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Joseph S. Gulino 
Melrose Represe�tative to the Logan CAC 

25 Apple Hill Road 
Melrose, MA 02176 

April 20, 1999 

Bob Durand, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 
Arthur Pugsley, EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street - 20th Floor 
Boston, MA 02025 

Dear Secretary Durand: 

LETTER 96 

I am writing to ask you for your help in opposing Massports expansion plans for 
Logan Airport. 

It is my feeling that given Massports increased air traffic projections, that this 
new runway does not begin to address delays at Logan Airport. 

Massport is projecting an increase in flight operations from the current 500,000 
per year to 750,000 per year. Yet this new runway is projected to handle only 
75,000 flights per year. Where will the other 175,000 planes go, and how will 
existing delays improve under this scenario? By the time this new runway would 
be operational, any temporary relief would be marginal at best. 

Massport argues that this new runway will provide relief to the communities 
surrounding the airport. That seems to be at odds with the opinions of the 
people who live in those communities. 

I, too, am one who fails to see this conclusion. What I see is Massports ability to 
increase flight operations to a guaranteed 120 average operations per hour, 
from an existing average of 90 operations per hour now. This would seem to me 
to be an expansion plan, and not a delay reduction plan, and this would also 
seem to place a greater burden on the communities, not any relief. 

I would argue that the burden of airport traffic should be shared by all 
communities that use the airport, kind of like a "pay to play" rule. By this I mean 
that Logan is at its capacity and by Massports estimates, 40-60% of the people 
who use Logan live outside of the Route 128 belt. 



Logan is only 1,200 acres, and, as many Major airports go, relatively small in 
comparison to the newer, major 10,000 acre airports that have been built or 
expanded around the country. 

I support Mayor Menino, Congressman Markey, Congress Capuano and other 
political and social leaders, as well as the the community group CARE's 96.1 
recommendation for a blue ribbon commission to study and strategize on our 
regional transportation system and to look for long term solutions to the 
Commonwealth's transportation needs, including the siting of a new major 
airport. 

This would alleviate safety and environmental concerns in the immediate 
Metropolitan area of Boston including but not limited to reductions in air and 
ground transportation in the City of Boston, reductions in noise and air pollution, 
and an increase in quality of life issues, etc., etc .. 

I find it unconscionable that Massport to date has spent Millions of dollars, 
considers this new runway to be a delay reduction plan, and at the same time 
admits that they have failed to look at any long term solutions that are obviously 
necessary to bring our air transportation system into the 21st century. 

Massport claims to be a good neighbor, and yet, as the City of Melrose 
representative to the CAC, I am a bit confused by this claim. I asked massport 
at a meeting of the Airside Review Committee (ARC), if they would come to our 
City to explain to our Mayor, Board of Alderman and our homeowners and 
taxpayers the effects of this new runway on our community. Betty Derosier, with 
Director Peter Blute, standing right there, said that they would. But when I called 
at the request of our Mayor and Board of Alderman to schedule this meeting, 
Massport's response was " we have reconsidered our position with respect to 
individual community presentations" (see attached letter). 

Melrose has and continues to experience an increase in air traffic and noise, 
and I have come to the belief that it is expected to triple. Today, according to 
Massports estimates, Melrose experiences 4% of all airport traffic, which will 
increase to 12%. On current volume of 500,000 operations today, that is 
currently 20,000 flights per year increasing to 60,000 flights per year over 
Melrose and will increase to 90,000 flights per year when volume levels reach 
the expected 750,000 flights per year. Yet Massport doesn't consider Melrose to 
be adversely impacted. I find this outrageous and ask for your help in holding 
Massport accountable. 

Massport's computer generated flight models do not even show a jet flying over 
Melrose, yet I can look up in the skies on just about any given day and I can 
show you many jets flying over Melrose. 

Massport was very careful in documenting their public participation quota. 
However, it is my feeling that they shyed away from any real public participation, 

96.2 



as evidenced by their eagerness to push this project through in two months after 
a 20 month period of self imposed delay. 

I share the sentiments of many that this DEIS/DEIR document is flawed in it's 
selection of outdated weather and flight data information, its' lack of analysis 
and/or inclusion of potential solutions to delay and expansion scenarios (i.e. 
peak period pricing and Hanscom field, etc.) and it is my opinion that it is flawed 
in it's conclusion that this is the answer to reducing delays and solving the 
Commonwealth's air transportation needs. 

I urge you to join the political and social leaders, and the communities and the 
people who oppose this new runway and proposal, until such time as Massport 
updates it's data and considers and includes some long term solutions to this air 
transportation problem. 

Boston is a World Class City, and the people and businesses of the 
Commonwealth deserve a World Class and Long Term solution to their air 
transportation needs. 

Thank you very much for your help. 

Attachment 

YJL-

( o ph S. Gulino,
Melrose representative
to the Logan CAC

CC:John Silva, Manager, FAA Airports Division Environmental Programs 
John DeVillars, New England Regional Administrator EPA 
Melrose Mayor Patrick Guerrierro 
Melrose Board of Alderman 
State Representative Michael Festa 
State Senator Richard Tisei 
Logan CAC Chair 
CARE Board 

96.3 





LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 Topic2 
----------

96.1 Enviromental 
Review 
Process 

8I u e Ribbon 
pANEL 

Letter 96 
Community Advisory 

Committee Representative, Melrose 
Joseph S. Gulino 

Comment 

I support ... recommendation for a blue ribbon commission 
to study and strategize on our regional transportation 
system .... 

Response 

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

As summarized in the Draft EIS/EIR, a number of studies that 
address regional transportation planning issues have been 
conducted over the last ten years. These studies have concluded 
that the Airside Project at Logan Airport, the expansion of the 
regional airports, and the implementation of high speed rail are 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. 

Letter 96: Community Advisory Committee Represeptative - Melrose, Joseph S. Gulino 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

96.2 

Topic 1 

Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Topic2 Comment 

Public Process Concerned about openness of public participation 
process. 

-·- - ·---·----·-- -· �-

Letter 96: Community Advisory Committee Represeptative - Melrose, Joseph S. Gulino 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

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 addi tional 15 meetings with just the CAC, and several 
meetings with the CAC consultants. In addition, Massport made 
29 presentations to elected officials, most of whom represent 
Logan Airport's neighboring communities, and Massport held 
45 meetings with community and business leaders, reaching an 
audience of more than 3,000 people. During the public comment 
period on the Draft EIS/EIR, the FAA held two public hearings. 

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



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

96.3 

Topic 1 

Delay 

Topic2 

Model 

Comment 
--·------ - - --- - - - -

... document is flawed in its selection of outdated weather 
and flight data information, its lack of analysis and/or 
inclusion of potential solutions to delay and expansion 
scenarios (i.e. peak period pricing and Hanscom field, 
etc.) •.•• 

---------------------- ---·· 

Letter 96: Community Advisory Committee Represeptative - Melrose, Joseph S. Gulino 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 
- - - -

The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides updated information for 
1998--the latest year for which actual Logan Airport data are 
available. 1993 was adopted as the base year when the Airside 
Improvement studies commenced in 1994. The primary function 
of the Base Year analysis is to calibrate the airfield operation 
models and environmental impact models. The benefits and 
impacts of the action alternatives (Alternatives 1, 1 A, 2 and 3) are 
assessed by comparing these not with the base year, but with 
Alternative 4, the No-Action Alternative. The planning scenarios 
for 37.5 and 45 million passengers represent a range of future 
activity at Logan Airport expected in the 2010 to 2020 time frame. 
Analysis of 1981 to 90 weather with 1989-98 weather identifies no 
significant differences in statistical properties. 

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 airtine overscheduling is not a major contributor 
to current delays at Logan Airport. However, as a mitigation 
measure, Massport has proposed to implement a Peak Period 
Monitoring System to determine if airtine overscheduling is 
emerging based on future growth in aircraft operations. Massport 
believes that initiation of this monitoring program will provide the 
necessary market signals to encourage carriers to make efficient 
use of available facilities at Logan Airport. Should the monitoring 
program indicate that overscheduling conditions are likely to 
develop, Massport is prepared to initiate a process, as described 
in Section 4.5.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, to initiate the 
rule-making process to implement PPP at that time. 

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 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 airtines 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.





Deborah A. Santiano-McHatton 
89 Leverett Ave 

Beachmont, MA 02151 

April 19th. 1999 

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

RE: Draft EIR log an Airside Improvements - EOEA # 10458 

Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

' 

\ 

LETTER 97 

For over two years as Revere's alternate CAC. I have attended CAC meetings. reviewed 
the draft EIR, and attended several Massport Presentations to various neighborhoods. 
I feel that the proposed Logan Airside Improvements are unfair to the "close-in" 
neighborhoods and that the "improvements· offer no serious long term relief to the 
impacted neighborhoods. I also believe that the main thrust of the "improvements· is not 
to reduce delays. but to optimize the capacity of Logan so more flights may be 
accomodated. 

1. Reduction of the Decision Point Minimum

We dre opposed to the lowering of the decision point minimum on runway 22L. To 
quote from the draft EIS/EIR: "If the reported visibility at the airport is less than the 
published minima for the approach, the pilot must wait until the weather improves, use 
another runway or divert to another airport: 1 Reducing the minimum will allow more 
planes to land in inclement weather. This will mean more planes on runway 4/22 during 
bad weather and would allow an operating gain of 94 hours to Massport. At 35 planes 
landing an hour. Revere would have an increase of approximately 3200 operations. The 
Beachmont hill in Revere is 120 feet with a 50 foot building on top. Planes are flying at 
less than 500 feet at this point over our homes and they are less than 300 feet over the 9 7 .1 
elderly housing. 

