 

85.224 

85.225 

Regional Regional 
Transportation Airports 

- - ... - -- --- - - -

Regional 
Transportation 

· -·- - ·- - - - -
· 
.. 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

Regional 
Airports 

Diversions 

Regional 
Airports 

Regional 
Airports 

Does not the very conclusion of the Second Major Airport 
study point out that long-term considerations to meet 
increasing demand require that a second airport ... be an 
alternative to the improvements recommended? 

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

... the development of another air carrier airport has not 
been reasonably discussed nor have the reasons for its 
elimination as an option. 

------ -·-- - · ·---- - --· -· · - -

' The fact that Massport does not provide long-term planning 
forecasts ... teamed with rts inabilrty to provide as an option 
the development of a second airport highlights the 
short-sightedness of the long-term development. ... In the 
case of many of the close-in neighborhoods, the option for a 
second airport is reasonable to minimize adverse impacts on 
their quality of life. 

Questions why diversion of passengers to regional airport 
use, rail use and video and online conference use are 
indicated to be the same at a 45M forecast level and a 
37.5M forecast level. 

... the estimated service area of the alternate airports remains 
the same in 2010 as it is in 1994. This is not an accurate 
assumption ... Massport fails to list Hanscom Airport as a 
potential diversion airport. 

Massport fails to list Hanscom Airport as a potential diversion 
airport. 

Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 

Refer to response to Comment 85.9. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.9. 

Refer to responses to Comments 85.9 and 85.40. 

The estimated passenger diversion of up to 7.3 million 
includes 3.4 million to regional airports, 2.4 million to 
telecommunications, 1.2 million to Boston-New York high 
speed rail service, and 0.3 million to other regional rail 
projects. The regional airport diversion estimates are 
averages of the diversion estimates for the 37.5M and 
45M passenger demand scenarios. The averages were 
presented in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR document for 
simplicity of presentation. The rail estimates are from existing, 
independent rail planning documents that examined total 
inter-city travel demand regardless of mode of travel and then 
predicted mode shifts that would result from implementing the 
rail project. Hence the rail estimates do not differ for the 
37.5M and 45M Logan Airport passenger scenarios. 

The regional airport diversion analysis presented in the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR was based on objective service area 
assumptions. Each service area was defined solely by driving 
time criteria. In other words, each regional airport's service 
area consists of cities and towns for which it is the closest 
airport, regardless of the availability of more services and/or 
lower airfares at more distant, but larger airports such as 
Logan Airport. In reality, passengers do drive to larger, but 
less convenient airports because they offer greater service 
choices or better airfares than the local regional airport. Thus, 
the area from which a regional airport draws traffic is often 
limited by the existence of nearby, larger airports. These 
limitations were not considered in the regional airport, service 
area, assumptions that underlie the regional airport diversion 
analysis. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.8. 
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Code Topic 1 

85.226 Regional 
Transportation 

85.227 Alternatives 

85.228 Alternatives 

85.229 Alternatives 

85.230 Alternatives 

85.231 Alternatives 

85.232 Analysis 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

85.233 Alternatives 

85.234 Regional 
Transportation 

85.235 Alternatives 

85.236 Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Topic 2 

Regional 
Airports 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Fleet Mix 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Diversion 

Preferred 
Alternative 

FAA/NEPA 

Comment 

This is a regional problem demanding of regional solutions . ... 
The Airside Improvement Project must be viewed in this larger 
regional context. 

Questions assumption to have peak hour pricing be 
revenue neutral and pertain only to Airfield revenue and 
costs at Logan. 

Massport's previous experience with regulatory 
challenges in implementing a demand management 
technique has affected the assumptions of the model 
developed. 

Suggest a different approach to efficiency, away from the 
number of aircraft operations in specific periods to 
maximizing throughput of passengers. 

- -

Massport's model for peak hour pricing has chosen too 
narrow a definition of the regulatory criteria it must meet to 
establish a peak hour pricing structure. 

[Massport's model for peak hour pricing] also has chosen a 
higher operational threshold ( 115 operations) which 
underestimates the delay reduction capabilities of peak hour 
priang. 

Massport chose varying data information, both 1993 and 
1995 flight schedules for modeling peak hour pricing 
simulations. Massport has again chosen the input of 
information which will provide the output it expects. 

The option of utilizing "costing" (including peak period 
pricing) approaches for the purpose of delay reduction 
should be retained. 

A shift away from air travel through reliance on other 
means of travel or communication is essential. Vigorous 
measures to foster and encourage this shift should be 
undertaken by State government in cooperation with 
Amtrak and telecommunications providers. 

No indication of how the project is to be financed is 
provided ... 

Table 8.8-1 does not include the benefit-cost analysis as 
part of the anticipated perrrnts and approvals required by 
the FAA. 

Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 
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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 . ........ ·---··-�·-· .. ·-
Refer to response to Comment 85.62. Guidance with respect 
to a PPP program and its cost-based structure is set in 
U.S. DOTs decision in the PACE procedure. 

It would not be prudent to ignore prior experience in 
developing an illustrative pricing structure for consideration. 
Refer also to response to Comment 85.62. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.63. 

Massport disagrees. Refer to responses to Comments 85.62 
and 85.228. 

This statement is incorrect. The PPP analysis was 
conservatively based on an assumed threshold of 
110 operations per hour. Given Logan Airport's normal 
operating capacity of 120 operations per hour, a higher 
threshold, like 115 operations per hour, may be appropriate, if 
PPP is implemented. 

1993 and 1995 were chosen as representative of historic high 
and low fleet operating conditions at Logan Airport. Refer to 
Section 4.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 1993, the peak 
year for regional carrier activity at Logan Airport when three 
large regional airlines were competing actively, is 
representative of a 37.5 High Fleet scenario. Conversely, 
1995, which reflects the failure of Precision Airlines and only 
two major regional carriers serving the Boston market, is 
representative of Low Fleet operating conditions. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.66. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.67. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.70. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.68. 
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Code Topic 1 

85.237 Environmental 
Review 
Process 

85.238 Alternatives 

85.239 Alternatives 

85.240 Alternatives 

85.241 Alternatives 

85.242 

85.243 

85.244 

Alternatives 

Analysis 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

Analysis 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

Comment Response Topic 2 

FAA/NEPA 
--·-·-- ---

.. . there is no economic analysis of the noise impacts 
regarding the various alternatives. 

Runway 14/32 The discussion of this (Option C) as a feasible option did 
not include a discussion of aborted takeoffs in the 14 
direction, and whether the reduced safety overrun would 
be approvable under that scenario. 

Runway 14/32 

Taxiway 
Improvements 

Differentiate between cross wind of 20 knots and cross 
wind component of 20 knots. 

The summary of advantages cited for the Centerfield Taxiway 
(page 3-29) supports the community concern that the 
presence of the Centerfield Taxiway will make the use of the 
4/22 runway combinations more attractive and ... it would 
increase the tendency to stack aircraft in the northern section 
of the airfield. 

Runway 14/32 The preferred alternative recommendation does not state 
which runway option is being recommended. If ... 

Runway 14/32 

Fleet Mix 

Fleet Mix 

Option C is the preferred layout. ... then it is critical to 
note that this option would require a modification to 
standard from the FAA regarding the runway safety area. 

The discussion of Option C does not evaluate the 
potential of declared distances or displaced thresholds in 
lieu of requesting a modification to standard. 

The aircraft mix projected to use Runway 14/32 that was 
used in the noise analyses should be stated, and justified. 

The justification on Page 3·24, that only regional and 
commuter aircraft will use the runway is not consistent with 
the Airport Design Category (ARC) selected for the Runway 
which is C-II1. C·lll aircraft include the following: 

• Airbus A-320-1000 

• BAC 111·200, -300, -400 & -475

• Boeing 727-100, & -200 

• Boeing 737-100, -200, -300, -400 & -500 

• Fokker F-28·3000 & -4000 

• MDC DC-9-10, ·15, -20, -30, -40 &-50 

• MDC DC-9-80 & -82 

Refer to response to Comment 85.69 . 

Runway 14 is not expected to be used for departures, and 
these departures would be over water and mostly by smaller 
aircraft which do not require as large a Runway Safety Area 
(RSA). For ARC B-11I aircraft, the RSA is only 600 feet by 
300 feet compared to the 1,000 foot by 500 foot RSA shown 
in Figure 3.2-4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Option C 
includes a layout design in accordance with FAA standards 
that provide for safe takeoffs. 

A direct crosswind of 20 knots would equate to a wind 
direction that is perpendicular (90 degrees) to the runway 
direction. A crosswind component is the calculated equivalent 
impact of winds that are at an angle of less than 90 degrees 
to the runway. The wind rule referenced on Page 3 through 7 
of the Airside Pro1ect Draft EIS/EIR refers to crosswind and 
tailwind components of the wind vector. 

-· ···· ·- - -· -··- - -• «•- • '-•-•- ·-----·-·· _ __ ... __ 

Refer to response to Comment 85.74. 

Refer to Section 8.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, which 
clearly states that Option C is the preferred layout for 
Runway 14/32 and that Option C requires a determination of 
an acceptable level of safety. 

Declared distances may be used when standard runway 
safety areas cannot be provided. Massport's Option C 
provides a full 1,000·foot safety area at both ends of the 
runway on centerline with only a small percentage of the 
runway safety area on Runway 32 over water. This option, 
plus the planned addition of visual aids for pilots 
(e.g., PAPI/REIL), will provide a reasonable and 
practicable level of safety. 

•-·- -·- -- -- ----· . . . - .. __ ---

Unidirectional Runway 14/32 would be principally used by 
regional non-jets and small jet aircraft capable of landing or 
taking off in 5,000 feet. Appendix E of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains the fleet mix and runway 
use percentages for each scenario. Sections 6.2.1 and 6.2.5 
of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR present summaries of the 
INM inputs used for the in-flight noise analysis. 

Design Category C-I11 indicates the highest approach speed 
and widest wingspan of the aircraft intended to use the 
runway. Approach Category C includes a number of business 
jets as well as the Saab 2000 and Avro RJ100 commuter jets. 
Design Group Ill includes a host of commuter aircraft such as 
ATR, Avro RJ, ATP, Dash7, Dasha, Fokker 50/60, and 
Saab 200. 

Although larger jets fall into the C-11I as noted in the 
comment, their required runway takeoff and landing distances 
would prevent most of these aircraft from using 
Runway 14/32. For operating efficiency, FAA controllers 
would keep the large jets on Runway 33L and the smaller 
aircraft on Runway 32. 

Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 
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Code Topic 1 

85.245 Alternatives 

85.246 · Alternatives 

85.247 Alternatives 

85.248 Delay 

85.249 Alternatives 

85.250 Alternatives 

85.251 Air Quality 

85.25 2 Noise 

Topic 2 

Runway 14/32 

Runway 14/32 

Runway 14/32 

Model 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Runway 14/32 

Impacts 

Sound 
Insulation 

Comment 

It appears that Massport is presenting the proposed 
runway as a non-precision runway used only by commuter 
aircraft. However, it is obvious that long-range plans 
include precision instrument capabilities and operations 
by a variety of large jet aircraft. 

. . . Massport cannot, as proprietor of the airport, ensure 
that proposed Runway 14/32 will be unidirectional. 

Although Massport states that Runway 14/32 will be built 
with a non-precision approach, their discussion shows 
that there may be the possibility of making this a precision 
approach ... with construction of a light pier (for 
Runway 32] similar to that on Runway 33L .... the runway 
combinations of arrivals on Runways 33L and 32, with 
departures on Runway 27, would become the highest 
capacity combination under IFR conditions. 

The delay hours projected by Massport are the artifacts of 
its own model, and do not comport with the FAA's 
procedure for calculating delays at airports. In addition to 
calculating every minute of delay associated with every 
single flight, it fails to take into account normal flight 
cancellation activities by airlines. Additionally, FAA 
calculation and tabulation of delays at Logan over the last 
five years shows little change either year to year or as a 
trend. 

... peak period pricing must be instituted immediately. 

"Modification of standards" for Layout Option C should be 
thoroughly explored. 

... believe there are adverse air quality impacts 
associated with construction of Runway 14/32 and the 
Centerfield Taxiway. 

Residential "sound-proofing" does not fully mitigate the 
impacts ... from implementation of Alternative 1 or 
Alternative 1 A ... 

Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 
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Response 

A precision runway is one that provides electronic landing 
guidance in the vertical dimension, which can benefit all types 
of aircraft operations, not just commercial jets. Runway 32 
has always been intended for precision approach guidance, 
probably using the new GPS navigation capability. Landing 
instrumentation is no indication of the aircraft that will use a 
runway. Most large jet aircraft would be unable to use 
Runway 14/32 because of its length. Refer also to 
Comment 85.244 . 

Refer to response to Comment 85.19. 

The primary benefit of Runway 14/32 is to reduce delays 
during VFR conditions when strong northwesterly winds 
current limit Logan Airport to a single arrival stream. During 
IFR conditions, landings on Runway 32 would be limited by 
obstacle clearance-ship masts in the harbor and buildings in 
Boston. No approach lighting pier is planned for Runway 32 
since it could not improve the landing minimums below 400 to 
500 feet. Moreover, under IFR conditions the capacity of the 
Runway 33U32/27 configuration would be compromised by 
the need for diverging missed approach and departure paths 
and the crossing of both Runway 32 and Runway 33L by 
Runway 27 departures. 
� - --- --- -

Refer to response to Comments 85.46, 85.195, and 85.196. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.66 . 

A Determination of Acceptable Level of Safety, not a 
Modification of Standards, is required from FAA for Option C. 

- · - · ··-

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. 