In Massports presentation at the VPN in Beachmont Massport explains how the lowering 
of the minimum will benefit Revere by changing the decision point closer to the airport. 
This brings the decision point over East Boston. In Massports presentation at the Orient 
Heights Yacht Club the slide showing the decision point was omitted. Was this because 
it does not benefit the Orient Heights neighbors? 

I ask that you find the Draft inadequate in this matter, especially since the subject did not 
appear in volume one. Most people did not even review this as they did not receive 
volume 3 technical appendix in which this subject is referenced. The document also 
does not indicate that a 50 foot building is atop Beachmont Hill and implies a false 
perspective. 

1Logan Alrside Improvements Planning Project. Volume 3 p. l ·overview"



2. Runway 14/32

Runway 14/32 has been presented to the community as a way of reducing delay for 
Massport. It is also purported to distribute operations more e,venly amongst neighboring 
communities. The new runway will allow Massport to operate in high Northwest winds. 
This does not affect operations on 4/22. which cannot be used in this weather. So there 97 2 is no relief to us in high Northeast winds with 14/32 operating. With mild weather 
conditions 14/32 could possibly provide some relief to our community. However with 
Massports growth projections, our neighborhood will return to the same intolerable level 
in just a few years. 

3. Proposed Centerfield Taxiway

The new centerfield taxiway will make runways 4/22. more attractive to use. This would 
9l offset the purpose of sharing the burden of operations with other communities. PRAS •3

goals have not been met in the past and this "improvemenr will certainly not provide 
relief to Revere, East Boston, or Winthrop. 

4. Noise

The Draft EIR addresses noise with updating aircraft's to Stage Three. Currently 85% 
of operation at Logan are Stage Three and all late night operation are restricted to 

97 4 Stage Three. Stage three is still a very noisy aircraft, loud enough to wake you up 
at 3AM. Therefore Stage Three is inadequate in resolving noise pollution. 
It should be mandated that all aircraft be no louder than 65 decibels. 
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"close-in" communities. 

I am a life-long resident of Beachmont. the most highly impacted area of Revere. living 
within the 70 to often well above 85 decibel noise contour from Logan. Sound -proofing 
is not suitable mitigation for the environmental injustice inflicted upon us. We need strict 9 7. 6 
night time curfews. effective from 10PM to 7 AM. An operational cap should be 
implemented at Logan. With limited land size. hasn't Logan really reached it's capacity? 
Sound-proofing should be expanded to include central air-conditioning. Trees should be 
planted to absorb some of the noise. Noise and air pollution monitors (such as those 
requested by our community and not received) should be made available to all 
impacted neighborhoods. 

Logan as it exist today is here to stay. With its own projection for growth. and subsequent 
noise, our neighborhoods will be extinct in the future. 

The Draft EIR fails to look seriously at a second major Airport. which would be the only 9 7, 7 
real solution for impacted communities. 

Respectfully, 

n���/ C ��?inc--- };1��-
oeborah A. Santiano-McHatton 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 

97.1 Alternative 

---�----

97.2 Noise 

97.3 Alternatives 

97.4 Noise 

Letter 97 
Community Advisory Committee 
Representative, Revere Alternate 

Deborah A. Santiano-McHatton 

Topic 2 Comment 
----

Reduced We are opposed to the lowering of the decision point 
Approach minimum on runway 22L...This will mean more planes on 
Minima runway 4/22 during bad weather .... 

Runway 14/32 

Taxiway 
Improvements 

Hushkitted 
Aircraft 

.. . there is no relief to us in high Northeast winds with 14/32 
operating. With mild weather conditions 14/32 could 
possibly provide some relief to our community. 

The new centerfield taxiway will make runways 4/22 more 
attractive to use ... this 'improvement' will certainly not 
provide relief to Revere, East Boston, or Winthrop. 

Therefore Stage Three is inadequate in resolving noise 
pollution. It should be mandated that all aircraft be no louder 
than 65 decibels. 

Response 

Reducing the current landing minimums for Runways 15R, 22L, 
and 27 at Logan Airport does not equate to a reduction in the 
existing levels of safety. Aircraft would follow the same arrival 
paths, at the same altitudes as today, but the location at which 
a missed approach procedure would be initiated would be 
moved closer to the airport. Ideally, whenever possible, the 
lowest minimums are used to ensure the greatest availability of 
a runway during poor weather. Although normally categorically 
excluded from the NEPA review, the Airside Project study 
included modeling of changes in runway availability due to 
reductions in the approach minimums and an analysis of the 
potential impacts on community noise exposure that may result. 
Appendix D indicates a 0.1 percent increase in equivalent jet 
arrivals on Runway 22 and no increase in equivalent jet 
departures on Runway 4 with the 37.5M High Fleet and 
Reduced Minimums. 

In high northeast winds, Runway 4R is the primary runway . 
However, in milder northeast winds, Runway 14/32 would 
provide some relief. 

The taxiway improvements are designed to improve 
ground movement efficiency and safety, and to reduce taxiing 
delays; thereby reducing associated noise and emissions. 
When using Runways 22UR for departures, the Centerfield 
Taxiway would provide an alternate taxi route for Runway 22L 
departures to bypass the queue for Runway 22R, thereby 
reducing taxiway congestion and associated noise and 
emissions. Runway 22L departures represent less than 
ten percent of the total departures. Under existing conditions, 
aircraft needing to depart on Runway 22L (typically heavy jets, 
such as 747s with long takeoff distance requirements) must 
wait in the queue on Taxiway November with aircraft departing 
on Runway 22R. With the Centerfield Taxiway, aircraft 
departing on Runway 22L could depart quickly after reaching 
the runway end, and the number of aircraft queuing on 
Taxiway November should decline. Also, the aircraft on the 
Taxiway November should be smaller, implying lower noise and 
air quality emissions. With the addition of Runway 14/32, use of 
Runways 22R and 22L for departures would decline. 

Stage 3 is not the final answer to aircraft noise. However, the 
retirement of hushkitted Stage 3 aircraft, the continued 
development of quieter aircraft, and the ongoing research for 
quieter future aircraft offer significant hope for the future. 
However, a noise limit of 65 dBA, which is well below the 
federal limits for automobiles and trucks, is not appropriate for 
aircraft. 

Letter 97: Community Advisory Committee Represeptative - Revere Alternate, Deborah A. Santiano-McHatton 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 

97.5 Environmental 
Justice 

97.6 Noise 

97.7 Regional 
Transportation 

Topic2 Comment Response 
-

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

Impacts ... [The Draft EIR does not] address the consequences to The Environmental Justice analysis was expanded for the 
the impacted communities, the injustice to the 'close-in' Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Low-income and minority 
communities. 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 
communities in the fomi of residential sound insulation. 

A discussion of the Environmental Justice analysis is presented 
in Section 6.8 of Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

Sound Sound-proofing is not suitable mitigation for the Sound insulation does not totally mitigate aircraft noise. 
Insulation environmental injustice inflicted upon us. However, it reduces the noise inside the dwelling unit to 

improve the indoors environment and reduce the impact on 
indoor human activities, such as speech communication and 
sleeping. 

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. 

Regional The Draft EIR fails to look seriously at a second major Comment noted. 
Airports Airport .... 

Letter 97: Community Advisory Committee Represeptative - Revere Alternate, Deborah A. Santiano-McHatton 



CLF Conservation Law Foundation

V Robert Durand 
Secretarv of Environmental Affairs 

-
. 

100 Can-;.bridge Street 
20th Floor 
Boston. MA 02202 
Attention: MEPA Office (:-\nhur Pugsley) 

John C. Silva 
Manager. Environmental Programs 
Airports Division. ANE-600 
New England Region 
Federal Aviation Administration 
12 New England Executive Park 
Bur!ingtori . .!'.1}-. 01803 

April 23. 1999 

Re: Logan Airside lmproq:ments Planning Project 
Draft Environmental f mpact Statement/Report. EOEA # I O-l58 

Gentlemen: 

LETTER 98 

Enclosed for tiling please tind"the Ct)mments of the ConserYation Law 
Foundation on the Logan . .\irsidc Improvements Planning Project Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement/Repon submitted by the Massachusetts Port Authority. CLF urges the 
Massachusetts Secretary ()t

° 

En\'ironmental Affairs and the Administrator of the Federal 
Avi:ition P.dr.:.inistr:1!i0r: !1.' tind that the DEIS/R is inadequate. �.md to require that 
Mass-;c:. ;::-:::p:.r::::. '.:":,uppt.::nental DEIS/R. 