While sound insulation does not mitigate exterior sound 
levels, it is a widely accepted measure considered 
appropriate for general mitigation of noise impacts. Sound 
insulation reduces noise inside the home. While the 
implementation of the Preferred Alternative would bring 
additional homes within the criteria for inclusion in the sound 
insulation program, the inside of these homes will have lower 
noise levels than they would have had without sound 
insulation under the No Action Alternative. 

Measures designed to improve PRAS (i.e., the PRAS 
monitoring program) are also mitigation measures. Improved 
achievement of PRAS goals under the Preferred Alternative 
will further benefit the most highly exposed areas around 
Logan Airport. 
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Code Topic 1 

85.253 Noise 

85.254 Ecosystems 

85.255 Alternatives 

85.256 Alternatives 

85.257 General 
Opposition 

•-• -• •H 

85.258 Analysis 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

·-··-·· 
-
-----····-··· ... -·-· ·· .. ---· .. __ .. ., ____ ., -

85.259 Alternatives 

85.260 Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Topic 2 

Impacts 

Comment 

The reduction in ground noise impacts claimed for 
Alternative 1 or Alternative 1A ... is likely to be 
short-lived ... 

Response 

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} . 

Rare Species . . . creation of a replacement habitat on Cape Cod [for the Refer to response to Comment 85.78. 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Runway 14/32 

upland sandpiper] appears to ignore geography and is of 
questionable benefit. 

i ... disagree with the recommendation to defer
implementation of peak period pricing. 

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

The commitment to maintain Runway 14/32 as a 
unidirectional runway is clearly reversible. 

-----· . · - ----------

Planning 
Period 

... this project sends [the signal] that Massport continues 
to be committed to expansion of Logan Airport, ... 
concerns ... the surrounding communities. 

- - - · - · -- - • - · - · ---

The selection of the preferred alternative responds solely to 
the current conditions and points out Massport's continued 
blindness to the long-term demand and capacity issues. 

----- ...... __ ,. ..... ,._,._,., .. . , __ ......... -... -... ·-· · ·-

Preferred 
Alternative 

FAA/NEPA 

Alternate No. 2 and Alternate No. 3 appear to be the most 
viable for the community. 

The DEIS/DEIR discusses the preferred alternatives effect 
on historic districts but does not comment on the urban 
quality, or the design of the built environment. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.66. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.19. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.80. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.82. 

Refer to response to Comment 85.81. 

The proposed projects evaluated under each of the 
alternatives are located on the existing airfield. 
Implementation of any of the proposed projects will not 
physically change the urban characteristics or the design of 
the built environment within adjacent communities when 
compared to the No-Action Alternative. Off-airport noise 
impacts from the Preferred Alternative are discussed in 
Section 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

85.261 Environmental Impacts 
Justice 

The external costs ... that the preferred alternative would Refer to response to Comment 85.68. 
impose on the Logan communities are substantial. These 

85.262 Open Space/ 
Parkland 

Impacts 

costs have not been adequately assessed ... 

Noise impacts on historic sites ... was not adequately 
evaluated ... 

Letter 85: Community Advisory Committee, Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair 

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. 
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April 20, 1999 

Bob Durand, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Unit 
Arthur Pugsley, EOEA No. 10458 
1000 Cambridge Street - 20th floor 
Boston, MA 02202 

Dear Secretary Durand, 

am writing to comment on the Massachusetts Port 
..ithority' s (MPA), Logan Airside Improvements 

Planning Project·Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIS/R) 
EOEA #10458. 

The DEIS/R does not make a credible case for 
building the proposed Runway 14/32 in order to solve 
operaticnal delays at Logan International Airport. 
Its conclusions are based on out-dated data and a 
system for projecting delays which is neither 
approved nor accepted on a national level by the 
FAA. The chosen system r•roduces large numbers of 
hourly delays contrary t•.J FAA and DOT figures which 
show quite the opposite. 

The DEIS/R does not adequately addresss either the 
socio-economic impacts or the significant 
environmental impacts from the proposed project to 
inner city metropolitan Boston communities. At the 
same time, it simply dismisses the environmental 
justice issue by proffering the mitigation of sound 
insulation. The report, however, fails to consider 
FAA Order 5100.38A in this regard. Order 5100.38A 
makes any structure not up to current local building 

�e ineligible to receive AIP funds. Since the cost 

of this comment 

LETTER 86 

86.1 

86.2 



_ _ ----- ... v 1..ue uwt!J.J.J.ng must be 
oorn by the owner, and since most residences newly 
impacted by this project's noise are in low-income 
and minority neighborhoods, it is safe to assume 
that such costs would be a hardship and possibly 
unlikely to occur. Therefore, there would be no 
mitigation, and the lack thereof would be explicitly 
due to economic hardship. 

The computer noise model (INM) used in the EIS 
projects a tripling of noise over most of South 
Boston, the South End, Roxbury, Jamaica Plain, East 
Boston, Charlestown and most of Chelsea. Incredib�y, 
such an increase is not deemed to be a "significant" 
environmental noise impa�t. Furthermore, there is no 
discussion in the DEIS/R about how MPA could "avoid 
or minimize" these impac:s or how MPA can "enhance 
the quality of the human environment" in these 
close-in, densely populated, low-income and minority 
communities. (CEQ sec.1��2.1) 

As you know, Regulation 301 CMR 11.01 states that 
MEPA must "assist each Agency in using all feasible 
means to avoid Damage to the Environment." Your 
agency cannot do so if "all feasible means" have not 
been analyzed. MPA has left out of its analysis any 
benefits derived from increasing the use of MPA's 
Hanscom Field or the construction of a second major 
airport. 

As a member of the Community Advisory Committee to 
MPA(CAC), I did not receive a Notice of Project 
Change (301 CMR 11.10 [7J). It is not in the DEIS/R. 

y understanding is that those who received the ENF 
1d commented on .the ENF should have received the 

.,otice. I ask that· the Notice of Project Change be 
denied. The Notice for Lapse of Time between the 
publication of the ENF and the publication of the 
notice of the availability of the EIS/R should have 
been filed in August of 1998. I believe that the 
lapse of time was a conscious choice of MPA 
affecting the environmental impact conclusions in 
the DEIS/R through the use of out-dated data from 
1993, MPA's 'base case', as well as the use of ten 
year old (1981-90) weather data. These important 
factors, upon which MPA's conclusions are drawn, are 
inappropriate and unacceptable. 

From April 1997 through January 1999, MPA 
discontinued EIS/R Airside Review Committee (ARC) 
meetings, giving no reason other than that the 
project was "on hold." After a self-imposed delay of 
twenty months, MPA then chose not to redo the 
analysis with more current relevant data, but to 
continue using data that was, by then, between seven 
and seventeen years cld. For that reason also, I 
urge that the Notice be denied and the study 
returned to MPA to be redone with more current data 
and a more complete range of alternatives. 

86.3 

86.4 

86.5 



uit:! LJ.t!:lS/R should be a full disclosure document and 
it is not. Noise contour maps are illegible, making 
the identification of exactly which communities will 
be impacted by which contour ( DEIS/R pages 6-24 
through 6-30) impossible. The reliance on the GEIR 
as filler for the DEIS/R is unacceptable. The 1997 
GEIR is a broad scale analysis of all proposed MPA 
orojects. Neither document adequately addresses the 
cumulative impacts of ground transportation 
environmental pollutants along with the airside 
pollutants. Common sense dictates that an increase 
of over 20 million passengers using Logan Airport 
within the next ten years will most certainly have 
an effect on ground traffic throughout metropolitan 
Boston. I find it outrageous, then, that MPA can 
state, "The Airside Project will have no effect on 
vehicle traffic, transit systems or major roadway 
intersections. 11 11 It wil 1

. have no af feet on voe or 
NOx emissions from motOJ: vehicles" (DEIS/R Volume II, 
Letter 1, Code response �.15 & 1.16). This EIS/Rand 
the GEIR have no detaileJ ground traffic study for 
long-term environmental �mpacts. 

This EIS/Ris a capacity-enhancing project, with 
large numbers of people being significantly impacted 
by noise, traffic and air pollution while existing 
environmental impacts have yet to be adequately 
mitigated. 

I respectfully ask that the DEIS/R be found 
inadequate by the Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
for the reasons stated above, as well as for those 

�asons submitted by the CAC and Attorney Peter 
>ff. I ask that y¢u join the CAC and Communities

ngainst Runway Expansion (CARE) in requesting that 
MPA and the FAA withdraw the project from further 
public consideration or processing until development 
of a true Regional Transportation Planning For�m can 
evaluate regional needs and all al�ernatives to the 
Runway 14/32 proposal. 

Sincerely, 

Anastasia Lyman 

I 

86.6 

86.7 





LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code 

86.1 

86.2 

86.3 

Topic 1 

Environmental 
Justice 

Noise 

Noise 

Letter 86 
Community Advisory Committee Co-Chair 

Anastasia Lyman 

Topic 2 Comment Response 
-------- ---------· , ,_,_,, . .,_.,, __ . ............ ,_.,,_,.. ------

1 mp acts 

Sound 
Insulation 

Impacts 

... does not adequately address either the socio-economic 
impacts or the significant environmental impacts ... to inner 
city metropolitan Boston communities. 

Concerned about sound proofing eligibility on low income 
homeowners with existing code violations. 

The computer noise model (INM) used in the EIS projects 
a tripling of noise over most of South Boston, the South 
End, Roxbury, Jamaica Plain, East Boston, Charlestown 
and most of Chelsea. Incredibly, such an increase is not 
deemed to be a "significant" environmental noise impact. 

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. 

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 this 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. 

While equivalent jet operations increase by more than 
50 percent from a 1993 base to the future 37.5M High Fleet 
scenario if the Preferred Alternative is implemented, the 
appropriate basis for comparison of the Preferred Alternative 
is the No Action Alternative. Equivalent jet operations would 
increase by more than 75 percent over the Preferred 
Alternative if no action were taken. Despite the increase in 
equivalent jet operations, the Airside analysis indicates that 
overall noise impacts decline over time with the elimination of 
Stage 2 aircraft and the replacement of hushkitted Stage 3 
aircraft with non-hushkitted Stage 3 aircraft. By allowing 
aircraft operations to shift from over-land to over-water 
routings and by providing greater flexibility in the use of 
Runways 27 and 33L for takeoff, the Preferred Alternative 
further reduces the highest noise impacts to the close-in 
neighboring communities. 

Letter 86: Community Advisory Committee Co-Chair, Anastasia Lyman 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

86.4 

86.5 

86.6 

86.7 

Topic 1 

Regional 
Transportation 

Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Noise 

Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Topic 2 

Regional 
Airports 

MEPA 

Studies 

MEPA 

Comment 

MPA has left out of its analysis any benefits derived from 
increasing the use of MP A's Hanscom Field or the 
construction of a second major airport. 

I did not receive a Notice of Project Change [301 CMR 
11.10(7)]. I ask that the Notice of Project Change be 
denied. 

Noise contour maps are illegible, making the identification 
of exactly which communities will be impacted by which 
contour (DEIS/R pages 6-24 through 6-30) impossible . .  
The reliance on the GEIR as filler for the DEIS/R is 
unacceptable. 

I respectfully ask that the DEIS/R be found inadequate .... 

Letter 86: Community Advisory Committee Co-Chair, Anastasia Lyman 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 
� - ----- - - - -�--- ·-·-- �---- ··---- ----· -· -----· 

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 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 significant 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. 

A second major airport is not a solution to the current delay 
and congestion problems 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 Affairs on the 
DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. 

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

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. 



LETTER 87 









LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 

87.1 Regional Regional 
Transportation Airports 

87.2 Environmental Impacts 
Justice 

87.3 Analysis Base Year 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

Letter 87 
Community Advisory Committee 

Technical Consultant 
Arthur Hartnet 

Comment 

The delay problem will continue to grow regardless if 
there is a new runway ... there needs to be a more sound 
and rational approach and my belief is that approach is a 
multi-faceted reliever airport system (a regional solution). 

Environmental justice dictates that the time has come to 
halt any further expansion .... 

Never is it mentioned that the base year of 1993, as 
regards delay, that it was a record year for snowfall .... 

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. 

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. 

Refer to Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
discussion of the Environmental Justice analysis. 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. 

Delays are a function of wind and weather conditions 
throughout the year, as well as the corresponding traffic 
demand. For example, overnight snowstorms cause relatively 
few delays because the demand is low. 1993 was also a 
record year for airline overscheduling. 

Letter 87: Community Advisory Committee Technical Consultant, Arthur Hartnet 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

87.4 

87.5 

87.6 

Topic 1 

Alternatives 

Noise 

Noise 

Topic 2 

Other Non
Construction 
Alternatives 

PRAS 

Sound 
Insulation 

Comment 

Before spending $25M it would be worth a look at other 
schemes that could help reduce delay during peak 
periods. 

PRAS is an advisory system of suggestions to the FAA Air 
Traffic Controllers who have been loathe to avail 
themselves of its suggestion, historically. 

Sound proofing for homes is dubious mitigation at best. 
The 65db LON requirement is too low a 
threshold ... People cannot be expected to be kept bottled 
up in their soundproof home. 

Letter 87: Community Advisory Committee Technical Consultant, Arthur Hartnet 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

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 
lntemational 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 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. 

During very high demand periods, the controllers have little or 
no flexibility for runway selection and PRAS recommends an 
appropriate runway configuration given the extant demand. 
Unidirectional Runway 14/32 would give the controllers 
considerably more flexibility and allow them to improve 
achievement of PRAS goals. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
demonstrates that the controllers have been improving 
performance with respect to PRAS recommendations. 
Section 8.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains 
methods for more comprehensive monitoring of PRAS. These 
methods will be implemented as part of the mitigation 
program for the Airside Project. 

Massport'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 
Logan Airport 1994/1995 GEIR and the Logan Airport 1998 
Annual Update. Massport has existing actions initiatives 
underway that reduce noise impacts on nearby communities, 
including: 
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 
Monitori�9 and_irnproving achievement of �R��--��a!.5-: __ _ 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

87.7 

87.8 

Topic 1 

Regional 
Transportation 

Noise 

Topic 2 

Regional 
Airports 

Impacts 

Comment 

Regionalization of air transportation system makes good 
sense ... lt is eminently more sound to have multiple airport 
facilities. 

... although I do experience jet departure noise at 90 DB 
or greater ... ! am not now or projected to be within the 65 
DB LON contour. 

letter 87: Community Advisory Committee Technical Consultant, Arthur Hartnet 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

The proposed Logan Airport Airside Project is necessary and 
provide clear benefits at current traffic levels. Massport has 
long recognized that service development and increased 
passenger traffic at the regional 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, 
especially high-speed rail to Logan Airport's largest market, 
New York. 
Section 2.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR evaluates 
T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester, and 
Worcester Regional airports and their potential impacts on 
Logan Airport. The regional airports are expected to 
accommodate an increasing share of the overall growth in air 
travel demand within the greater Boston area. This will 
provide some relief to the growth pressures at Logan Airport 
but wiU �o��lirninate th� -�eed for_airside pr�j���: _
Even though maximum sound levels may reach 90 dBA at a 
specific location, they may not be frequent enough to cause 
the DNL to go above 65 dB. The whole principle behind DNL 
is that it is a cumulative measure of noise exposure that is 
influenced not only by the loudness of events but also by how 
often they occur. It is not inconsistent for a site to experience 
sound levels of 90 dBA but have 24-hour exposure levels less 
than 65 dB. See Appendix E for an additional explanation of 
noise metrics. 





LETTER 88. 

ROXBURY AIRPLANE POLLUTION COMMITTEE 

April 17, 1999 

Mr. Robert Durand 
Secretary, Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEP A Office 
Arthur Pugsley EOEA No. #10458 
100 Cambridge Street 20th Floor 
Boston, MA 02202 

Sir, 

The official rationale behind the Logan expansion project being submitted by 
Massport is unambiguous: operational delays. Yet, in a recent radio advertisement, 
a major airline boasted that its shuttle operations from Logan airport had an on
time performance rate of 97 % . Another airline has been adding flights to its West 
Coast destinations from Logan. Their chief competitor is scheduling new nonstop 
service to Europe while some European carriers have started flights to Boston. 

These facts fly in the face of the official rationale for this expansion project. 
88 1 Inevitably, fairness would require Massport to provide an in-depth analysis of the 

causes and the extent of the delays justifying the erection of a new runway at 
Logan-airport. It seems equally fair to ask whether the invoked delays truly hinder 
carriers in their current operations or deter them from expanding their already 
considerable operations at Logan airport. 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report is totally 
s�lent on the already prohibitive cost borne by populations under the flight paths 
out of Logan airport. The significant increase in air-traffic resulting from the 
erection of runway 14/32 will make a very bad situation considerably worse. At 
times already, 2 jetplanes/minute fly over some communities and for up to 17 88.2 
consecutive hours. Just as has been done with the relocation of the Sandpiper, the 
terrible toll exacted by Logan operations on surrounding communities, including 
the less privileged ones, must be quantified. Roxbury in particular has been unduly 
hit by unprecedented pollution from airplane activity without any compensation or 
mitigation. This unbearable burden is slated to reach unreasonable heigths with the 
new runway. Any expansion at Logan airport will then further degrade the quality 
of life for residents with no appreciable gain for airline passengers. 

The alternative of routing these passengers through relief airports or other trans
portation means demands more than the cursory treatment in the Draft EIS/EIR. 



Indeed, there may lie some of the best options to accommodate additional travelers 
to the Boston area, Massachusetts and New England. 

We respectfully urge you to reject the current proposal from Massport and require 
the agency to undertake a comprehensive assessment of all available options to 
adequately accommodate the needs of passengers in the immediate as well as the 
more distant future. 

Like San Francisco, D·.:nver, Hong Kong, Paris, Munich, Montreal, New York, 
Washington D.C. and other world-class cities, Boston and its visitors deserve a 
multiple-airport system residents can live with. An inadequate proposal of the 
1970's is an unlikely answer to the challenges of air-traffic growth in the 21st 
century. 

Respectfully yours, 

&.e�� 
Roxbury Representative to the CAC 
4 Humboldt A venue 
Roxbury, MA 02119 

88.3 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 

88.1 Purpose and 
Need 

88.2 Environmental 
Justice 

Topic 2 

Delay 

Impacts 

Letter 88 
Community Advisory Committee 

Representative, Roxbury 
Roxbury Airplane Pollution Committee 

Dovi Abbey 

Comment 

... fairness would require Massport to provide an in-depth 
analysis of the causes and the extent of the delays 
justifying the erection of a new runway at Logan Airport. 

The terrible toll exacted by Logan operations on 
surrounding communities, including the less privileged 
ones, must be quantified. Any expansion at Logan Airport 
will then further degrade the quality of life for residents 
with no appreciable gain for airline passengers. 

Response 

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 addresses 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. 

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. 

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. 

Letter 88:Community Advisory Committee Representative, Roxbury 
Roxbury Airplane Pollution Committee, Dovi Abbey 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 

88.3 Regional 
Transportation 

Topic 2 

Regional 
Airports 

Comment 

[Need) to undertake a comprehensive assessment of all 
available options to adequately accommodate the needs 
of passengers in the immediate as well as the more 
distant future. 

Letter 88:Community Advisory Committee Representative, Roxbury 
Roxbury Airplane Pollution Committee, Dovi Abbey 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

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 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. 

- -H ••••• •-H--•--



April 21, 1999 

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

RE: Runway 14/32, #10458 

Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

LETTER 89 

As a member of the Community Advisory Committee representing Roslindale and Hyde Park, I 
have enclosed my comments in response to the Environmental Impact Study/Report submitted by 
Massport relative to Runway 14/32 at Logan International Airport. 

It is my hope that your agency will carefully review and incorporate resident concerns regarding 
the negative public health impact of this proposal on the surrounding communities. There is 
widespread citizen opposition to this proposal and your analysis relative to the negative 
environmental impact is vital to set the framework that will allow residents who live in the 
surrounding communities a more broad based effort in reviewing this ill-conceived proposal. 

Thank you for your immediate attention to this issue and please make my comments a part of the 
official comments regarding Runway 14/32. 

Very truly yours, 

01vr�Alex Geourntas 
Roslindale/Hyde Park Representative 
Community Advisory Committee 





TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

DATE: 

Arthur Pugsley, MEPA Unit 
Mass. Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

Alex Geourntas, Roslindale/Hyde Par�Representativ(f 
Community Advisory Committee to Massport 

Massport's Runway 14/32 Proposal-EIS/EIR Report 

April 12, 1999 

As the Roslindale/Hyde Park representative on the Community Advisory 
Committee (CAC), I am writing to state my opposition to Runway 14/32 and 
the Environmental Impact Report/Study as submitted by Massport. 

This issue has united many residents of the various communities surrounding 
Logan Airport. Many residents are strongly opposed to this expansion. I 
have attended many CAC and community meetings where Massport's 
presentation suggests that the new runway will have a positive impact on 
Logan Airport, passengers and for business interests in New England. There 
is no mention of its negative impact to the surrounding neighborhoods and 
communities that will see a definitive increase in airplane traffic and noise 
further compromising the quality of life of these residents. 

I am surprised by Massport's refusal to recognize the environmental impact 
and direct consequences of the new runway upon homeowners in Boston and 
the North and South Shores of our state. The cumulative effect of airplane 
noise and exhaust is an environmental concern and the long term effects of 
this exposure is a public health hazard; not to mention the increased traffic 89.1 
and congestion that will occur in downtown Boston, in particular in East 
Boston and South Boston. Congestion is a problem now throughout Boston 
and Runway 14/32 will make a bad situation worse. Massport is no friend to 
area residents. It continuously ignores the impact the airport is having on 
the surrounding communities and Massport precludes any mention of the 
community impact in any of their presentations. 

The building of the new runway will increase capacity at the airport that in 
turn will increase takeoffs and landings that in turn will increase passenger 
and cargo capacity, which in turn will increase the "bottom line" for 

89 2 Massport-the only real concern for Massport. The "delay" argument is not 
pursuasive since Massport Executive Director, Peter Blute admitted to 
manipulating the numbers to leverage the argument for a new runway. 
Delay data for the EIS/EIR was utilized from figures that were produced in 
1996 when delays were at a high rate; however, the delays between 1996-
1999 have seen yearly reductions and the figures in the report are not an 
adequate representation of the current situation at Logan. 



Public health and the quality of life of residents and their communities must 
be the priority for city and state governments. Each and every resident has 
the right to enjoy the quiet surroundings of their environment. The airport is 89 3 negatively impacting the surrounding communities. Exhaust fumes, noise, · 

congestion and poor air quality are serious environ[11ental and public health 
issues that must be addressed by the Massachusetts Executive Office of 
Environmental Affairs. 

Air traffic on Runway 27 will triple with the new configuration of 14/32 thus 
increasing flights over Roslindale, Hyde Park, Jamaica Plain and West 
Roxbury. This is unacceptable and this item has not and probably will never 89 4 be part of Massport's presentation to the communities mentioned above. At · 

a recent community meeting in Jamaica Plain on March 22, 1999, this issue 
was ignored by Massport. Representatives only repeated their arguments for 
a new runway. Again, Massport is far more concerned with the "bottom line" 
than the lives of families in and around Boston. However, they do have a 
plan of action for the Upland Sandpiper and other wildlife at the airport! 

While I believe there is no need for a new runway at Logan Airport, I also 
believe that the best solution for capacity and delay concerns at Logan is 
achievable at Hanscom Air Field. Hanscom is another issue that is not a part 
of the Massport presentation when mentioning a regional approach to air 
transportation issues. Worcester, Manchester, and T.F. Green Airports are 
mentioned as part of this regional approach; however, Hanscom is not 
mentioned and this truly is a slap in the face to the affected communities 
around Logan Airport. This airfield is expansive and provides the best 
solution to Logan's problems today and in the future. 

Massport is protecting Hanscom and the surrounding communities by 
eliminating Hanscom as a viable alternative. Simply put, Massport is 
employing a "divide and conquer" strategy in Massachusetts. Massport and 
state government officials have protected these residents for quite some time 
at the expense of our communities here in Greater Boston. They have not 
fairly shared the burden with their fellow citizens in and around Boston. This 
situation is indeed reprehensible and unjustified. 

Many current airport operations can be relocated to Hanscom with Massport 
increasing its capacity at Logan and thus reducing delays as well. General 
aviation aircraft, cargo operations and shuttle services to New York, I 
believe, can be shifted to Hanscom. Passengers who utilize the shuttle 
services are predominantly from communities in the 128/495 area of our 
state. The burden can and must be shared by all in Massachusetts not by a 
few as is the case now. If Massport fails to expand Hanscom Field 
operations, Logan Airport will be at the same juncture as we are today in 5 
years or less with increased delays, congestion, noise and pollution. 

89.5 



Massport's arrogance is certainly well known in the Boston area and we have 
had enough. The time has come for Massport to finally recognize that all its 
research, money and influence will never stifle the opposition on this issue. 
Massport continues its strategy of manipulation employing an air of 
superiority. Opposition members remember the long, hard fight of the 
1970's and most are experienced veterans who an� just as committed to 
opposing this ill-conceived proposal. They are willing to continue the 
struggle for fairness and for their rights to live in a safe, healthy and peaceful 
environment. 

I certainly hope my comments will create doubt about this flawed project and 
MEPA will do the right thing and support the residents' position and 
opposition to Runway 14/32. Rejecting the EIS/EIR will validate the 
concerns of area residents and force Massport to deal on a level playing field 
for a change. Boston and surrounding communities will not take a back seat 
and ignore the injustices perpetrated by Massport. 

I strongly oppose this proposal and it is my hope that the concerns of so 
89 6 many residents of our Commonwealth resonates with MEPA staff and I urge 

your department to reject Massport's Environmental Impact Report and 
Study. 

Thank you. 





LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code 

89.1 

89.2 

Topic 1 

Noise 

Delay 

Topic 2 

Impacts 

Model 

Letter 89 
Community Advisory Committee 

Representative, Roslindale/Hyde Park 
Alex Geourntas 

Comment 

The cumulative effect of airplane noise and exhaust is an 
environmental concern .•. Massport ... continuously ignores 
the impact the airport is having on the surrounding 

• communities .... 

The "delay" argument is not pursuasive [sic] ... the figures 
in the report are not an adequate representation of the 
current situation at Logan. 

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. 

The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides updated information 
for 1998-the latest year for which actual Logan Airport data 
are available. 

Refer to Section 4.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. 
Chapter 1 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. 

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 under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 
Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 
benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours under 
1998 conditions, and by·as much as 94,000 hours in the 
future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The sooner airside 
efficiencies are implemented, the more benefits will accrue 
over time. 

Letter 89: Community Advisory Committee Representative, Roslindale/Hyde Park, Alex Geourntas 
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Topic 1 Comment Response Code 

89.3 

Topic 2 

Effects 
-- ---- ··- -----•--- -·--·-----

Public Health 

89.4 Noise Runway Use 

Exhaust fumes, noise, congestion, and poor air quality are 
serious environmental and public health issues that must 
be addressed .... 