While an extremely \'aluable asset for Boston and the rcgiun. Log.an Airport has 
serious environmental impact!:;. ranging from the noise impacts or" planes to the motor 
,·ehicle air pollution attributable to the airport. New England"s largest generator of motor 
vehicle trips. CLF is ,·cry skeptical of the need for either expanded runway capacity at 
Logan or a new regional airpon. either to reduce ddays or accommodate passenger 
growth. TI1e sought-after b�netits of such facilities can be obtain.:d through less 
environmentally harmful means: namely. if Logan operated more eftic = -:ntly (through 
""peak hour pricing·· t)r other runway pricing rcfonnsl and better use was made of intercity 



-�onservation Y3W -Foundati·o•n
rail service as weli as oth� regio�al airports which travelers could r�ch by =. 
enviro�entally resp�nsible modes of transportation, inc"iuding rail: 

Ma�sport was tasked with analyzing in the DEIS/R whether these measures could 
be alternative means for addressing flight delays at Logan. Unfortunately, Massport did 
an inadequate job of performing this analysis. Accordingly, Massport has failed to make 
its case that the proposed "airside improvements,".ofwhich Runway 14/32 is the most
prominent example, are the least environmentally damaging way to address the delay 
question which Massport is ostensibly addressing. If Massport continues to seek to build 
this runway, it must next, in a Supplemental DEIS/R, fairly and thoroughly assess these 
important alternative measures. 

ivia.sspori's failure adequately to rnnsjder adroinistra�ive ::1eas:z�s like peak-hour 
pricing and the potential of rail and other airports as alternative ways of addressing 
Logan's flight delays is related to a larger and· more serious probl�m: the absence of a 
regional strategy for dealing with Massport's ominous growth projec.tions for Logan. 
Massport estimates that, whether or not the proposed runw_ay is built� Logan's present 
level of26.5 million passengers per year will grow to between 37.5 and 45 million. 
passengers by 2010. A major regio�al planning initiative is needed right now·-- before 
additional capacity is provided at Logan -- to address how to plan for this projected 
demand in the most efficierit and enviro�entally sensitive way possible. While outside
the scope of MEP A or FAA formal review, CLF urges Massport and appropriate state 
agencies in Massachusetts to initiate a planning ·process, in partnership with officials from 

. . . . . 
. 

Rhcde Island and Ne·.;· Hampshire and with other stakeholders from around the region, to 
<level�;:_� \;·c;,i(�bk, sustainable smuegy for nandiing inter-city travel demand in the 
region. The .. plan would address both goals for use ofrail service and other airports and 
specific strategies for attaining those goals. 

Stephen H. Burrington 
General Counsel 

cc: Massport 

Very truly yours, 

Bennet Heart 
Senior Attorney 

Seth L. Kaplan 
Staff Attorney 



COMME1'TS OF THE CONSERVATION LAW FOUNDATION 

ON THE LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

DRAFT ENVIRO::'\'MENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/REPORT 

EOEA No. 10458 

April 23, 1999 

Submitted by Seth L. Kaplan, Bennet He� and Stephen H. Burrington 

I. I::troduction

The Conservation Law Foundation (CLF), a member-supported, non-profit 
environmental advocacy organization founded in 1966, has been involved with Logan 
International Airport related issues for many years. CLF's mission is to work to solve the 
environmental problems that threaten the people, natural resources, and communities of 
New Englan� and the plans and actions of the Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport) at 
Logan Airport have regularly warranted our attention. Historically, when the subject of 
meeting increasing demand for air travel in the region has come up, one of two options are 
put on the table: Logan cannot grow to accommodate projected demand, so we need to 
build a "second airport" (in a location with no transit/rail access) or Logan needs to grow 

·-· · 
... r . hh .  •.• ,..,T-· . ·1-: � •• 

even?! ?t !� at t!.te expense o. r.e:g .•.. c�n.g ccrr-:.:."!!unrnes. '...-Lt' r:a: re2ecteo. ,;c�u !)O.�A,o!!s. 
Severai years ago CLF opposed pians to ''bankn land for a second regional airport on the
grounds that no such facility would be needed if Logan operated more efficiently and 
better use was made of existing regional airports and rail. CLF has also argued, in 
comments on Logan plans filed under the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act 
(MEPA), that Massport should use "peak hour pricing" to help de-congest Logan ·s 
runways and reduce the disproponionate use of the airpon by smaller planes. 

Massport now comes forward, in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report 
(DEIS/R) under consideration. with a highly controversial proposal to build an additional 
runway at Logan -- a proposal Yiassport unsuccessfully advanced thiny years ago -- and 
make :-ertain �ther infrastrucn-1.re �'1d 0pe�i0nal �ha."!ges. The �tated p-:;::-pose cf the 
run\ll?.iV !-Inn""� r..jf'lp.rnrnnr.t;;Pn '"�C-Y-r"t\"'1"'5\f'C. ""'� r--P-""l!o--; -l----c.- �-: ,,_ :"":.-�-�,ir--.-r t:,:ght

.. -J --- -·- ---.u-�� r--r.._._. .... � "--·---..,�- --- .. ---� �A.1- -j,---..... •""-'• ilQ.& '-t.UlJ.1�w� hJ LU o.uiliC.:>-3 11 
delays at Logan, not expand Logan's capacity. Given the magnitude of the proposal. the 
clear direction provided by the Secretary of Environmental Affairs' November 1995 
Certificate on the Environmental Notification Form (ENF), and the over three years that 
Massport has had to prepare this DEIS/R, Massport should have returned with a document 
containing a first-rate alternatives analysis, both with respect to peak period pricing and 
other landing fee reforms, as well as the role of other airports and rail travel. 
Unforrunately, however, the DEIS/R alternatives analysis fails on both counts. First, 
Massport's sut-mission fails to adequately assess the potential to reduce delays and make 98.1 
Logan more efficient through better administration of the existing airpon -- like revamping 
landing fees and implementing ··peak-hour pricing," a measure that would discourage small 
pianes from clogging the airpon during busy times. Second, it fails to adequately consider 



the potential of other airports in the region and rail service to, in conjunction with runway 
pricing reform, handle enough of Logan's present and future business so as to largely 
alleviate the delay problem flagged by Massport. Most notably, Massport fails to consider 
the potential for T.F. Green Airport in Warwick, Rhode Island, and the Manchester Airport 

in Manchester, New Hampshire. to service more than merely their discrete geographic 
areas. These "regional reliever'' airports already serve, and can provide far greater service 
in the future to, the Greater Boston metropolitan area. This is similar to the function that 

�ewark Airport serves in the New York City area, and that Dulles and Baltimore
Washington Airports serve in metropolitan Washington, D.C. 

Massport's failure to adequ::te!y consider administrative measures like peak-hour 
pricing and the potential of T.F. Green and Manchester airports is related to a larger and 
more serious problem: the absence of a regional strategy for dealing with Massport's 
ominous growth projections for Logan. Massport estimates that, whether or not the 
proposed runway is built, Logan· s present level of 26.5 million passengers per year will 
grow to between 37.5 and 45 million passengers by 2010. A major regional planning 
initiative is needed right now -- before additional capacity is provided at Logan -- to 
address how to plan for this projected demand in the most efficient and environmentally 
sensitive way possible. 

Essentially, Massport is proposing a short-term solution to a long-term problem. If 
the DEIS,'R is accurate.., then th� ":1irside improveme!1ts" Massport propcses ".'!!! si�ply 
reduce delay at Logan temporarily until the unrelenting surge in passengers using Logan 
and resulting airplane operations overwhelms even an expanded airport. Massport's failure 
to address the long term. however. does not mean that the DEIS/R adequately addresses the 
short-term question of delay and what alternatives exist to remedy that situation. The 
DEIS/R fails to address. in an effective, appropriate and sufficiently thorough manner, a 
number of important issues identified in the Secretary's Certificate on the ENF. 
Consequently, the EOEA Secretary pursuant to his authority under the Massachusetts 
Environmental Policy .-\ct. as well as the Administrator of the Federal Aviation 
.-\dministration (FAA) in her role as the federal official who will have to issue a record of 
decision for this process, should require that a Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Report be prepared to deal with the issues which have no! bee� adequately 
addres!>ed �;, the DEIS,'R. li wouid nm be �ufficiem 10 arid.ress t�e !iei!c!e�i:ies �den!�fied in 

98.2 

98.3 

the following comments, and the deficiencies identified by other com.mentors. in a Final 
EIS/R. The breadth and depth of the deficiencies are such that they require the preparation 98.4 
of a Supplemental DEIS/R which will begin to address the critical issues and concerns 
overlooked in the DEIS/R. 

While the supplemental DEIS/R is being prepared, Massport can. in cooperation 
with the FAA, initiate a revised landing fee and peak period pricing pilot program. 

98 5 Working with the FAA to develop and implement such a pilot program would effectively • 

insulate such a program from the legal challenges which undermined Masspon's 1988 
effort to reform Logan·s landing fees to improve airport operations. The results of such a 
pilot program can be incorporated in the suppiementai DEiSIR. Additionally, during this 

2· 



same critical time period Massport will be able to better assess the emerging reality of 
high-speed rail in New England. The supplemental DEIS/R should reflect actual data, and 
enhanced projections based on such data, from the actual operation of Amtrak's Acela high 
speed rail service as well as revised ?ata and pro

1
�ections concerning t�e use and role of the 98. 6 other regional airports. Finally, while the supp emental DEIS/R is bemg prepared, we 

urge Massport and other leading state officials to jojn with their counterparts in Rhode 
Island and New Hampshire, along with other interested parties throughout the region, to 
develop a workable, sustainable plan for inter-city travel in New England. The plan would 
address both the roles the different airports and rail services should be serving and how 
best to aHcw the�� �mports tc play rn-:-se :'Cle� by,. t.:.'!!ong other meas!.lfes, fostering dean, 
nor.-a�tcr7lobilc cri�nted grounC �'1.!-ispcrtatiun. 

II. The alternatives analysis in Massport's DEIS/R is inadequate and requires

that a Supplemental DEIS/R be prepared.

A. Massport fails to adequately assess the potential to address Logan's delay
problems through better use of other airports and rail travel.