Air traffic on Runway 27 will triple with the new 
configuration ... This is unacceptable .... 

Letter 89: Community Advisory Committee Representative, Roslindale/Hyde Park, Alex Geourntas 

No alternatives violate the NAAQS. The Preferred Alternative 
shows better air quality results than the other alternatives. 

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. 

Current traffic trends at Logan Airport and the regional 
airports indicate that Logan Airport may not reach the 
1999 passenger forecast (29 million) presented in the Airside 
Project Draft EIS/EIR until 2002 or 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 grow1h. With 
these developments, 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 will not 
be achieved until after 2020. 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. 

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 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 operations. 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. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
' 

89.5 Regional Regional Massport is protecting Hanscom and the surrounding The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
i Transportation Airports communities by eliminating Hanscom as a viable DEIS/FEIR, specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 
i alternative. 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 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 Hights 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 significant 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. 

89.6 Environmental MEPA ... I urge your department to reject Massport's The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that " ... the 
Review Environmental Impact Report and Study. Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this 
Process 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 . 

... ----�--- ····- ---·-··· - -�-.. 

Letter 89: Community Advisory Committee Representative, Roslindale/Hyde Park, Alex Geourntas 





April 15, 1999 

Arthur Pugsley, Associate Environmentalist 
�PA Unit 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
20th Floor 
100 Cambridge Street 
Boston, MA 02202 

Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

Re: Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 
Massport Environmental Impact Report 
Case No. 11895 

LETTER 90 

As the Town of Braintree's Representative to the Community Advisory Committee to 

Massport (CAC), I hereby register my support of Review Comments re the above

entitled project as prepared by the CAC Consultants, Robert G. Bums, Monty Gettys, 

Montgomery Consulting Group, Inc. and David Standley, P.E. 

Because Massport has failed to provide a long-term plan and has chosen instead to settle 

for a short-sighted one that will adversely affect those of us who live under the flight 

paths, I, as the Town of Braintree's Representative to the CAC, hereby vehemently 

oppose the Logan 2000 Project in general and the construction of the proposed new 

runway 14/32 in particular. 

··' 

Therefore, I urge MEPA to reject Massport's Environmental Impact Report and require 

said agency to redo the EIS/EIR, as I believe that data contained therein is flawed and un

reliable. 

Respectfully submitted, 

�7�--fJ� 
Sandra M. Kunz 
Braintree Representative to Community Advisory Committee to Massport 
Certified Mail, Return Receipt Requested 

Mailing Address: 89 Hollingsworth Avenue 

Braintree,�� 02189 

90.1 
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Code 

90.1 

Topic 1 

Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Topic 2 

MEPA 

Comment 

Letter 90 
Community Advisory Committee 

Representative, Braintree 
Sandra Kunz 

Response 

... I urge MEPA to reject Massport's Environmental Impact 
Report ... as I believe that data contained therein is flawed 
and unreliable. 

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. 

Letter 90: Community Advisory Committee Representative, Braintree, Sandra Kunz 





JAMES A. SHEETS, MA YOF 

JOHN F. KEENAN 
EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 

BERNICE C. MA;:JER 
ADMINISTRATIVE As.51STANT 

April 21, 1999 
Robert A. Durand, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge SL Room 2000

Boston MA 02202

Re: Runway llt/32 Logan Airport - EOEA 10458 

Dear Secretary Durand: 

LETTER 91 

Enclosed find a copy of the comments I made at the FAA/MEPA hearings of April 7, 
1999. I hope that the arguments and reasoning advanced will co�e you to 
declare Kassport's current draft EIS an Inadequate one. 

In brief, their data are old; they used their own rather than the FAA's formula to 
model delays. They have data from 1998, why don't they use ft? 

They did not differentiate among the types of delays, delays being the basis of their 
support for the runway. They lumped all delays together. They did not separate out 
those delays In which the entire airport was shut down due to snow or fog [six extra 
runways will not help In those circumstances]. 

They did not Indicate which alrllnes were most delayed. The national 11st, just pub
lished yesterday, ldentlfled which airline companies are most delayed due to their 
own Internal organizational deffcfencfes. Kany of the most delayed airlines are the 
ones who do the most business out of Logan - United, American, US Air. The least 
delayed airline, Southwest, ls the main carrier at TF Greene and does not run out of 
Logan. 

They did not Indicate how many delays are Incurred by Logan passengers who twid
dle thumbs on the ground because of Kassport's mana9erially Inept systems for bag
gage handling as well as chronically back dated, or entirely mlsslni, departure and 
arrivals screens, or unreadable or useless wayflndlng signs. I defy all passengers to 
find the one Northwest Airlines gate at l.oian unless they know where It is ahead of 

91.1 



April 21, 1999
Mader to Durand
Runway llt/32
Page 2

ahead of time, in the far comer of the lnternadonal te�� with no sign and no
reception area. Do we blame that kind ,:,f ill planning on lack of a rrmway too?
Massport does not have Its act together as an agency. Period.

Massport dismissed all consideration of other alternatives In less than a few pages;
they made no sincere effort to find a real solution to the overall problem. That
problem Is much greater than Logan's needing another runway. Logan Airport Is too
small now and certainly too small for the future. They chose to completely Ignore
that reality.

I hope that you will find my comments helpful, not so much because they have an
swered all the questions that need to be addressed, but that they have spoken to the
many, many more questions which need to be raised and satisfactorily answered.

Thank you for your consideration in these matters.

Sincerely,
/ f;;j),,ni(�£.c? b��

�:mice c. Male: 1 
_✓ Admlnlstradve Assistant to the Mayor

91.2 



April 7, 1999 
To: The Staff of the Execatfve Office of Environmental Affaln 

The MEPA Unit 
The Commonwealth of Massacbasetts 

From: Bernice C. Mader, City of Quincy Representative 
�mmnoMy Advisol'J Committee to Musport 

Re: Massport EIR Losan Expanslon/LOtan 2000 

OVERVIEW 

..... 

I addreu you here u die Qpfncy Representative to the Cornmonlty Advisory Committee 
aa well as the President of Cltlzem Alalmt Airport llolle and lmmedlate put chair of 
the CAC, for nineteen ,ears. 

DmfD9 tb1I project, Maaport bas violated both the spirit and the replatlons of the EP� 
MEPA, and the FAA as wen as the sense of fair play and environmental jaltlce. The 91.3 
IIEPA/ffEPA process, when used wllely and honestly, can be a helpful leamfn9 and 
pJanntq tool for diverse 9J'OUPS of opinion maken to reach consensus but not the way 
that Mauport baa tried to manlpalate Its use. 

Aa I will later recount. Musport bas used both outdated and worst case scenario data as 91. 4 
their base cue and tbeJ have employed hfibly lrreiUJar data-1atberlog methodologies. 
Mauport'a EIR generates very lltde new knowledsze, nor does ft advance forward-
tblnldnsz, tbouibtfal pal)Uc policy. 

Massport never examines Losan Airport ltaeH u It now mdlta. They talk extensively 
about delays but they never mention the real problem at the airport - Its size. A newly 91. 5 
created International airport based on only m!nbnally acceptable federal standards 
would contain at least 5,000 acres and many have 10,000 acres or more. In contrast, 
Losan Airport consists of 2,,00 acres. That II only .\8% of the mtnfmwn physical size of 
any new airport created today. 

No major physical Improvements bad been made to Losan from 1977 antll this past year 
when the new parldJl9 9arqe opened. To allow Lc,szan International Airport to be able 
to cominae to operate, Maasport bas llretched every airport parameter to Its llmlt and 
beyond. Logan Airport Is too amall now and certalnly too small for the twenty-second 
century. llo �000 fooc, anl-d.lrecdonal commuter runway can adc:lreu Losan Airport's 
overwbelmmi abortcomlD91. It bas no more room to il'OW· 

Parldn9, ground ac;ceu. pedestrian access, off lite park and Dys, off site �o termlnals, 
re-located faeJ Unes and outrageously dffflcult wayflndm9 and alpqe systems are now 
at their extreme llmlts. Thia postqe atamp-slzed maJc,r commercial aJ.rport ls now try• 
Ins to squeeze In another runway to once more accommodate Its baste Jack of ade
quacy. The growth of lbe commercial pauenszer lndUIUy over the past two decades bas 
oatstrlpped Losan Airport. Losan International Airport, lo the site where It ls carrently 
located. bas run oat of� time and capadty. 



April 7, 1999 
Mader to EOEA/MEPA Unit 
M•apo'"t EIR/1.0ian Expanston 
Pqe2 

A large nmn� of cldel both In tbla Dallon and acrou the world observed the trGDds In 
avladon growth and planned for them. Maapon did not. Airport atudfes were con
ducted In 1988, 1990 and 1993, the lut led by Bad Snyder al the Mus. Aeronaatics 
�rnrnfalon. Studies are DOI plans. Those atudles were casaaDy cllsretarded. and 
d11carded, for a variety of reasons - IDOldy poUtlcaL Muspon clearly did not formulate 
a comprebenlfve Muser Plan for tlauacbaletts' aviation � of the twenty-second 
cemmy. Instead, It employed a aeries of lt01>-9ap measures to patch Its Inadequate 
Infra-structure systems. Maaport contlnaes to try to put twenty pounds of Doar Into a 
five pound bq. 

As one reads the E1R, It Is dear that Maaport bas not fully answered the requirements 
of the EIR process CEQ, sec. IS02Jla II the bean of the process. This la the examfn
adon and comlderadon of alternatives. From the Issuance of their Initial docament In 
the summer of 199S, Muspon bas Usted Individual alternatives and bandies of alterna
tives, bat It WU u aoond•ndy dear then u It la DOW, that Massport bad a chosen 
.. favorite" for wblcb It woald develop and skew suppordDi data. The coverage given to 
the listed alternative choices la complete llpservtce, aacb u Hamcora Field, two and one 
half short parqrapbs; Dve parqrapbs to dismiss video teleconferencfl'lg and only three
paraarapbs to dlanfa the north IOUtb rall llnk, the Portland rail Unk and the northeast 91.6 
corridor Improvements combined.. Completely absent from all consideration Is the other 
wholly finc,red altema� lbe development of a new airport. Muspon wanted the 
shoe to Dt DO matter bow they bad to cram that foot Into the glass slipper. 

Section 1502Jla (a) requires Massport .. to rigorously explore and objectively evaluate 
all reasonable alternatives": "to present the environmental Impacts of the proposal and 
the alternatives In comparative form"; (b)"to devote substantial treatment to each alter
native considered In detail"; (d) .. qendes aball lnclade the alternative of DO action". In 
l502J5, the EIS abaD pnc/8dy describe the environment of the area Itself and the area 
around It that "II to be affected or created by the alternatives ander consideration". 
They 11Sball d1scu1a the reladonsblp of the proposed actions to adopted or proposed land 
use plans, poUdes, controll, and goals and objectives of affected comrnanftles, lncladfng 
CC1mmunttfea ocdsfde the jarlsdlctlon In which the proposed project la located." 1502Jla 
says that -it lhall lnclade dllcosslons of dJred effects and their significance and Indirect 
effects and their sfsnlllcance." 

Muaport bas not adequately responded to these reqalrements. Instead of lincerely and 
fally exarntnf119 these rqulatory edicts, 11assport and Its management. for almost the 
past two years. bu cholen to szo out and lobby publicly for Its alternative of choice - a 
new runway lla/32 and a new cemerfleld taxiway. Their stady ls Inadequate and out
dated and Incomplete. It needs to be re-done. 



April 7, 1999 
Mader to EOEA/l'IEPA Unit 
Maupon EIR/l.09an Expansion 
Page 3 

Ezecatlve-Dlredor Blute bu made dozem of presentations to tbe state's Consirem(>nal 
delqadon, private companies, a variety of CIJambers of Commerce and apedal Interest 
OfianlzadoDI like Auodatecl lndumles of Muw:baletts, the Hlsb Technology Council, 
the New Ensiland Cooncll and many local dvlc 01'9anlzadons. These presentadons all 
occwaed during the period In wblcb Mr. Blute bad publicly assured tbe Joint LC)9an 
Alnfde Review Committee (ARC) tbat be wu .. IC)lng to look at all of the alternatives 
and get back to the ARC." Despite Mr. Blate'I public pled9e In Aupst of 1997 to 
-neutrally examine all of the altemadves", wltbln a few weeks after that pledge, Mr. 
Blute was In Wublngton advocatfDI the runway to the federal Congreufonal del�atlon 
u well u to the Eut Boston Chamber of Commerce.

The ARC ls composed of the Community Advisory Committee to Massport, which con
sists of cftlzen representatives from 2' commanldes formally appolnted by their mayon 
or Boards of Selectmen, along with an equal number of prtva� bastness-,s and al.rllne 
companies appointed by the Eucadve Director prior to Peter Blate, Stephen Tocco. The 
ARC wu tbe formal, reCOIDfze(I Mauporkleslpated team of both aides. Its mlssfon was 
to l1sten to, and to question, In each other's presence, Massport'a consultant team's data 
for the EIR. 

Over an 18 month period, when I wu stUl chair of the ARC, and later my successor, 
Anutalla Lyman, almost monthly calls were placed to Peter Blute and/or bis Director 
of Aviadon Plannmi, Betty Desrollen, uldng them where be WU In bis analysls. The 
answer always came back that .. be wu examining alternatives". 

We cld.zem came to know differently u we learned that Mr. Blute was lobbying various 
forces for bis alternative of choice. He wu making favorable presentations of Massport's 
choice to many local clvlc groups, by-passing the omdally appointed ARC. Mr. Blute 
preferred to speak to unlnltlated ddzen and bostness groo:ps who bad neither the back
ground, the history or the lnforrnadon to uk blrn pointed and problns, questions. 

DariD9 this 18 mo� unexplained blatas from the EIR process, the ARC members 
received no lnforrnadon from the tlauport comultant team. Citizens were told that 
Mauport consultants and the FAA were .. gathering data" and "working on thlDgs". We 
all know that they were not gatberfng data for bad they done so, then tbls £IR would 
not be bued on abc year old lnformadon from a wont case scenario base year which 
ased the worst year for delays that !fauport baa ever bad. 

When the EIR process suddenly reaumed In 1998, Just days after the state elections. the 
ARC memben were not made aware of Its start up or of any new data tbe Masspon 
consaltant team wu developing. We were again clrcamvented from being part of the 
formal process. The bolldays came and went, and a sbon week Into the new year of 
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l1ader to EOEA/MEPA Unit 
Manport EIR/Losian E::q,ansfon 
Paae 4 

1999, � Lyman, the current cbalr, received a call from Masaport, after a 20 
month saspemlon of activity, that tfauport wanted to schedule one last ARC meeting 
within a week to •11p off OD the final draft". 

ARC members were outraged and rlsbtfully so. Some data that bad been used In the 
EIR were now over m years old. lleltber citizens, nor tbelr consaltant advison, were 
clae to receive their copy of the Draft undl the day before the ARC meedng. The Draft 
welshs many poands and measures several lncbes. Over and over we are told, trust the 
ltusacbu.leUs Port Authority. Woald you? 

DELAYS 

When It began Its public reladons campaign after the state elections, Musport again 
based Its case for the new Ranway 14/32 upon the redacdon of delays as belni the 
most sf9nlflcant factor aflectlni Lotan's abWty to operate. For not only reasons of lost 
time bat for what Massport said was $313 mlWon dollars In lost revenue, ltassport said 
that It muat have a new runway as tbe only way to address these Issues. Let as 
examine their � 

When Masaport cboae 111 bue year for delays It chose tbe sfnile worst year for delays 
that bad ever OCCUI.ed. That base year, 1993, was neither Indicative nor typical of a 
normal year. In 1993, Musport lncarred 19, 729 fllsht delays. Delays have never again 91 8 approached that level� It Is, less than 4% of all Df9bts at Logan are delayed. 

If OM examines t.be weather for 1993-199.\, one would also find an anasaal winter 
weather pattern. There were over ten slgnlflcant winter snowstorms rl9bt after each 
other In that year. The snowfall of 96.3 Inches [data obtained from U.S. Weather 
Service Uormadon Bareaa] set a record. The snow did not melt andl mid-Kay. 

In Its delay aecdon, Masaport does not dearly dellneate which pordons of the delays 
caused by � and weather" were sped8calJy aurtbatable to snow, Ice or other 
severe weather conclltlom which would have caused delays, such as the closure of 
runways or the airport ltlelf, r"e9ardless of the existence of the number of runways. 

When It evaluated the delay sltaadon Massport did not use the FAA method of calca-
ladon, which .counts any lllaht u be� delayed If It ls over 15 minutes late. Kassport 

91 9 added op every minute of delay, compressed those mlnates Into boars and then assfp, 
ed those boon a dollar value. They said that tbe cost per lost boar to alrUnes was $1,115 
and $27 per plane pu1enser baaed upon a 1997 DOT atady. The i!'and total In 1998 of 
the cost of delays wu said to be $313 million dollan. There Is no detail as to how those 
� for either the planes or the passeQ9ers were arrived at except to quote the DOT 
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study. What me_tbods were used by DOT and Maaport to determine �se namben? 

Tboasb Musport bu qnanttfted the delays of alrlfne paaensers and airlines In terms of 
U.S. currency, they have lmqlned the delay lmpactl for thole llvlng on the iround u 
bel.ns only environmental, with no economic effects. That II a mistake. 

THE .. IIITERRUPTION DELAY FACTOR" 

U Ma.upon ballets Runway ll.t/32 for use by commuter planes, then we believe that that 
action creates more slots for the alrUnes to DD with Jarier jet operaUons on the other 
runways. That will create more rather than lea noise at the airport. 

Balldq ll.t/32 might temporarBy redace runway delays for about 3-S years bat It wDI 
al.lo 1oc:rease what I will call the llfnterruptlon delay" factor for those who Uve under the 
mszbtl. In fact, my "Interruption delay" model demonstrates that an enormoasly szreater 
amount ,of money II lost to the bmlne11 economy by the llfnterruptlon delay factor" than 
Massport's estimated losses to airlines and their passe119ers ever will. Let me explain. 

The llfnterruptlon delay factor" represents the costs to basinesles and worken who 
work on the � ander the noise of the fllabt paths. Their losses can be qaantlfted In 
the followlni way: 

Lut year In 1998, there were u:J,000 l.09an fllabt operaUons, that Is take offs and 
landln91. Those operadons rumbled over Boston'• 19 neighborhoods u well as the 
other 18 manldpalltles which also experience direct Impacts from Losan's emtence. 
llslnsz 1998 census data from the Commonwealth of Massacbasetts, U one totals the 
number of dtlzens Jaat referenced, that number II 1,lj65,800 people llvlng ander one or 
more of l.09an'1 Dlgbt paths. U one adds those workers who commute to Boston to the 
number of Boston residents, the correct flaure lncludfn9 those who drive via the S.E. 
Ezpreuway, Route 93 S , the llaa Turnpike, Route I, and those who ride the Commuter 
Rall systems and the varioaa MBTA Rapid Transit llnes to Bol1on to work, that total 
number approximates on an afttQe wo� �, $38,000 people 11vbJi \ln.der the noise 
from Losan'a fllabt paths In the City of Boston alone and 1,675,800 penons llvlnsz under 
them acrou an the_ affected commonldea. 

Assume that 62% of those people work, then alf9btly over one mlDlon people toll under 
the flight path noise on a given day. Accordlni to the latest census Information, the 
average aonoal Income In Boston, [which II lower than many of Its aarrounc:llD9 neigh
bors] II $37,71j() or $18Jl.t hour. However, because I want this analysis to be of the most 
conservative na� I have arbitrarily chosen the rate of $7 per boar u befns the aver
qe lowest szofns rate for an bom1y Job In Boston. 

91.10 
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The next step In the model II to UleSI bow many people OD any stven day suffer the 
effects of Logan'• nolle pollution. Not an of the people who live and work In Boston are 
aBected bJ airplane noise an of the time. It II not unreasonable to say dw one-dlfrd of 
the -WOrklni" popaladon of 1,055,750 may be affected by Lotan operadons at any one 
time. The given one-ddrd would allo not be affected f!Very day bat perhaps three days 
oat of every seven on average and not necessarDy for 12 or 18 boan a day bat perhaps 
8 boan. 

In pnnmaey, that means t.bat one third of a mfDlon people Uve ander Olibt path noise 
for three+- days per week at about+ - six boars per day. D we model the followfns 
drcumst4nces. u Massport models so many tbfngs lndudJDi their delay costs, this ls 
what happens: 

Suppose that dartnsl the abc boan of airplane noise per clay, that wltbln each hour, there 
are Dve Interruptions, averqfnt one minute per lnterrapdon. These lnterrupdons mfsbt 
be one mlnate pauses for lnaadlblll1y c:lurfna telephone conversations, reqa1red verbal 
repetldom of sales orders or merchand.lse plcldni orders, lntra.slom durini business or 
ata.11 meeting• or between qents and clients or sales people and �mers. 

At Dve minutes per boar times six boars per day, that 1130 rninmea of Interruption 
delays per day. U I take that one day and maltlply It by the three days of noise, then 
each worker wDl have experienced 90 rniDatel of Interruption delays within a given 
week. U we then examtne the total� of affected worken loslni productivity, at $7 
per hour, the dollar amount represented by those lost prodactlvtty bow-s per week 
equals $11,085,375 and $S78,U9,SOO per year! Tbat Is at the lowest possible boarly 
rate of the $7. U I actually used the probable closer to real cost per boar �?Jre of 
$18JI) per boar, then the lou would be $29,883,� per week or a ata9ierlng 
$1,553,916.156 dollan per year! Masaport'a $31311 qaantlflcadon of passenser and 
airport delays represents only 20% of the •delay interrapdon penalties" Incurred by 
those who work on the ground. 

My model baa only addressed the money lost. How do I even bqtn to qaandfy the 
boon of lost deep, lnaodlble school lessons, Interrupted speech, unavailable enjoyment 
of the environment, not to mention the nqatlve health effects of b.lib blood pressure, 
■tress, bearlni loss and low birth weight babies?

THE PREFERElfflAL RUIIWAY ASSIGIIMEIIT SYSTEM [PRAS] COALS 

In the early 1980s, the members of the Mauport Community Advisory Committee 
proposed to Massport that there be an effort to d1stribate the noise from Logan 
operadons more equitably amons the affected commanldes. Citizens worked with 
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Ma1sport co� to come up with a workable modeL The model took Into account 
lbele main fadon: the aeuonal me and dlHlae of certain runways, the a1e of any 
runway for more than 8 boars In a 24 boar period caDed "dwell•, and the use of any 
runway for more than 24 boon whbln a 72 boar period, called �nlstence-. It also 
blgbJ.labted the a1e of over-water landfnsi• and take offs u a poulble relief for safferfni 
communities. Tbe computer model wu auwo1ecl to alert air traffic controllen In the 
tower when an, ruoway bad been med over 8 boan In one clay, 21 boan In three days 
or bad been on any comblnadon of runways for a lo129 period. D wind and weather 
permitted. the controllen were aapposed to cbanp the runway comblnadon creating 
relief for those who bad been endarlng noise for clays or boars on end. 

Initially, for the first 3-4 years. there wu some effort by tower penonnel to use the 
system. However, u the demand at Losian for more and more Dl9b1s contlnaed to 
srow, tower comrollen beian to me more and more of the lqb capacity runway 
comblnadons to accommodate the lncreued namben of planes and to Ignore the 
recommendadom of the PRAS computer modeL For the past el9bt or nine years, the 
model bas been lpored aJtosetber In favor of tower penonnel's being able to "get 'em 
In and get 'em oat" of the airport. 

Since Massport'a profeued arpmentl for the new runway IIJ/32 are generally weak 
and wltboat merit, they bad to Dnd some ldeu to bolster their new runway arpment. 
Massport refas4,s to admit that IIJ/32 Is limply a bottom line revenue Issue allowing 91.11 
them to accept more new bClllnesl After almost a decade of liDOl'IDI the entire PRAS 
Idea and Its operadon, Musport chose to resw,ed PRAS's long-lpored noise sharing 
goals and Its stated Intention of tryt.nsz to encourqe Olgbts to Logan to come via over 
the water approacbeL Since runway 11/32 borders the harbor, Massport chooses to 
assert that all of Its unkllrecdonal commuter flights woald enter and leave Logan via 
the harbor approach. 

What Mauport does not say or dearly demonstrate II where thole tboasands of new 
commuter operadons will tum back-over land. With all of the DJabtl purported to be 
commuter or corporate sized, the airplane tmm from the harbor back over land will be 
not be conducted at hl9b altltudes, many ml1el away In the harbor. They wm Instead 
tam quickly, gener:adnsl new nolae over already no�ndminl commmldes. the PRAS 
part of Massport'a IIJ/32 argument provides no relief at an. In fact, the former PRAS 
experiment never met more than about 26% of Its goals - and that was when the num
ber of operadons wu far less than now. 

Massport refaaea to guarantee that It will come one Iota doser to meetlDi those 18 year 
old PRAS goala, wblcb lndade "noise abatement"' , with runway IIJ/32. It simply creates 
new opportanfdes for more noise. 
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Should t1aupo� plans go forward, then EOEA, MEPA and FAA abould Impose substan
tial fines on Ma.upon for not meetlJli the PBAS pldellnes with CQmmunttles receivlni 
the monies. 

A UIU-DmECnONAL RUIIWAY 14/32 

One of the 1tro09est conlendons accolDJ)aDYlnsi Massport'1 arpment for the new 
runway Is Its auertlon that tbla runway will never be med In any way bat unl
d1redlonally, all operadons comln9 In from, and 901Dg oat over, the water. tfasspon 
swears that the other end of the new runway wDI never be used to laanch operations 
dfrecdy over neJabborboods. 

On three pabllc occasions, I penonally have asked tfasspon to quantify this promise by 
agreefDi to create a lqal Instrument wbfch attests to the uni-directional nature of 14/32 
and which forbids Its use In the other direction In perpetuity. I have also asked that 
such a lt!ial Instrument become part of the Record of Declsfon of the FAA In the runway 91.12 
matter aboald It be built. Maupon bas refused to qree to this. Given previous history, 
there Is no reason whatsoever to believe Mauport's assertion of anl-dlredfnnalfsm their 
latest venfon "Trust us". Look at the coun case rf9bt now where tbey'are trytns to 
remove the prevlODlly a9lffd to lnjanctlon Aialnst bulldln9 a new runway. 

USE OF CREEK£, KAhCHESIER, WORCESIER & HAKSCOM AS RELIEVER AIRPORTS 

Masspon says that It baa encour4ied use of these fadlltfes as a way to ease Logan's 
woes. In fact, It adDally bas not. Greene and Manchester airports have srown because 
of market forces and ease of use. Cheap airfares. such as those offered by Southwest 
Air, have larecl thou.sands to Greene. Easler traffic and colDJDUtm9 access to Greene 
and Manchester have appealed to the fJyln9 pabllc. tfasspon bas not once ever 
launched a pabllc reladons Initiative to iUfde business to these competitors. In the 
absence of a comprehensive aviation plan, and In befn9 criticized for the lack of o� 
Ma.upon has backed Into namfn9 Greene and Manchester as rellevers because It suits 
their � not became they really planned to have them act In those functions. 