The Secretary of Environmental Affairs left no doubt in her Certificate that the 
"off-airport alternatives" to Logan expansion, namely better use of other airports in the 
region and rail travel, had to be thoroughly examined in the DEIR. Noting that this issue 
had "� ... .., .. �•oA ,.,."'-,..,._.;�1 .,, .. � th-.. �1-..c..1 ----:�,."".�"1�· t:..""= �-=••v -:-:.:-:-,,-;� r;�; .. ,,nce �od

=:,v;.,1,11,,,,1u1.-.,..\,,;. �wur�&,U.LLJ.Q.1 u.J.:.U 1:.1vu.=-Lt\.J.U., '-''-'ll...,i,,1,.•·-••�.'i .,.,""',;;.. •••'---a.,..- �=-•a.w•-.,� _,t-1'--"-•- '-",. a 

organizations··• anci" that she herseif had .. spoken at length" on the '"need for an analysis of 
increased use both of other regional airports and intermodal transportation as viable 
alternatives to increased operations at Logan" in her Certificate on Massport's 1994 
Generic EIR for Logan, the Secretary stated that "the Draft EIR should discuss these off
airport alternatives and analyze the potential each has to divert passengers and/or cargo 
from (and lower the operational impacts of) Logan Airport." (ENF Certificate. p. 3) 
Massport does discuss these issues, of course, but in an entirely inadequate manner. 

Massport asserts that no matter what happens at other airports and on the rail 
system. the number of passengers demanding flights to or from Logan will rise to between 
37.:- 2.nd 4-5 milli0� by 2010. This i� bec�:.1�e r---!�!:po� c0�c!ude� !�2! t�e t:e�! !��! :::=. !;e 
hopea !�Jr :rc:r. H:egi�na: 2i�e�ati\1esH :s � diversion of7.3 million passengers. �i amount 
about the size of the growth projection range. Massport essentially says that no matter 
what happens with other airports or rail, there still will be a delay problem. There are at 
least three problems with Massport's approach. First, it is entirely reactive rather than 
proactive� Massport does not concern itself with what significant steps it might take to 
boost this diversion number (although Massport's recent renewed interest in making better 
use of Worcester Airport is an encouraging development). A second closely related 
problem is Massport failure to assess, with or without such an enhanced Massport role, the 
potential of rail travel and other airports, most notably T.F. Green and Manchester airpo1ts, 
to handle more of the traffic currently being, or projected to be, handled by Logan. Third, 
Massport ignores the possibility that under different growth scenarios for other airports. 
Logan Airport's flight mix. so inefficientiy burdened with small general aviation and 

3 



regional carriers, could be significantly altered so that Logan's flight operations per year 
could decrease enough to alleviate delays. 

i. Massport's passive approach to regional alternatives.

Massport offers a disappointingly passive approach when it comes to the potential 
to serve travelers through facilities other than Logan. Massport suggests that the only role 
it can play regarding ·'alternative travel choices to provide relief to Logan" is to1issist in 
their "promotion." (DEIS/R at 2-38.) As an independent quasi-public authority Massport 
has broad powers allowing it to engage in a wide range of activities. If, for example, 

Masspc:rt were to determine that ememig um:.� Memcrc1I'ldu.m. u[Undersumciing wim 
Amtrak under which Massport agreed to subsidize increased service to and from South 
Station to help reduce delay at Logan, there would be no legal impediment to the execution 
of such an agreement by Massport. Massport's varied aviation, maritime and development 
activities demonstrate the many roles that a public authority can play. Indeed, even if we 
were to accept the falsely limited notion of Massport's role as a "promoter" ofregional 
alternatives, there is no analysis of the effect that different degrees and types of efforts in 
this area by Massport would have on use of such "alternative travel choices." What 
Massport should have done is present a wide range of alternatives in the DEIS/R in which 
enhancements. improvements and changes to a wide range of reg�onal transportation 
facilities were proposed and analyzed and the role that Massport could play in facilitating 
these enhancements. improvements and changes Wci..5 described. 

ii. The emerging role of rail for travel within, as well as to and from, New

England.

I. The coming of Accla: three hours door to door from Boston's Financial
Distnct to Midtown Manhattan.

\1assport acknowledges that high speed rail in the Boston to New York corridor is 
imminent and will capture some of Logan's Boston to New York traffic. Massport relies 
on outdated 1994 Amtrak data for its projections, however. Since the preparation of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Report and 4(f) Statement for Northeast Corridor 
Improvemt:m Project c.iecui1ication in i 9�4 by me Federai R.aiiroael A<1rnm1stration, more 
refined projections cf ridership on the new high speed Aceia service have been prepared 
and utilized by Amtrak. In the Supplemental DEIR, Massport should utilize Amtrak's 
most current ridership projections. Moreover, as noted above, requiring the preparation of 
a supplemental DEIS/R will give Massport the gift of time, time that will allow it to utilize 
an analysis of the acwal operations of the new Ace la High Speed Rail as well as updated 
projections of total ridership based on new data gleaned from actual operations in the 
supplemental EIS/R. 

2. The T.F. Green connection: the DEIS/R ignores the critical rail
developments in the Boston/Rte. 128 Station/Providence/T.F. Green
segment of the Northeast Corridor.
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The DEIS/R fails to mention the proposed construction of a major new intennodal 
transportation facility which will reshape even further our regional transportation system: 
the train station at T.F. Green Airport in Warwick, Rhode Island. A �'"EPA Environmental 
Assessment is being prepared for the station, and construction should be completed and the 
station operational by the end of 200 l .  The State of Rhode Island and the Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts have entered into an agreement regarding the extension ofMBTA 
commuter rail to T.F. Green. CLF has learned from Amtrak's Vice President for Policy 
and Planning that Amtrak will stop Acela Express (high speed) trains at T.F. Green station 
if there is sufficient �assenger demand and that all Ace!a Regional ( conventional Amtrak 
servicej rrams are expecteci 10 stop there. He suggested that it is possible that Amtrak 
operations at T.F. Green may follow a pattern similar to its past operations at the 
Baltimore-Washington International Airport (BWI) station. When BWI Airport Rail 
Station opened for operations Amtrak scheduled stops at that station for approximately 
one-third of the trains on the corridor passing the airport. Today, only one Amtrak train 
traversing that corridor fails to stop at BWI Airport Rail Station, all other Amtrak trains 
(roughly 90% of Amtrak trips in that corridor) stop at BWI to pick up and discharge 
passengers. 

:he DEIS/R simply ignores these facts, which, in the very near future, will make it 
much easier for people in Boston and the southern suburbs of Boston in or near the Route 
] 28 corridor to gain access to T.F. Green Airport in Rhode lsland. As discussed above. the 

98 g massive f'ionneast Corricior rail improvement and electnticauon project will speed rail 
travel on the existing Northeast Corridor, the passenger rail route connecting 
Massachusetts and Rhode Island. The agreement between the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts and the State of Rhode Island to extend commuter rail service to the T.F. 
Green train station, coupled with Amtrak service, will provide frequent service between the 
T.F. Green Station and Massachusetts stations such as South Station and Back Bay Station 
in Boston and Route 128 Station. which sits at the intersection of the towns of Dedham, 
Westwood and Canton and where the MBT A is presently building a 2.670 space parking 
garage. This direct service might be augmented by proposed Rhode Island Department of 
Transportation rail shuttle service which would provide rapid and continual service 
between the Providence train station arid T.F. Green. No attempt is made in the DEIS/R to 
discuss these rapidly approaching changes in the rail corridor between Boston and Rhode 
Island and to a.Ssess the impacl that these changes wiii have on passenger behavior and 
choice and resulting demand. congestion, delay (or reductions in such factors) at T.F. 
Green and Logan. 

3. Amtrak service to Portland: an impending reality and a service with great
potential, especially when high speed rail service and possible air passenger service
at Pease are considered.

Amtrak service on the Portland-Boston corridor is scheduled to commence in 1999. 
The Transportation Secretaries of Massachusetts, New Hampshire and Maine have jointly 
requested that A.."lltrak convert this line to high-speed service. This line passes very close 
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to Pease International Tradeport. an airport with tremendous unused runway capacity, and, 

evidently, there is a rail right of way from this corridor to Pease which could be used to 
easily ferry passengers from Amtrak trains to Pease. 

While the DEIS/R does discuss the upcoming restoration of passenger rail service 
on the Portland-Boston corridor. there is no sophisticated quantitative analysis of the 

impact that such service would have on the regional transportation system and no mention 
of Pease in this context. The DEIS/R fails to present alternatives which would increase the 
use of this rail service so there is no study of whether such alternatives would reduce delay 
induced by small plane traffic between Maine cmnmunities a.�d Logan. Additionally, the 
DEiS/R shou1ci have acimowiecigeci 1ne possioie introciuction of high-speed rail to this 
corridor and analyzed the impact that such a change would have on demand for service at 

Logan: 

iii. The role of other airpons in the regional transportation system.

The DEIS/R's analysis of the role that other airports in the region can play fails to 
address the possibility that travelers from within Route 495, and even in some cases within 
Route 128, will choose to use other airports besides Logan. The DEIS/R only examines 
the ability of airports like Manchester. T.F. Green and Worcester to "recapture" their local 
markets from Logan. overlooking the ability of these airports to attract passengers from 
metropoiitan Boston and from the rest of the region. This deficiency ignores a 
phenomenon occurring at this \'ery moment, as Southwest iurhnes aggressively and 
successfully markets its Manchester and T.F. Green service to residents of metropolitan 
Boston. All the airports of New England. from Bradley which could serve as an alternative 
hub for major carriers to the smallest municipal airport which can provide a home for a 
two-seater General Aviation craft. should be integrated into such an analysis. Of course, 
growth at other airports \vould ha\·e to be carefully manag!!d and should be integrated into 
the regional ground transponation network so travelers are using environmentally 
responsible modes for travel to and from these airports. A well managed regional 
transportation system may. for example. mean that a resident of Auburn would drive or 
talce a bus to Worcester Airport (instead of the longer and more environmentally harmful 
drive to Logan) while a resident of Norwood might talce a train to T.F. Green Airpon in 
Rhode Island. Specific concerns. not addressed in the DEIS/R. about some of the key 
regio,,.il c.ii1Jun5 appear beiow. 

1. Manchester Airport

As noted above. the ENF Certificate required that Massport look beyond its current 
role and examine "off-airport"' measures that could be taken to address the delay problems 
that Massport cites in the DEIS/R. The failure of the DEIS/R to present alternatives which 
would encourage greater use of Manchester Airport as an alternative to Logan is a clear 
example of the failure of the DEIS/R to comply with these directives. 

The DE!S.IR. does take note of the increased passenger load passing through 
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Manchester Airport, one of the fastest growing airports (in terms of passengers) in the 
nation. Inexplicably, however, the DEIS/R fails to consider that Manchester Airport may 
be drawing passengers from the Boston metropolitan area now and fails to project any 
measurable use of Manchester by travelers with trips originating within the Route 495 
corridor. The supplemental DEIS/R needs to take a more sophisticated approach to its 
analysis of the role of Manchester- e.g., looking at current and future use of Manchester by 
business travelers going to and from hotels and businesses on and within Route 495 for 

example. 

Beginning mcie than ! 0 ye.k--s 3.gc some cf the more progres�:ve regional and 
muruc1pal governments m soutnem New Hampshire began to push tor a re-mtroctuct1on of 
passenger rail service into that area. Recently, the New Hampshire Department of 
Transportation requested that the MBT A extend its commuter rail service into New 
Hampshire to effect such a restoration, opening a dialogue between those agencies that is 
still in progress. At least one possible route for rail service into New Hampshire would 
allow for direct service to Manchester Airport. The supplemental EIS/R should include an 
analysis of the opportunity for rail service to Manchester Airport, including what Massport 
and its sister agencies can do to bring this about, and an analysis of the likely impact of this 
service on airport passenger demand. 

2. T.F. Green Airport

TJ··. Green Alrport m Warwick, khode lslanci presents an only partly realized 
opportunity for our regional transportation system. It can do far more than "recapture" its 
local market from Logan- the role assigned it by the DEIS/R, and with proper non
automotive ground transportation links it can do so in a very environmentally responsible 
fashion. The failure of the DEIS/R to adequate account for the current trips by Boston area 
travelers who travel by air from T.F. Green in order to make use of Southwest Airlines' 
discounted service is a significant deficiency. The failure of the DEIS/R to factor in future 
use ofT.F. Green by the residents of Greater Boston is an unfortunate logical extension of 
that first failure. Compounding these mistakes is the total failure of the DEIS/R to 
consider the changes in the regional rail system which will make travel to T.F. Green from 
Boston and along the rail corridor between Boston and Providence much easier. These 
changes are discussed at length above and mu.st be factored into a.'1y analysis cf the role 
that T.F. Green can piay in the regionai transportation system in generai anci in relief of 
Logan in particular. 

3. Worcester Airport

The supplemental DEIS/R must contain a thorough examination of the facilities 
and potential of Worcester Municipal Airport. The new arrangement under which 
Massport will operate that airport will facilitate an active Massport role in fostering and 
building that airport. Alternatives for enhanced ground transportation facilities to and from 
Worcester Airport, including rail and shuttle bus should be developed, analyzed and 

Prec-... nt ... d in Uh"' C'nnnl,.m,."'"' nt:T�/0 "'C""" ,,,;,h possa·'e future p--senge- and operat1"ons •. n,,aa,1,-.,; a 6 •"- ••",.t-'t"''-'l& \,,,,&U,4,U ,_,1,,,,,,,,&.t,JI &'-, '""' 1&5 -• &t.11 lV& L � 1 1 
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projections for the Worcester Airport, so the impact they will have on operations at Logan, 
as well as the environmental impacts of such changes, can be fully understood and 
considered. 

4. Hanscom Field

The DEIS/R fails to fully propose, develop and analyze potential roles that the 
Massport operated civilian facility at Hanscom Field could play in the regional 
transportation system. At the very least, alternatives that provide for increased use of 
Hanscom fer General Aviation {GA) use should be developed and a.r1alyzed. One possible 
model for use of Hanscom couic oe me roie tnat Teterboro Airport in New Jersey plays in 
the New York metropolitan area. That aill)ort does not have any significant passenger 
terminal facilities but has successfully shouldered the GA and helicopter load for New 
York City, moving this smaller air traffic out of the "stream" competing for landing and 
takeoff space at the three major airports operated by the Port Authority of New York and 
New Jersey. Measures that would discourage the aill)lanes responsible for the 25,000 
annual GA operations that the DEIS/R forecasts for the foreseeable future from using 
Logan should be studied in tandem with measures that would encourage such planes to 
land at Hanscom or other .. reliever·· airports outside of Boston, ranging from the regional 
airports discussed above to the small GA only aill)orts throughout the region. 

iv. Massport faiis to adequateiy assess tile potentiai for other airports in
me region anci rail to receive a significant enqugh portlon of Logan's
air traffic - particularly small carriers - to improve Logan's delay
problem and dispense with the new runway proposal.

Massport claims that proposed Runway 14/32 is needed to deal with the problem of 

northwest or southeast winds currently hampering operations by forcing Logan to use two 
rather than three runways. thereby reducing the operations per hour rate by 25%. from 120 
to 90.

1 Massport's view is that the new runway will permit Logan to function more often 
at its maximum capacity of 120 operations per hour, thereby reducing delay. Massport 
does not even pay lip service to the important possibility of solving this same delay 
problem by another means: diverting a sufficient percentage of Logan's flight operations to 
other airports and rail so as to reduce Logan's operation:: per hour tc- 90. Under this 
scenario, with the exception of about i O days a year, the nonhwestisoutheast wind problem 

disappears -- withow having ro hui/d a new rnnway -- because with these wind conditions 
Logan can handle up to 90 operations per hour. Particularly if the bulk of the diverted 
flights were small planes - see discussion below on peak period pricing and other runway 
pricing refonns - Logan's efficiency would improve, as operating small planes on the same 
runways/flight paths as large planes causes additional delays (small planes need to be 
spaced further from large planes because they can have difficulty flying in the "wake'' of 

large planes). 

1 Massport asserts that approximately 10 days a year Logan experiences severe nonhwest winds that forces it 

to operate just one , .... ,way. ,vhich limits it to 60 flight operations per hour. 
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B. Massport fails to adequately assess the potential to address Logan's delay
problems throu{!h peak period pricing or other runway fee reforms.

A central mandate of the ENF Certificate, which Massport voluntary agreed to 
undertake, was an analysis of peak period pricing and other administrative measures 
designed to alter the mix and timing of airplane operations in and out of Logan in order to 
better manage the Airport and reduce delay. That this would be a critical element of the 
DEIS/R inquiry makes considerable sense when Logan's flight mix is considered. 
Approximately 90% of Logan's passeng�rs are accommodated on about half of the flights 
in anci om of tile anpon. Tne other haii cf the flights cmy the remaining 10% of the 
passengers. This is a highly inefficient use of limited runway space. and. it is our 
understanding, is atypical for major American airports. The notion of imposing a pricing 
mechanism that would discourage small planes in the peak hours, and/or that would lead to 
some trip consolidation so that the total number of small plane operations decreased, while 
still insuring that essential service to other cities in the region continued, has significant 

appeal. 

Massport, unfortunately, has not presented a credible analysis of peak period 
pricing (and does not address any other possible runway pricing reforms). Rather than 
setting out to figure out what it would take in the way of peak hour pricing or other runway 
pricing reforms to achieve significant deiay reduction benefits at Logan, Massport instead 
s�ts om 10 answer the question: ·""v-nat effect wouid a very iow peak hour fee ($150 per 
flight) have on operations and delay at Logan?" Just as discouraging is the limited analysis 
given this watered down version of peak period pricing. 

There are only a few select sources of data on the effect that administrative delay 
reduction/capacity management programs like non-weight based landing fees peak period 
pricing will have on actual operations at an airport. Limited efforts in the New York 
metropolitan area can be analyzed. Previous experiments overseas, like the Sydney 
(Australia) effort referenced by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in its 
comments on the NEPA scope. can be considered. The actual operation of the withdrawn 
Program for Airport Capacity Efficiency program (PACE) at Logan, discussed below, can 
be considered and re-evaluated fr hght of applicable federal law a'ld regulations. None of 
these da.te1 a.re considered ,n the DEIS,'R.. 

Massport's analysis applies a blunt single price formula to current operations and 
assumes that air carriers will react in simplistic ways- either by canceling flights or moving 
a few "shoulder" flights out of the peak period window. Other potential responses of 
carriers to such a scheme, including using larger aircraft for fewer flights. are ignored. As 

a result, Massport never even considers the possibility that a runway pricing system could 
be imposed that materially alters the flight mix at Logan so that a significant number of 
small flights are diverted elsewhere. canceled. or consolidated into fewer larger plane 
flights. Were this to happen such that total operations per hour were markedly reduced, 
runwav nn"rino rpfnrm rn11lri me�ninofnllv ai� ,.,; th the northwest/so"•heast w1'nd delay•· r- -•• 0 •-•-• • --- - •• - •••.::,•- •J &"6 Y• 1'-&& t. & UI. 
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problem Massport describes. 

i. Mass port should look to its own experience for evidence of the salutary

effects that revised landing fees and peak period pricing can have on

airport operations.