Addldonally, Ma.upon decries the lost $313 mllllon In delay costs bat at the same time 
ctatms that Jt seriously supports sendlnsz thou.sands of payin9 customers to Rhode Island 
or llew Hampabfre. tfaupon Is � business Do yoa believe that It honestly wants to 
send business elsewhere on a resuJar basis? 

Al for Worcester Airport. for IS years, CAC members have tried to ie1 Masspon 
Interested In developfni tb1s facillty which bu major potential. Instead. tfasspon bas 
treated Worcester like a leper, allowfn9 Its annual passe09er use to fall from vfaorous 
levels to a mere 39,000. To be blunt, Masspon bas not cared aboat Worcester because 
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It does not own Worceater. Worcester does not comrlbute to Nauport's bottom line. U 
Naupon Is serious In Its dabm .about Worcester Alrpon, tben It wD1 acquire Worcester 
and work with the Muaacbasetts HJsbway Department to bafld a dfrect connector road 
from the MaaacbuseUs Turnpike to the alrpon. 

There are those who wfll respond to that proposal by saytnsi that dofnl that would take 
ten years. Under normal replatory proce,ses, that woakl probably be so. However, In 
the publlc's Interest, those processes can be cbansed and compressed. A perfect exam
ple of this Is what occurred because of the demands of the Central Artery project. In or
der to serve the publlc'1 lnterelt and to save the tupayen money, the Commonwealth 
wished to deposit the dirt from the Central Artery at the former Qalncy/Mllton landOlls 
for the Quarry HUia CoU Coarse project. To do so, the entrance ramp off of the South- 91.13 east Ezpressway bad be dosed and moved so that It could accommodate the bandreds 
of IMie 18 wheeled tracks dellverlni the dirt every day. In a period of m weeks, the 
old ramp was closed, the new ramp deslan approved and ·the new ramp built and 
opened. Normally this would have been a three year or more process. If state govern-
ment, workfns with the FAA, bu a will to make Wo� fancdonally Important for 
commerdal avladon, It can do so and do so qalcldy. The commitment and the money 
just have to be provided. 

As for Hanscom Field, Maapon seems loathe to serloasly lmrestfsate this wealthy, 
poUdcally powe� alternadve. We must examtne what HamconJ can contrlbate to the 
solatlon. It � two parallel runways with IDSb umentadon and lenstb that are perfectly 
aulted to commuter aircraft. In fact, It offen double the advantqes of a runway 1.\/32 
at Logan. Mo one sbould propose that Jarie-scale jet operations emanate from Hanscom, 
but It does offer a perfectly salted, already existlDi fadllty for the commuter traffic that 
Logan Is so anxious to eJlminate. 

A NEW AIRPORT 

Even If the new runway II built, Massport bas not addressed bow p&UeD9en wm get 
there to use It. There are stUl only the same number of roads In and oat. Maid-modal 
techniques of szettfng pauensien to the airport have fl'OWD bat In no way have they 
been able to keep pace with the rise In private automobile traffic to Losan. Despite the 
new garaae, adequate parldns will contlnae to � a prqt,lem. Pedestrians will continue 
to navl9ate at their peril at this alrpon. Airport. emtufons will atlll waft Into abattlng 
nel9bborboods. °' 

: . .  

In this � Massport never even considered tho Idea 9f balldfnsl a brand new lnterna- 91.14 donal airport. That ls a mistake. They must at least aerloasly consider the concept. 
Whether there are land parcels In Massacbo.setts �e enough to accommodate such a 
faclllty needs to be Investigated. Whether an alrpo;l1 can be built on any of them needs 
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to examined. To completely dlanlss the Idea out of band ts not wftbln the Intent of the 
NEPA gafdellnes for alternadvel. 

smlKARY 

➔ "auport bu not followed the NEPA/tlEPA rquladons and pfdellnes In bow It
bu prodaced tbll report. It bu done a very poor job of examlnl09 altemadves
and panaJns them In any meanlniful depth. The report must be done again.

➔ "assport bu chosen OUHlated and worst case scenario delay data to bolster Its
case for the new runway 14/32. Its data analyses were not baled upon normal
FAA da�atberfni methods. Less than 4% of all the fllsbts at Logan are delayed.

➔ The la.nd apon which Losan International Airport stands ts too small It cannot
handle any more runway iJ°Owtb. It ls out of space for any type of addidons.

➔ "assport's &1drniotsfJ'adon bas drcwnvented and dlsbonored Its own dtlzen and
business il'OUP, the ARC, by linorini the ARC'S stated mission and by tryfJJi to
rnanlpalate the MEPA process to its advantage rather than ustns the EIR process
to prodace good, new Information and enlightened public aviation policy,

➔ "assporthas been IJ'e4tly concerned with last year's $313 million loss which they
assert ,bas been Incurred by delays to both the airlines and the passengers. In
fact, their figure ls_only 20% of what workers and businesses on the sround have
Incurred as part of the "Interruption delay factor". That amount of money may be
as great as one bllllon dollars or more per year.

➔ "assport bu resurrected the unused-fo�ecade Preferential Runway Asslp-
ment System to bolster their weak aJ'itl!Dents for a new runway. Should "ass-
port's plans come to pass, then the Authority mast be sabstaDtlally fined for not 
meeting those goals with the fonds solng to affected commtmfdes.

➔ "usport refuses to lncoporate a legal document into the FAA Record of Decision
that swean that runway 14/32 will be ased ankllrect1onally In pepetaity,

➔ "assport bu used Greene and "ancbester Airports' srowtb as a fallback to de-
fend Its lack of a comprehensive aviation plannfns document for "assachusetts
for the twenty-second century.

91.15 

91.16 

91.17 

91.18 

91.19 

91.20 

91.21 
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➔ 

➔ 

➔ 

Nauport cJatms to have sincere mterelt In developfn9 Worcester Airport's po
tendal. D that Is so, let 1bem advocate for a compreaed development tfmeframe 
and tbe funds necessary for Nuaport to parcbase the airport, Increase Its lnfra
atracture and balld a UnldDi blsbway to the Nuaachusetll Turnpike. 

Nauport must exarnloe the potendal me of Hanaco'D Field as tbe maJc,r operator 
for commuter operadom for tlassacbusetts. That does not Include large scale jet 
traffic. 

As one of the considered alternatives, Nassport must atady the prospect of sldni 
a new rn$r lntemadonal airport In Nassacbasetts. 

When It comes to J.oian Airport, Nassport bas used the "Field of Dreams" philosophy or 
avladon pJannlni - .. build It and they wUI come ... Bot bow will they come, and where 
will they park, and bow will they walk, and bow will the nelibbon thrive and bear 
their children laugh, and how wfll all or the lo�erfng citizens enjoy the "LUe. llberty 
and pursuit or happiness to which we an are heir"? 

91.22 

91.23 

91.24 



EXHIBff ONE· BERIIICE MADER TO EOEA/l'IEPA • L0GAII EIR 
POPULAflOII RGURES BASED UPOII COMM. OF KASS. CEIISUS DATA 1998 

BOSTON/DIC. ALL IIEIGHBORHOODS & OTHER COlfflUIIJTIES AFFECTED BY LOGAN 
Boston [Inc. an netsbborboods East Boston, South Boston, Roxbury, South End, Back 
Bay, Jamaica Plain, D6rcbester, Hyde Park, West Roxbury Rosllndale, llortb End. Grove 
Hall, Fields Corner, Upbams Corner, Cod.man Square, tfattapan, Brf9bton and ADston. 

= 628,400 

Braintree 32,800 

Brookline 55,700 

Cambridge 101.S00 

Chelsea 34,900 

Everett 35,700 

Hingham 19,900 

Hall 11,200 

Malden 55.900 

Medford 57,000 

Melrose 27,000 

Mllton 25,700 

Newton 82,400 

Qp1ncy 89,800 

Revere 44,200 

Somerville 79,000 

Swampscott 13,400 

Weymouth SIJ,100 

Winthrop 17,200 

Grand Total 1,465,800 



EXIDBIT TWO - �CE MADER TO EOEA/MEPA • LOGAN EIR 

MODEL FOR -InIEldlUPTED DELAY" FACTOR 

Bos1on'1 popaladon of 628M)O [1998 cemaa data] 
Add 222,000 dally IJH>OUDd commuting workers 
Sqhqad 12,000 people who Pu 1n BostQn nnd wpr1r; eJHwhem 
f\)tal of 838,,M)() people ID the City of Boston work under the noise 

Add the popaladom from tbe other 18 communldea, which II 837,.\00, to the 838,,M)() 
Total popu]adon under the fflqbt path nolR L675,800 {1h11 flaure II adjusted downward 
by 12% to accoun1 for those people who might live In affected commonldes and also 
work ID Boston.) 

AAornJ:11D1tely §2%, or t,oss,,so or dJe L675.800 work QDder the Plqht paths, 

Bar.an'• IDURO annual Income rcenm, daca. 19981 $37340 whlcb JI $18,111 per hom: 
based upon a 40 how work week at 52 weeks per year 

Model's conservative rate per worklnq hour ts $7.00 

Formula Steps; 
IQ o• the 1,oss,710 pr 352.,000 + - people recelto noise 10, ;1 + - ,dap' z s + - hn.ldo.y 

s mlnQtet 01 tnterrgpdans tor each QI dJe e bmn - ao DJIIJPfffll ot 1nterrgpdons per day

3 days ot 30 minutes of tnterrqpdons = 90 mlngtes of 1ntemmdons 

90 mlffldn 01 trnerrgpttom Im: J,05S,7SO penom = 95.011,SOO minutes of lost work

Those 95,011.soo minutes conven to t.583.625 hours of lost work 

At $7,0o per hour, that = su,oss,375 per week tn Jost work 

$11,oas,37s • R weeks ver nv = $576."3,9.SQO m,r year lo tntemmtlon delay cam

Ar SJBJlj per ham, ttm 1.51,1.015 houn or lost wm1I = $2&716,075 per week 

A1 $2BJJQ,DJ5 per week i R wnu = $1A93,23S,822 ver year IQ lmerropdpn delay 
costs 1o ll)osc bgsl!JeHes imS workm who WQffl on the m,ond. under the noise

This model hu med I IJPJIIV !WJDlqgo IQ the ODO MIIIP9d med IQ orrtve II flJe 
$3Prn1111on of tosses attrflpqted to passengers and airlines at wan

n,apport', Jou Qgm:e ,01 S313 mougn II cn1y 2Q% 01 the lopes m those on the, oroand 
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Code 

91.1 

Topic 1 

Delay 

Topic2 

Model 

Comment 

Letter 91 
Community Advisory Committee 

Representative, Quincy 
Bernice Mader 

Response 

... their data are old; they used their own rather than the 
FAA's formula to model delays. They have data from 
1998, why don't they use it? 

Refer to Section 4.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. 
Chapter 1 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. 

The FAA Technical Center was responsible for the capacity and 
delay results in the 1992 FAA Capacity Enhancement Report 
for Logan Airport that concluded the need for Runway 14/32, 
reduced minimums and taxiway improvements. The Technical 
Center simulated Logan Airport airfield operations 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 operations reach 510,000 with 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 
estimate ... ." 

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 
20,000-hour threshold for a severely delayed airport. 

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 description of the delay 
analysis and discussion of current and future delays at 
Logan Airport. 

Letter 91: Community Advisory Committee Representative, Quincy, Bernice Mader 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

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

91.2 Regional Regional Massport dismissed all consideration of other alternatives 
Transportation Alternatives in less than a few pages .... 

91.3 Environmental MEPA, ... Massport has violated both the spirit and the regulations 
Review FAA/NEPA of the EPA, MEPA, and the FAA .... 
Process 

91.4 Delay Model ... Massport has used both outdated and worst case 
scenario data as their base case and they have employed 
highly irregular data-gathering methodologies. 

Letter 91: Community Advisory Committee Representative, Quincy, Bernice Mader 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

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 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. 

--- -•-- -- --··- - ··----------

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 sp�cific 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. 
Twelve 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. 
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. 
In response to the request made by the EPA, as well as by 
EOEA in its MEPA Certificate on the Draft EIR, 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. 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, not a comparison of the 
Preferred Alternative to the base year. 
A discussion of current and historic conditions can be found 
in Section 4.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Comment Response Code 

91.5 

Topic 1 

Purpose and 
Need 

Topic 2 

Delay 
-----

91.6 

91.7 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

Massport never examines Logan Airport itself as it now 
exists. They talk extensively about delays but they never 
mention the real problem at the airport- its size ... is only 
48% of the minimum physical size of any new airport 
created today. 

Massport clearty did not formulate a comprehensive 
Master Plan for Massachusetts' aviation needs of the 
twenty-second century. As one reads the EIR, it is clear 
that Massport has not fully answered the requirements of 
the EIR process. The coverage given to the listed 
alternative choices is complete lipservice [sic] ... Their 
study is inadequate and outdated and incomplete. It 
needs to be re-done. 

Environmental Public Process Concerned about how Massport handled the public 
Review process. 
Process 

Letter 91: Community Advisory Committee Representative, Quincy, Bernice Mader 

Massport is constantly examining Logan Airport's current and 
future needs. The 1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) is the latest 
in a series of intense reviews. Logan Airport's real estate is 
admittedly less than the desirable size. Since the existing 
area cannot be expanded, Massport proposed the 
Airside Project and is investigating other redeve lopments to 
maximize efficiency. Runway 14/32 will be located on fill that 
was prepared for this purpose 25 years ago. The runway will 
not increase airfield capacity, but will dramatically reduce 
aircraft and passenger delays during northwest wind 
conditions. 