In December 1987, Massport introduced its Program for Airport Capacity 
Efficiency (PACE). The purpose of PACE was to eliminate a de facto subsidy for small 

aircraft operations and reduce airport congestion. To achieve these ends, PACE included 
both a restructured landing fee and "peak-hour pricing'\ an additional fee for landing 
during congested rush hour period�. The n.e:::w ia.11tling fee went imo effect ori fa1y i. 1988 
and was used until December 22. 1988 when the U.S. Secretary of Transportation ruled 
that the restructured landing fee had not been calculated properly and that the exception in 
the program designed to protect smaller regional airports did not apply to enough such 
airports. This ruling was upheld (and a court decision in favor of the restructured landing 
fee was reversed) in New England Legal Foundation. v. Massachusetts Port Authority, 883 

F.2d 157 (1st Cir. 1989). The peak-hour pricing portion of PACE was never instituted.

In February 1989 -- two months after the PACE landing fee was discontinued -
Massport issued a summary

:: 
of the PACE fee's remarkably favorable impact on Logan's

operations: 

l .  0n-nme pcrfo;:-mancc �t ;_0ga1, ·.;·z.5 sigmficantiy improved. Not oniy did the

percentage of on-time departures increase markedly, but Logan's relative on-time
performance rose steadily in comparison to the performance of other busy airports

around the country. In September of 1987, when DOT started issuing "repon
cards" grading on-time performance at the nation's 27 busiest airports, Logan
ranked 21st. In September of I 988. [Logan] had moved up to 12th: in October,
[Logan was] 11th: in NO\·ember [Logan] ranked 10th; and, by the end of December,
when DOT ruled against PACE. [Logan] had achieved the astonishing rank of2nd
best in the nation for on-time performance.

2. Commuter carriers carried slightly more passengers in slightlv fewer fliizhts on
signiiicantiy iarger airpianes. This action spread the cosr oflanding tees over more
seats per !!1�, �"!d red!.!cec �!-!e r.!.!mber cf flights on heavily traveled routes, thus
improving the efficiency with which the commuter carriers used Logan's finite and
valuable airfield capacity. Some carriers increased their fares in response to the
new fees. but the fare increases did not slow the growth of ridership.

3. Thanks in part to Massport's "Essential Air Service" Exemption Program.
smaller commuter markets suffered no adverse consequences from the higher
landing fees

1 
PACE Update, February, 1989 by Thomas P. Champion. Assistant to the Executive Director. �fasspon 

(hereinaJier "PACE Update"). 
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4. General aviation (GA) traffic at Logan declined by about one-third, but did not
disappear. Since the per-hour cost of operating business jets and turbo-props has
always been high, the PACE landing fee had no effect on this segment of the GA
population at Logan, which continued to use the airfield with its accustomed
frequency. Smaller, single engine aircraft did make less frequent use of Logan,
although this change did not result in the "diversion" of traffic to Hanscom Field.
Since travelers who used these small aircraft tended to be traveling within a 150-
mile radius of Logan, and since most of them were using private planes to move to
and from markets which were also served by served by scheduled conunercial
serv1ce, .Masspon staff correctiy predicteci mat the users of these smaHer pianes
simply switched over to scheduled air service or to some other mode of
transportation. Perhaps the most interesting GA statistic is that more than half of
the private aircraft using Logan during the PA CE fee period were traveling to or

from points which offered scheduled air service. In other words, general aviation is
demonstrably more a tool of convenience and luxury than of necessity.

(PACE Update; p. 3.) Both the Secretary of Transportation and the First Circuit stated in 
their decisions concerning PACE that a program with the substantive effects of the PACE 
program could be successfully implemented by Massport, if it was developed and 
implemented correctly. 

in i 993, Masspon made a weil-reasoned presem:ation of a revised program that was 
designed to conform with federal law as articulated by the Secretary of Transportation and 
the First Circuit. This presentation described a specific peak-hour pricing proposal and 
showed that. if this proposal was implemented, it would reduce peak-hour flights by l 0-
17 .5 percent. (Massachusetts Port Authority, "Logan Airport Peak Hour Pricing" (Apr. 
1993) (Attachment l ); Arthur D. Little, Inc., for the Massachusetts Aeronautics 
Commission. "Strategic Assessment Report -- Final Report." p. 4-42 (July 1993 ).)

Like PACE this program moved Logan away from a traditional landing fee based 
solely on the weight of a plane and levied landing fees based partly on the weight of the 
plane and partly on an operations charge based on the type of plane with an additional peak 
period fee tor peak period landings and take-offs. Massport v.'ithdrew this proposal prior to 
implementation. 

It is important to recognize that peak-hour pricing affects congestion levels 
primarily by causing modest shifts in departure times and types of aircraft used, not by 
dampening passenger activity. According to Massport, a reduction in peak-hour 
congestion would "come mainly from a reduction in commuter [flight] activity during peak 
hours. especially in markets with ready commuting alternatives." (Massport, "Logan 
Airport Peak Hour Pricing.") Massport "does not expect that any of the commuting 
markets served by Logan Airport would suffer a significant reduction in access to the 
airport." (l!Ll Roughly one-third of the reduction in peak-hour flight activity would result 
from a rescheduling to off-peak hours. (Id.) Peak-hour pricing is projected not on!y to 
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result in a substantial reduction in delays at Logan, but to reduce average costs per 
operation for flights with about 110 passengers or more. (Id.) 

From passengers' point of view, the perceptible effect of peak-hour pricing would 
be a substantial reduction in delays. "During peak periods, Massport would expect a 5% 
reduction in the use of the airfield to cause at least a 20% drop in average expected flight 
delays." (J.QJ Since �1assport expected that peak-hour pricing would result in a 10-17.5 
percent reduction in peak-hour flights, travelers would thus experience a 40 to 70 percent 
reduction in delays. 

?a55engcrs wou.10 nm expenence a ncriceable reductivn iii �e.A.......,1C�. r�iasspon 
calculated the estimated impact on the number of peak-hour weekday seats available on 
flights between Logan and 49 airports in the eastern United States and Canada. Overall, 
only 3 percent ofpeak-hour seats (not all seats) in those markets would be canceled. 
(Massport, "Logan Airport Peak Hour Pricing Plan.")3 Three-quarters of those markets
would experience the cancellation of 3 percent or less of peak-hour seats, and 22 of them 
would experience the cancellation of no peak-hour seats at all. (Id.) Ticket prices for the 
49 markets would increase a mere I percent (id.) -- a price well worth paying for the 
substantial reduction in delays, and the avoided taxpayer outlays and environmental 
impacts that building new runway capacity would entail.

4 

The benefits cf peak-houi r...:nway pricing would therefore b6 substantial 411.d 
Wideiy snareu. -i raveiers wouia nrnem r:om ivwer co5i:>, rem1ceG aeiays, and the ·use of 
larger, safer. more comfortable aircraft. Communities around Logan Airport, Hanscom 
Field and other existing or potential airports would avoid airport expansion undertaken to 
accommodate the ineificiencies of heavy reliance on small aircraft. Such communities all 
share a strong interest in the adoption of peak hour pricing at Logan Airport. The 
Commonwealth as a whole would benefit from avoiding the potentially huge capital and 
operating costs of accommodating a continuation or growth of existing inefficiencies. The 

3 The reduction in the number of peak-hour flights in the 49 regional markets was estimated to be 7 percent
more than double the esnmated reduction m the number of peak-hour seats, which is as it should be. It should 
be noted that two markets m which �1assport predicted the most flights would be canceled -- Boston-Portland 
and Boston-Bangor. which would lose 21 percent and 15 percent of peak period weekday flights, respectively -
both ex;,erienced � txpi�s1�n :=1 L½e r..�'11be� e:� riziiy rights during 6� f.ady l'.J90� re�ssie>!:: Bort�t1-.Portland 
da.liy �epa.T.lre5 6�w by i � l per�e .. , m ; 98&-: 993 • ..nd Bostoa-Bangor da1iy 6.:pmurcs grew Ly ,2 pe:rcent ill 
that period. (Massport. "Logan Airport Peak Hour Pricing Plan.") With peak-hour pricing, Portland would still 
have twice as many flights as it did in 1988, and Bangor would have roughly one and three-quarters as many 
flights as it did then. (!Qj The two m:irkets would have only 9 and 14 percent fewer peak-hour seats, 
respectively, than in 1993 1&), and about the same number of daily scats. 

� A few regional airports served by flights to and from Logan do not have runways th.at can accommodate 
jets. It is CLFs understanding, however. that all or virtually all the airports which Massport predicted would 
have fewer weekday peak-period flights to and from Logan can accommodate jets. One airport with a notable 
lack of jet capacity is the Provincetown Airport - which Massport predicted would experience no decrease in 
weekday peak period flights or seats. and where the impact of peak hour pricing would be reflected solely in a 
fare increase of 12 percent. ( Massport. "Logan Airport Peak Hour Pricing Plan.") 
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region and nation would benefit from more energy-efficient flight operations. 

It is not surprising that the national jury of experts who heard testimony at "The 
Boston Conference" in 1994 included peak-hour runway pricing at Logan Airport in the 

recommendations it issued. The jury wrote: 

[T]he Commonwealth should adopt "congestion pricing" (charging landing fees
that increase at peak travel times) to mitigate bottlenecks and delays at Logan that
would impede the region's future economic growth. The Jury believes that this
approach offers a relatively inexpensive and flexible demand management strategy,
proionging the use of Logan a1 ?ls presem iocaiion withom requiring conrroversial

runway expansion.

(Harvey M. Gantt, et al., "The Boston Conference Final Report: National Jury 
Recommendations," pp. 4-5 (Aug. 24, 1994).) 

No justification is given in the DEIS/R for the failure to propose and study an 
alternative applying a more complex pricing mechanism, like that presented by Massport in 
1993 or discussed by the Boston Conference, augmented by a range of peak hour fees ( as 
contemplated by the 1993 proposal). Such an alternative should be a prominent feature of 

the supplemental DEIS/R. 

Discussion anci sruciy oi such an aitemauve must inciude an examination of varying 
levels of peak period fees. Additionally, such an analysis should not restrict itself to an 
asswnption that significant delay reductions through runway pricing reform occur only 

when the airlines "overschedule" and attempt to have more than 120 operations per hour 
occur at Logan. As noted above, Massport should be directed in the supplemental DEIS/R 

to consider what it would take in the way of peak period pricing or other runway pricing 
reforms to bring Logan's operations per hour number closer to 90, thereby largely 
obviating the supposed need for an additional runway. A full range of possible carrier 
reactions should be considered. such as moving to larger planes or the consolidation of 
existing companies providing service to smaller airports. 

ii. '!be Federal program to maintain air service to isolated smaHer
rJrports, " l\fassport version of such a program. or a joint

FederaVMassport implementation of this program may reduce or

eliminate Massport's "market access" concerns regarding smaller

airports.

The federal Essential Air Service (EAS) program is intended to ensure that 
communities with relatively low commercial airplane traffic do not lose service entirely, it 
is deeply disturbing that the DEIS/R does not examine the mitigating effect that this 
program might have on Massport's concerns regarding reduction in service to certain 

outlying communities. The U.S. Department of Transportation (°DOT") administers the 
EAS program by determining the minimu..TTI !eve! of service required at each eligible 
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community. DOT specifies a hub through which the community is linked to the national 

network, a minimum number of round trips and available seats that must be provided to 
that hub, certain characteristics of the aircraft to be used, and the maximum permissible 
number of intermediate stops to the hub. Where necessary, DOT subsidizes a carrier to 

ensure that the specified level of service is provided. 

A review of the DOT website indicates that EAS is subsidizing air service from 
Logan to: Augusta/Waterville, ME; Bar Harbor, ME; Rockland, ME; Rutland, VT; and 
Keene, NH. Additionally, that website indicates that the following destinations from 
Logar. have been deemed eligible for EA.S subsidies: Bridgeport, CT; New· Haven, CT; 
Bangor. ME: Portiand. ME; Presque lsleiHouiton. ME; Hyanms, MA; Martha's Vineyar� 
MA; Nantucket, MA; Laconia. NH; Lebanon, NH/White River, VT; and 
Manchester/Concord, NH. .\.fore details about the federal EAS program may be found at 

on DOT's website at http://ostpxweb.dot.gov/aviation/ruraVrura1air.htm. 

There are three ways Massport can pursue an EAS subsidy for service to given 
community. First, it may try to initiate DOT review of a community which is not currently 
eligible for an EAS subsidized carrier (assuming that no carrier or only one carrier 
currently provides service to that community). (See 14 C.F.R. § 325.10.) Second, 
Massport may submit a proposal to DOT for "Enhanced Essential Air Service." Under an 
Enhanced "EAS" program, either a) Massport would provide 50% of the subsidy for the 
prooosed service (and DOT would provide the other 50%) or b) DOT would pay 100% of 
the subsidy but review the proposal for success after 2 years. Finally, Massport could 
implement its own EAS program which mirrors (or closely follows - subject to DOT's 
approval) DOT's program. (See New England Legal Foundation v. Mass. Port Authority. 
883 F.2d 157 (1st Cir. 1989)). If it chose to create its own EAS program without 
developing it jointly with FAA. Masspon would have to pay the subsidy itself either by 
cash payment or by special adjustment to landing fees.5

The full analysis of revised landing fees and peak period pricing in the 
supplemental DEIS/R must include a thorough discussion and review of the Federal EAS 
program and how it would eliminate. reduce or mitigate the negative effects on air service 
to outlying communities. 

iii. The hCase Studies" appended to the DEISiR fail to prove that a

sophisticated and properly developed and implemented reform of

landing fees and/or peak period pricing scheme would harm the Cape

and Islands.

The "Regional Carrier Case Study" and .. Cape Cod [& Islands] Case Study" in 
Appendices F and G of the DEIS/Rare a cursory review of the economic development 
strategy of that part of Massachusetts and the role that air travel plays in that strategy and a 

5 The Massport EAS program was struck down in part because it did not include as many communities as the 
federal version. 
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very simple analysis of the possible impact that the simplified peak period pricing scheme 
discussed in the DEIS/R might have on that service. No attempt is made in these 
appendices, or elsewhere in the DEIS/R, to consider other alternatives which might satisfy 
the transponation needs of these communities. We cannot know if high speed ferry 
service, enhanced bus service or rejuvenated rail service (or some combination of these or 
other options) could compensate for any adverse effect on air service brought about by 
runway pricing reforms - this analysis is simply not present in the DEIS/R. 

Additionally, the analysis in these appendices fails to take into account the 
possibility that any landing fee reform program a11d/or peak period pricing scheme would 
include an essential aif serv1ce exception to ensure ihcrt; wuu1<l be a.dequale basic service to 
regional airports. It also fails to consider the potential palliative effect of the federal 
Essential Air Service (EAS) program discussed above. 

III. The capacity increasing potential of proposed Runway 14/32 should be studied

and the environmental impacts of the capacity increase assessed.

Massport states that proposed Runway 14/32 would not result in any additional 
capacity at Logan since it would not allow Logan to exceed its current ceiling of 120 flight 
operations per hour in any given hour. But the new runway would allow Logan to handle 
120 flights per hour more of the time, whic� when Massport's ominous growth projections 
for Logan arc considered, sureiy wouid resuit in more passengers and flights a1 Logan with 
the n.l.nway man wirnouL Accoramg w lviasspon' 5 proJeciinns, tbe deiay hours are rn 
mount at Logan with or without the new runway, but Massport contends that the delays 
will be considerably worse without the new runway. Really dreadful delays would 
presumably influence air carrier business decisions and passenger travel decisions such that 
Logan without the new runway would handle fewer flights and passengers than Logan with 
the new runway. The extent of this proposed increase in capacity must be studied and its 
environmental impacts. both airside and groundside, analyzed. 

IV. Technological advances and changes which could change airport operations

should be studied in the supplemental DEIS/R

A conversation Wlth a termer Chauman oi the Massport Roard of Directors with 
over 30 years of experience in the operations and pianning of airports yielded the 
observation that in the late I 960's and early 1970's (when Runway 14/32 was first 
proposed) there was a general belief that there would be a surge in the number of travelers 
traveling by air during the next 30 years and that this required a large scale program of 
building runways at existing airports to handle this increase. Of course, half of this 
prediction was completely accurate. Far more people travel far more miles by air today 
than in 1969. However, advances in technology- notably the proliferation of larger aircraft 
and advances in electronics (and in particular avionics) have enabled many of the airports 
that were in use at that time to handle the increased traffic without significant additional 
runway space. 
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It is reasonable to ask if history might repeat itself? Could advances in technology 
significantly reduce delay at Logan and other airports- not j·ust in good weather but in bad 
as well? Is there current or anticipated technology that should be studied as an alternative 
to some or all of the airside improvements proposed by Massport? Massport summarily 
states that delays "caused by most weather conditions cannot be eliminated." (DEIS/R p. 
1-3.) Are the prospects for technological advances to facilitate airport operations in
adverse weather conditions really this bleak? Perhaps so, but we simply do not know
based on the DEIS/R. Doing this analysis may require a more sophisticated presentation of
the causes of delay at Logan. For example, how much delay is due to fog reducing
visibility, hew much is due to snow buildup on runways? This is precisely- the type of
aitemative which shouid have been the subject of analysis in the DEIS/R and its absence is
yet another reason why a supplemental DEIS/R is required.

V. The DEIS/R does not adequately address the Environmental Justice

questions critical to both federal and Massachusetts environmental review

Executive Order 12,898. entitled "Federal Actions to Address Environmental
Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations," requires each federal

agency to identify and address environmental and health effects of its activities that 
particularly burden minority and iow income communities. (Exec. Order No. 12,898, § 1-
101, 59 Fed. Reg. 7,629 (1994).) A purpose of the executive order is to "reinforce" 
agencies 7 ooiigations under NEPA and Title V1 of Lhe Civil Rights Act of 1964. (See 62 
Fed. Reg. 18,}78 (t997).) The execuuve order, like !\TE.PA and :tv4.:.EPA, 1s intended to force 
agencies to improve their decisionmaking processes. It focuses on both minority and low
income communities. whereas Title VI applies only to discrimination based on race, color, 
or national origin and does not directly address poverty issues. (See President Clinton, 
Memorandum for the Heads of all Departments and Agencies (Feb. 11, 1994).) To achieve 
its goals, the executive order relies on existing environmer1:tal and civil rights laws, 
particularly NEPA and Title VI. 