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. 

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. 
Twelve 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. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

91.8 

91.9 

Topic 1 

Delay 

Delay 

91.10 Noise 

Topic 2 

Model 

Model 

Impacts 

Comment 

When Massport chose its base year for delays it chose 
the single worst year for delays that had ever occurred. 
That base year, 1993, was neither indicative nor typical of 
a normal year ... The snowfall of 96.3 inches ... set a 
record ... Massport does not clearly delineate which 
portions of the delays caused by "wind and weather" were 
specifically attributable to snow, ice or other severe 
weather conditions .... 

... Massport did not use the FAA method of 
calculation ... the cost of delays was said to be $313 million 
dollars ... What methods were used by DOT and Massport 
to determine those numbers? 

... they have imagined the noise impacts for those living 
on the ground as being only environmental, with no 
economic effects. That is a mistake. 

Letter 91: Community Advisory Committee Representative, Quincy, Bernice Mader 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

In response to the request made by the EPA, as well as by 
EOEA in its MEPA Certificate on the Draft EIR, the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR includes delay and environmental 
analyses for 199 8 to reflect current conditions and to 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, not a comparison of the 
Preferred Alternative to the base year. 

A discussion of current and historic conditions can be found 
in Section 4.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

The delays analysis used ten years of weather data so the 
characteristics of the weather in a single year did not strongly 
influence the results. 

Refer to Section 4.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
discussion on the estimation and modeling of flight delays. It 
includes 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. 

The FAA Technical Center was responsible for the capacity and 
delay results in the 1992 FAA Capacity Enhancement Report 
for Logan Airport that concluded the need for Runway 14/32, 
reduced minimums and taxiway improvements. The Technical 
Center simulated Logan Airport airfield operations 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 operations reach 510,000 with 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 
estimate .... " 

The FAA consistently rates Logan Airport as one of the most 
delay prone airports in the United States Logan Airport's 
estimated annual delay nours are over five times the FAA's 
20,000-hour threshold for a severely delayed airport. 

The cost of delay analysis presented in the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR is based on 
a methodology recommended by the FAA. The cost of delay 
to a passenger ($27 per hour) is a weighted average cost for 
business and leisure passengers. Refer to FAA APO Bulletin 
APO-97-1. 

The A1rside 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-benefit analysis .. ." 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 

91.11 Noise 

Topic 2 

Runway Use 

Comment 

... Massport chooses to assert that all of its uni-directional 
- commuter flights would enter and leave Logan via the harbor

approach. What Massport does not say or clearly
demonstrate is where those thousands of new commuter 
operations will turn back over land.

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

The turboprop departures from Runway 14/32 are shown on 
Figure 6.2.4 of the Airside Project Draft ElS/EIR to cross the 
harbor and then the South Shore in areas that, for the most part, 
are currently overflown. Jets are shown on Figure 6.2.3 of the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR to depart over the harbor, just as jets 
departing Runways 22L, Runway 22R, and Runway 15L do 
currently. The jets recross the North and South Shores in the 
same areas and altitudes as do the current departures from 
Runway 22L, Runway 22R, Runway 15L, Runway 9, and 

----�_R_unwa�y_4_R. _________ ______ _____
91.12 Alternatives Runway 14/32 •.• there is no reason whatsoever to believe Massport's 

' assertion of uni-directionalisrn .... 

Letter 91: Community Advisory Committee Representative, Quincy, Bernice Mader 

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. 
Appropriate supporting documentation will also be issued 
(e.g., appropriate designations in the Airport/Facility 
Directory, and Notices to Airmen or NOT AMS). 

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. 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. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 
---------

- - · ·- -

91.13 Regional 
Transportation 

91.14 Regional 
Transportation 

Topic 2 
-- --- ---·-

Regional 
Airports 

Regional 
Airports 

Comment 
- ------ --�-- - ·---

If Massport is serious in its claims about Worcester 
Airport, then it will acquire Worcester and work with the 
Massachusetts Highway Department to build a direct 
connector road from the Massachusetts Turnpike to the 
airport ... We must examine what Hanscom can contribute 
to the solution. 

... Massport never even considered the idea of building a 
brand new international airport. That is a mistake. They 
must at least seriously consider the concept. 

Letter 91: Community Advisory Committee Representative, Quincy, Bernice Mader 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

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 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. Since passengers do not 
travel between New England's regional airports, (e.g., 
passengers do not first go to Manchester Airport before 
driving to Logan Airport) it is not clear why improved access 
between the regional airports would generate any benefit. 

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 - T renton, 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 significant 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. 

Comment noted . 
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Code 

91.15 

91.16 

Topic 1 

Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Delay 

Topic 2 

FAA/NEPA 
MEPA 

Model 

Comment 

Massport has not followed the NEPA/MEPA regulations 
and guidelines ... lt has done a very poor job of examining 
alternatives .... 

Massport has chosen out-dated and worst case scenario 
delay data .... 

Letter 91: Community Advisory Committee Representative, Quincy, Bernice Mader 

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. 
Twelve 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. 

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 improvement concepts evaluated in the Airside Project 
Analysis evolved from prior studies including the F AA'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 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. 

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, 1A, 2 and 3) are assessed by comparing 
these not with the base year, but with Alternative 4, the No
Action Alternative. The planning scenarios for 29, 37.5 and 
45 million passengers represent a range of future activity at 
Logan Airport expected in the 1999 to 2020 time frame. 
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Code Topic 1 

91.17 Alternatives 

Review 
Process 

91.19 Purpose and 
Need 

Topic 2 Comment 

Runway 14/32 The land upon which Logan International Airport stands is 
too small. It cannot handle any more runway groWlh. 

- - ·-••·- ---

Public Process Massport's administration has circumvented and 
dishonored its own citizen and business group, the ARC, 
by ignoring the ARC's stated mission and by trying to 
manipulate the MEPA process to its advantage .... 

Delay Massport has been greatly concerned with last year's 
$313 million loss ... their figure is only 20% of what workers 
and businesses on the ground have incurred as part of 
the "interruption delay factor''. 

Letter 91: Community Advisory Committee Representative, Quincy, Bernice Mader 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Logan Airport's real estate is admittedly less than the 
desirable size. Since the existing area cannot be expanded, 
Massport proposed the Airside Project and is investigating 
other redevelopments to maximize efficiency. Runway 14/32 
will be located on fill that was prepared for this purpose 25 
years ago. The runway will not increase airfield capacity, but 
will dramatically reduce aircraft and passenger delays during 
northwest wind conditions. 

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. 
Twelve 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. 

Comment noted. 
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Code Topic 1 

91.20 

91.21 

Alternatives 

Regional 
Transportation 

Topic 2 

Runway 14/32 

Regional 
Airports 

Comment 

Massport refuses to incorporate a legal document into the 
FAA Record of Decision that swears that runway 14/32 
will be used uni-directionally in perpetuity. 

Massport has used Greene and Manchester Airports' 
growth as a fallback to defend its lack of a comprehensive 
aviation planning document for Massachusetts for the 
twenty-second century. 

Letter 91: Community Advisory Committee Representative, Quincy, Bernice Mader 

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. 
Appropriate supporting documentation will also be issued 
(e.g., appropriate designations in the Airport/Facility 
Directory, and Notices to Airmen or NOT AMS). 

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 Ru11way 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. 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. 

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. 
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Code 

91.22 

Topic 1 

Regional 
Transportation 

Topic 2 

Regional 
Airports 

Comment 

Massport claims to have sincere interest in developing 
Worcester Airport's potential. If that is so, let them 
advocate for a compressed development timeframe and 
the funds necessary for Massport to purchase the airport, 
increase its infrastructure and build a linking highway to 
the Massachusetts Turnpike. 

Letter 91: Community Advisory Committee Representative, Quincy, Bernice Mader 

Response 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

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

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 the Worcester Regional Airport by assuming 
operational responsibility of the airport on January 15, 2000. 
By its agreement with the City of Worcester, Massport could 
assume ownership of the Worcester Regional Airport by 
2005. On February 1, 2000, Delta Connection began serving 
Worcester Regional Airport with two daily nonstop roundtrip 
flights on regional jet aircraft to Atlanta. On July 6, 2000, 
American Eagle began service to New York JFK Airport with 
three daily nonstop roundtrip flights on turboprop aircraft. 
Massport is in ongoing discussions with other carriers 
regarding potential new services at Worcester Regional 
Airport. In addition, MassHighway is analyzing alternative 
highway routes that would improve surface access from 1-90 
and 1-290 to the Worcester Regional Airport and filed an ENF 
in December 1999. MassHighway is in the process of 
preparing a Draft EIS/EIR, which is expected to be filed in 
October 2001. 

In addition to the Worcester Regional Airport, Massport has 
pursued a variety of initiatives 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. 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. Refer to Section 2.2 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a comprehensive discussion of 
Massport's regional transportation planning initiatives. 

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. 

- - - - - -
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Code 

91.23 

91.24 

Topic 1 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Transportation 

Topic 2 

Regional 
Airports 

Regional 
Airports 

Comment Response 
--- -- �.�---·· -· -

Massport must examine the potential use of 
Hanscom Field as the major operator for commuter 
operations for Massachusetts. That does not include large 
scale jet traffic. 

As one of the considered alternatives, Massport must 
study the prospect of siting a new major international 
airport in Massachusetts. 

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 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 significant 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. 

Comment noted. 

Letter 91: Community Advisory Committee Representative, Quincy, Bernice Mader 





Kurt H. Walter 
30A Arlington Street 

Cambridge, MA 02140 

Mr. Robert Durand, Secretruy 
Environmental Affairs 

Attention: MEPA Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street, 20th floor 
Boston, MA 02202 

Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

April 21, 1999 

LETTER 92 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Massport/Federal 
Aviation Administration DEIS/DEIR. As a member of the Community 
Advisory Committee to Logan Airport ("CAC") I have been involved in this 
issue since its inception. As you know, the CAC was one component of the 
Airside Review Committee (" ARC") formed by Mass port to provide input into 
the process during the development stages, the other being comprised of 
representatives from the business community. I concur with the report filed 
by the Consultants to the CAC and would like to take this opportunity to 
emphasize some points raised in their report. 

I first want to point out the lack of public participation in this process. 
From the first, the CAC's involvement in the ARC project was minimal. There 
was no interaction between the CAC and Massport other than that which 
occurred at the irregularly scheduled meetings when Massport and their 
consultants presented their latest findings. If the CAC requested additional 
information beyond that presented by the Massport consultants, we were 
told either that it was not available or that the information we requested 92.1 
would be in the .final report or that Massport was paying for a CAC 
consultant and the CAC could do our own analysis. Our complaints about 
the lack of comparable data (e.g. use of hours of delays rather than number 
of operations delayed, percentage increases in regional airports rather than 
actual operations, etc) produced no results. The Massport consultants 
steadfastly refused to provide any data that the CAC could use to counter 
the predetermined outcome of the study, which was that construction of 
Runway 14/32 was necessary. The DEIS/GEIR is unnecessarily complicated 



by the lack of comparable data through out the report and I suggest that
92 MEPA deny Massport's application until all data regarding delays, traffic at .2 

Logan and regional airports, increased capacity, etc. is stated in number of 
operations. 

From the public testimony of the members of the business component 
of the CAC, it appears that the business community was extensively 
consulted on various matters, most significantly the option of peak hour 
pricing. Massport's selection of alternative 2 as the preferred alternative is a 92.3 
business decision, not an environmental impact decision. The alternatives 
that include peak hour pricing clearly show a significant, timely delay 
reduction with minimal environmental impact. Massport's not very impartial 
study of the impacts of peak hour pricing on the small carriers should be 
discounted. Massport's claim that peak hour pricing has not been 
implemented because some communities will lose service is ludicrous. 
People don't cancel their vacation of business trips because the cost goes up 
ten dollars. Surely it is preferable for airline passengers to pay another ten 
dollars to spare the Boston area additional noise and environmental 
pollution. If Massport is so concerned with the loss of service to the 
communities served by the regional airlines, then Massport should subsidize 
them. 

Not only did Massport ignore the requests of the CAC, Massport also 
has not performed its duty to inform the general public of the potential 
impacts of Runway 14 / 32 and of the existence of the MEPA process. 
Boston's South End neighborhood has not been graced with a visit from 
Massport, despite numerous requests by city councilors and state 
representatives. Massport has also not deigned to respond to the many 92.4 
reque.sts of the Cambridge City Council for a meeting with them and the 
residents of Cambridge. Surely it can not be a coincidence that communities 
that can expect increases of to 300% were ignored, while every chamber of 
commerce in the eastern portion of Massachusetts has been recruited by Mr. 
Blute. Massport has made no attempt to publish the existence of the MEPA 
process in local papers. If community members did not inform them, citizens 
would not be aware of the potential impacts and the opportunity to comment 
to MEPA. MEPA should deny the DEIS/DEIR until every impacted 
community and their elected representatives have been visited by Massport 
and have been given the chance to submit their comments to MEPA. 

As the report of the CAC consultants makes clear, Massport can not 
deliver on its promise of maintaining Runway 14 / 32 as a unidirectional 
runway in perpetuity. Peter Blute claims that he will reach an agreement 
with the FM which will substantiate this claim, but after three months, 
where is it? Even if such an agreement could be created, it could easily be 
overturned by an agency that is already seeking to overturn a state court 
injunction. What possible agreement could Massport and the FM create that 



could be stronger than a court injunction? Massport is very careful to point 
out that they are not currently filing for the permits to create a bi-directional 
runway. There is, of course, nothing to stop them from doing so in the 
future. Massport is deliberately breaking their expansion scheme into small 
bits that MEPA will be forced to allow under the letter of the law. Massport is 
using the process designed to protect the environment against MEPA. As
there is no s
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Runway 14 urge you oo eyon e current request an orce 
Massport to calculate the impacts of a bi-directional Runway 14/32 .. 
(Actually, I can't understand why MEPA is reviewing permits for construction 
of a runway already prohibited by Massachusetts. Isn't this process 
backwards? Shouldn't Massport succeed in lifting the court injunction before 
the DEIR/DEIS is filed?) 

Massport's filing also touts the potential improved compliance with the 
noise goals set forth in the Preferential Runway Advisory System (PRAS). 
Once again, Massport and the FM can not keep this promise. The FAA has 
refused to guarantee improved compliance, even after factoring out poor 92.6 
weather conditions. I request that you ask Massport to calculate noise 
impacts using actual runway usage, not some unobtainable goal. 

Massport's noise contours are also misleading. They used only five 
tracks per runway to calculate noise impacts - and I doubt they used the 
extremes. In addition, the area impacted by Runway 27 departures has been 
severely understated. Runway 27 departures fly over the densely populated 
inner city communities of South Boston, the South End Roxbury and 
Jamaica Plain. As the current Runway 27 departure flight track was not in 92.7 
use in 199 3, Massport has used the "optimal" departure tracks rather than 
the c1i1rrent actual in their DEIS/DEIR. According to radar tracks released in 
February 1999, a mere 38% of Runway 27 departures are adhering to the 
flight'track used by Massport to calculate noise impact. Even worse, 
Massport and the FAA have given up on improving Runway 27 compliance 
and told the public to learn to live with it. At the very least, Massport should 
use the current actual flight tracks to calculate noise impact in the 
DEIS/DEIR. 

As the Runway 27 situation has unfortunately proved, any 
commitments made by Massport and FAA are only as good as their 
subsequent compliance. The public needs the subsequent, ongoing
involvement of MEPA and other environmental agencies to ensure that 
Massport and the FM keep the commitments they have made to the 92.8 
communities. Any agreements regarding sound proofing, uni-directional 
status and adherence to PRAS goals need to be fully defined, documented 
and signed off by all parties, including the communities and their elected 
officials. The agreements should mandate subsequent review and corrective 
measures, including punitive monetary damages and the voiding of any 



environmental permits granted in the event of non-compliance. Community 
members and their elected officials need to have a true voice in the ongoing 
review process, rather than the lip service Massport currently gives public 
input and community participation should be required in the drafting of the 
agreements. The agreements should also be included as an integral part of 
Massport's filing with MEPA. Agreements binding parties to their 
commitments are a normal part of the business world and I fail to 
understand why the environmental process does not require them. No 
rational business person would enter into a contract which included such 
unsubstantiated promises. If the data submitted by the CAC consultants is 
not sufficient to allow you to deny Massport's request, I urge MEPA to make 
your approval contingent upon the creation of contracts to protect the public 
and ensure that Massport and FAA honor the commitments they have made 
to the impacted communities. 

Sincerely, 

Y�\.0 .. � 
Kurt H. Walter 

KHW/kw 
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Code 

92.1 

92.2 

Topic 1 

Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Letter 92 
Community Advisory Committee 

Representative, Cambridge 
Kurt H. Walter 

Topic 2 Comment 

Public Process ... I first want to point out the lack of public participation in 
this process ... The Massport consultants steadfastly 
refused to provide any data that the CAC could use to 
counter the predetermined outcome of the study .... 

Response 

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. 
Twelve 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. 

Environmental MEPA ... I suggest that MEPA deny Massport's application until 
all data regarding delays, traffic at Logan and regional 
airports, increased capacity, etc. is stated in number of 
operations. 

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. 

Review 
Process 

Letter 92: Community Advisory Committee Representative, Cambridge, Kurt H. Walter 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 

Preferred 
Alternative 

92.3 

92.4 

Alternatives 

Environmental MEPA 
Review 
Process 

Comment 

Massport's selection of alternative 2 (sic) as the preferred 
alternative is a business decision, not an environmental 
impact decision. The alternatives that include peak hour 
pricing clearly show a significant, timely delay reduction 
with minimal environmental impacts. 

MEPA should deny the DEIS/DEIR until every impacted 
community and their elected representatives have been 
visited by Massport and have been given the chance to 
submit their comments to MEPA. 

------·--· -----

Letter 92: Community Advisory Committee Representative, Cambridge, Kurt H. Walte r 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Alternative 1A is the preferred alternative. 

The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR contain analysis of PPP as a demand 
management alternative at Logan Airport. PPP is not 
recommended for implementation at this time because airline 
Analysis of PPP is set out in Section 4.5 of 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. 
Twelve meetings were held. To provide the appropriate 
background, the SDEIS Panel was presented with an Interim 
Supplemental Draft EIS, 1he Draft EIS/El R, 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. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 

92.5 Environmental MEPA ... I urge you look beyond the current request and force 
Review Massport to calculate the impacts of a bi-directional 
Process Runway 14/32. 

92.6 Noise PRAS, I request that you ask Massport to calculate noise impacts 
Runway Use using actual runway usage, not some unobtainable goal 

(referring to Preferential Runway Advisory System). 

92.7 Noise Model Massport's noise contours are also misleading ... Massport 
should use the current actual flight tracks to calculate 
noise impact in the DEIS/DEIR. 

92.8 Environmental MEPA ... I urge MEPA to make your approval contingent upon 
Review the creation of contracts to protect the public and ensure 
Process that Massport and FAA honor the commitments they have 

made to the impacted communities. 

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. 
Appropriate supporting documentation will also be issued 
(e.g., appropriate designations in the Airport/Facility 
Directory, and Notices to Airmen or NOT AMS). 

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. 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. 

During very high demand periods, the controllers have little or 
no flexibility for runway selection and PRAS recommends an 
appropriate runway configuration given the extant demand. 
Unidirectional Runway 14/32 would give the controllers 
considerably more flexibility and allow them to improve 
achievement of PRAS goals. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
demonstrates that the controllers have been improving 
performance with respect to PRAS recommendations. 
Section 8.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains 
methods for more comprehensive monitoring of PRAS. These 
methods will be implemented as part of the mitigation 
program for the Airside Project. 

The noise analyses in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR are 
based on radar descriptions of the current existing flight 
tracks, except for the departure track for Runway 27. The 
departure flight track for Runway 27 is changing to the flight 
track recommended in the Runway 27 EIS. For studies of 
future events, a set of tracks more representative of the 
recommendations is appropriately used. 

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. 

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

Letter 92: Community Advisory Committee Representative, Cambridge, Kurt H. Walter 
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LETTER 93 

• • 
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Dorchester, MA 02124 
( 617) 288-90:l!i
April 22, 1999 

Executive Office of RnvJrnn�entaJ Affairs 
/\TTN; Arthur Pugsley, MF.PA Uriit. 
J 00 C11.mhr iu,-te S1' I 20th Floor 
no�t.on, Ml\ 02202 

RE: LOGAN A lK�ll>Jc: lM!'KOVKMENTS PLANNl NG JIRO.Jt, :c::-r 
DRAFT ENVIRONNF.N�J\L lMPAC'f 5TA1'1':MEN1'/HEPORT 
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r.ongr0c!ssmu11 ,I. Moakley 
Con)(rc!�Hman M. CtLJIUlLIIO 
Scrnul.or 8. ,Joye:� 
Sr11nl.nr S. l.ynr:h 
SnnnLor.· IL Wilk<!rHon 
k1:>JJ1'N•w11tnt'ive 1', Finneran 
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Cou11cilor· M. fo'u,;)llt-!.V 
Co111u:i lor C. Yancey 

l-'aacla A. Smi ti, 
Porr.hcstcr R�Jll'escnt.nU v<� 
Coamu11il.y Advj,:.r,ry l!on imit.1.<i<! to Mns�pnrt. 
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Code 

93.1 

93.2 

93.3 

Topic 1 
--

Letter 93 
Community Advisory Committee 

Representative, Dorchester 
Dorchester Allied Neighborhood Association 

Pamela Smith 

Topic 2 
- -- - -

Comment Response 

Purpose and Delay No credible case is made for building the proposed Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 
Need Runway 14/32 as a means to solve operational delays at 

Logan International Airport. It is a thinly veiled capacity 
enhancing project which will negatively effect (sic] large 
numbers of people. 

Environmental Impacts The socio-economic and environmental effects from the 
Justice proposed project on the inner city and the greater 

metropolitan Boston area is not adequately addressed. 

Noise Studies The noise contour maps are illegible .... 

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-tenn 
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 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. 

Refer to Section 6.8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
discussion of the Environmental Justice analysis. 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. 

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

- - - -·-- ·· - · -

Letter 93:Community Advisory Committee Representative, Dorchester 
Dorchester Allied Neighborhood Association, Pamela Smith 





LETTER 94 

Mr. Robert Durand 
Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
l 00 Cambridge St., - 20th floor
Boston, MA 02202
A TfN: Arthur Pugsley
MEDA Unit
File Number - 10458

Dear Secretary Durand: 

' 
\ 

As the Representative on the Community Advisory Committee from the City of Malden, 1 must oppose the 
expansion of Logan Airport. There are other alternatives and options that exist and should be implemented 
before a new runway and taxiway are employed. Other airports could help relieve the congestion at Logan. 
New Bedford Airport is begging for improvements so they can become a reliever airport. Hanscom Airport 
in Bedford, has existing runways which could handle any aircraft, yet Massport will not consider using it 
for anything other than what it is being used for now, despite the fact that it lost 1.9 million dollars last 
year. The fact that 54% of Logan passengers come from 128 and beyond makes Hanscom a perfect 
location for another usable airport. 

The EIS/ElR is a flawed report that should be withdrawn. It uses 1993 as the base year, but was not 
released until 1999. The weather data used is from 1981-1990, and weather patterns have changed since 
then. This report only goes out to the year 2010, which is only 11 years away. lfthe proposed expansion 
were to go forward, its completion date would be 2005. By Massports estimates, the delay problem will 
be worse in 2010 than it is today, even with the expansion, yet they have no plan to deal with this problem. 
This is a shortsighted approach to a long-tenn problem. A 20-year outlook should be used, and a second 
major airport study should be revisited. Peak hour pricing and the expanded use of other airports, along 
with improved infrastructure to Worcester Airport are all options that should be implemented before any 
Logan improvements are considered. 

-Sincerely,

John J. Mahoney �pr m1•enm1ive

94.1 

94.2 

94.3 

94.4 
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Code Topic 1 

94.1 Regional 
Transportation 

94.2 · Analysis 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

Topic 2 

Regional 
Airports 

Base Year 

Letter 94 
Community Advisory Committee 

Representative, Malden 
John Mahoney 

Comment 

There are other alternatives and options that exist and 
should be implemented before a new runway and taxiway 
are employed. 

... It uses 1993 as the base year, but was not released 
until 1999. The weather data used is from 1981-1990, and 
weather patterns have changed .... 

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 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. 

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 description of the delay 
analysis and discussion of current and future delays at 
Logan Airport. 

Comparative analysis of 1981 to 1990 weather with 198 9 to 
1998 weather identifies no significant differences in statistical 
properties. 

Letter 94: Community Advisory Committee Representative, Malden, John Mahoney 
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Code 

94.3 

94.4 

Topic 1 

Analysis 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

· Alternatives

Topic 2 

Planning 
Period 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Comment 

This report only goes out to the year 2010, which is only 
11 years away .. . A 20-year outlook should be used .... 

Peak hour pricing and the expanded use of other 
airports ... should be implemented before any 
Logan improvements are considered. 

Letter 94: Community Advisory Committee Representative, Malden, John Mahoney 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

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 DEISIEIR 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. 

--
-··

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

- -- --·-·- -- - --- - -------- -- -------- --- - - - - -------, 

The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR contain an analysis of PPP as a 
demand management alternative at Logan Airport. The 
analysis indicates that PPP is an effective option when 
airlines schedule beyond the normal hourly operating 
capacity of the airport and provides an assessment of the 
extent of the benefits from PPP under such circumstances. 
Analysis of PPP is set out in Section 4.5 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 

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. 
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Letter 95 
Community Advisory 

Committee Representative, Hingham 
Richard Goldhammer 

Code Topic 1 

95.1 

95.2 

· Noise 

Enviromental 
Review 
Process 

Topic 2 

Impacts 

MEPA 

Comment 

What is the impact on our CHILDREN'S HEALTH WITH 
THE PRESENT NUMBER OF FLIGHTS OVER OUR 
NEIGHBORHOOD?...WHAT ARE WE SUPPOSED TO DO 
WHEN FLIGHTS OVER HINGHAM TRIPLE? 

... I ask you to find this environmental impact statement 
inadequate and to recommend a regional solution to this 
issue. 

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

Letter 95: Community Advisory Committee Represeptative - Hingham, Richard Goldhammer 

Response 

There is no evidence to suggest that the levels of 
environmental noise generated by Logan Airport are a health 
risk to residents. This is especially true in Hingham where DNL 
levels from Logan Airport overflights are on the order of 55 dB 
or less, some 20 dB below the highest exposure levels 
experienced by communities much closer to Logan Airport . 

... ... ··-·· ... ,,_,_________ .. ··--··--· · · ·-· · ·-· . ·--··· .. . �-·- -···---

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. 

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