In response to the executive order, the U.S. Department of Transportation has 
prepared an environmental justice strategy (60 Fed. Reg. 33.896 (1995)) and issued an 
Order on Environmental Justice. (62 Fed. Reg. 18,377 (1997).) Like the executive order, 
the DOT Ordei urc3ws •'.)TT existing iaws, "primarily r·.fEP A [ and} Tifa; VI c-f the Ci vii Rights 
Act of i 964." (62 Fed. Reg. i 8,378 (199,).J Tne DOT Order ••is intended to insure that a 
process for the assessment of environmental justice factors becomes common practice in 
the application of [NEPA. Title VI] and related[] statutes." (Id.} Incorporation of 
environmental justice principles in all DOT activities is to be accomplished, by "fully 
considering [those] principles throughout planning and decision-making processes in the 
development of programs. policies, and activities, using the principles of the National 
Environmental Policy Act." (Id. at 18,379.) 

The DOT Order provides that NEPA and other statutes will be administered so as 
to identify, early in the development of an activity, the risk of discriminatory impacts so 
that appropriate action can be taken. {Id. at 18,380.) In implementing �cP A, "where 
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relevant, appropriate and practical:' DOT agencies are to obtain infonnation about the 
population served and/or affected by race, color, national origin, and income, along with 
infonnation about steps to guard against disproportionately high adverse impacts. Id. 
"[D]isproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority populations and low-income 
populations" are to be avoided by, inter alia, proposing measures to avoid, minimize, 
and/or mitigate such impacts� providing offsetting benefits and opportunities to enhance 
communities, neighborhoods, and individuals affected by.the activities involved; 
considering alternatives that would avoid or minimize such impacts; and eliciting public 
involvement and "soliciting input from affected minority and low-income populations in 
considering alternatives." (Id.)' An activity that will have a disproportionateJy adverse 
effect on minority or ivw-income popufatiom: is to bt=; ca..rried out �oniy if furi.&�er miiigarion 
measures or alternatives that would avoid or reduce the disproportionately high and 
adverse effect are not practicable.·· (62 Fed. Reg. 18.380.) DOT's findings and analysis 
made in fulfillment of these requirements ''must be appropriately documented, normally in 
the environmental impact statement or other NEPA document." (lg.) 

Federal agencies are required to comply with executive orders and with their own 
regulations and guidelines and DOT states in its order that "[ c ]ompliance with Executive 
Order 12,898 is an ongoing responsibility." (62 Fed. Reg. 18,379 (1997); see also Delaney 
v. EPA. 898 F.2d 687,693 (9th Cir. 1990) (agency must adhere to own guidelines); Steven
Ostrow, Note, Enforcing Executi\'e Orders: Judicial Review of Agency Action Under the
Adrninistrative Procedure Act, 55 Geo. Wash. L. Rev. 659 (1987).)

The absence of any substantive environmental justice analysis in the DEIS/R even 
98 23 remotely meeting the requirements of the executive order and the DOT Order is especially 

shocking considering the location of the project: in East Boston, a community where, as of 
1990, 18 percent of the residents were of Hispanic origin, 13 percent were members of 
non-white minorities. and 18 percent were white people with incomes below the poverty 
level. (See U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, "1990 Census of 
Population and Housing," Summary Tape Files l, 3.) The Asian-American and Hispanic 
groups in the East Boston community is believed to have grown since 1990 and the 
impacts of this project on those communities, as well as the minority and low-income 
communities in Logan's flight path. should have been considered for the purposes of both 
NEPA and MEPA review. 

While the environmental justice issues and analysis raised by the executive order 
and DOT Order, and which underpin EPA's extensive comments on this subject. are 
derived from Federal law, policy and orders the principles, infonnation and analysis on 
which EPA relies on fully applicable to the MEPA process and provide further reason to 
conclude that the DEIS/R is inadequate. The Secretary of Environmental Affairs has the 
statutory and regulatory tools and the ability to address the critical environmental justice 
raised by EPA and ignored by Massport. The MEP A process can play a pivotal role by 
ensuring that minority and low income communities do not shoulder a disproportionate 
share of the environmental effects of projects such as the one under cons�deration here. 

17 



' . 

YI. Additional environmental concerns not adequately addressed in the DEIS/R 

The discussion of impacts of the proposed airside improvements on the Boston 98.24 
Harbor Islands is facially inadequate. The effort to use the provision in the Boston Harbor 
Islands National Recreational Area statute (16 U.S.C. § 460kkk) which states that Logan 
air traffic passing overhead is not .. constructive use" of the park National Recreational 
Area as a general NEPA and MEPA waiver is plainly improper. These provision simply 
means that overflights of the Islands cannot be deemed "use" of the Islands for purposes of 
Section 4(f). It has no effect on the requirement of NEPA and MEPA that all alternatives 
be analyzed to determine thefr foH noise and v:sual effects on humans Ca..'llping on the 
Harbor Isiamis and in boats m the vicinity cf the Isiands. as well as on all animals in and 

around the Islands. 

The discussion of the Upland Sandpipers who currently nest in the path of the 
proposed Centerfield Taxiway references the mitigation plan which has been developed by 
Massport, in consultation with the Massachusetts Heritage & Endangered Species 98.25 
Program. This plan may be adequate but it should be fully aired prior to its inclusion in a 
Final EIR/S. Moreover, no case has been made yet in any environmental review document 
that all efforts have been made and exhausted to avoid or reduce impact on this State listed 
species and that mitigation by creating new habitat far from this site which will benefit 
other members of this species is the appropriate course. 

The air quauty analysis m the DElStR has senous deficiencies, as demonstrated by 
the comments of Dr. Herny S. Cole. As Dr. Cole observes, the total absence of an analysis 
of the air quality effects of particulate matter with a diameter of less than 2.5 microns (PM 
2.5) from aircraft, increased motor vehicle emissions and emissions outside of Route 128 

98.26 or with an altitude greater than 3.000 feet are all glaring omissions. Moreover, Dr. Cole 
makes important observations about the potential air quality effects of the unchecked 
gr0\\1h with is assumed in the EIS/R as well as the i:;otential unstudied health hazards 

which may be present in the vicinity of Logan at this moment. A supplemental EIS/R is 
needed to lay out alternatives which are intended to address these concerns and to analyze 
the effects that all alternatives may have on air quality, both in the immediate vicinity of 
Logan and throughout the region. Such studies should also look at the cumulative effect 
of large a._'?1oun1 0f emissions occurring 2t peak z.i.r !.ravel hc-urs z..nd determine if a peak 
period pricing scheme couid have a positive impact on air quaiity by aispersing NO� and 
other emissions more evenly of the course of the day. 

VI. Conclusion

For the foregoing reasons. Massport has failed to make its case that it needs 
Runw�y 14/32. The alternatives analyses, both with regard to peak hour pricing/runway 
pricing reform and the role of other regional airports and rail, as discussed at length above, 

98.27 need serious additional work. Accordingly, a Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Report is warranted. The time necessary to do a credible job on the SDEIS/R 
may permit Massport to ana!yze actual data from the forthcoming Acela high-speed rail 
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service and collaborate with the FAA on a peak period pricing/runway pricing refonn 
experiment. Finally, we strongly urge that, in conjunction with the thorough alternatives 
analyses necessary for the runway proposal, Masspon leadership and other appropriate 
Massachusetts state officials join with their counterparts in Rhode Island and New 

Hampshire, along with other interested parties throughout the region, to develop a 
workable, sustainable plan for inter-city travel in New England. The plan would address 
both what roles the different airports and rail services should be serving as well as how to 

achieve these results. 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 

98.1 Alternatives 

98.2 Regional 
. Transportation 

Topic2 

Peak Hour 
Pricing 

Regional 
Airports 

Letter 98 
Conservation Law Foundation 

Stephen H. Burrington, General Counsel 

Comment Response 
_____ ... ______ .. ________ ·•-- . .. _ ......... ___________ . ----.. -- ------•·· --------

... fails to adequately assess the potential to reduce delays · The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 

... by implementing "peak-hour pricing,"... DEIS/FEIR contain an analysis of PPP as a 

Massport fails to consider the potential for T.F. Green 
· Airport ... and the Manchester Airport ... to service more than

merely their discrete geographic areas.

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. See Section 4.5.4 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

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 extensive services and/or lower airfares at more distant, 
but larger airports such as Logan Airport. Thus, the service 
areas forT.F. Green/Providence and Manchester airports 
extended into portions of northern and 
southeastern Massachusetts; areas normally considered part of 
Logan Airport's primary market area. 

Letter 98: Conservation Law Foundation, S tephen H. Burrington, General Counsel 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 

98.3 Regional 
Transportation 

Topic2 

Regional 
Airports 

Comment 

A major regional planning initiative is needed right now ... 

Letter 98: Conservation Law Foundation, Stephen H. Burrington, General Counsel 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

In January 2000, in response to the FAA's review of the Draft 
EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft EIS 
to address specific issues identified by the FAA following input 
from a SDEIS Panel consisting of six persons. At the FAA's 
direction, three SDEIS Panel members were appointed by the 
Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and three 
were appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston. Under the 
direction of the New England Region FAA, the SDEIS Panel 
convened in March of 2000 and then met at least monthly with 
a final meeting in December of 2000. A total of 12 meetings 
were held. To provide the appropriate background, the 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. One of the issues that the 
FAA directed the group to discuss is the inclusion of additional 
data related to regional transportation alternatives in the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

Over the last ten years, various agencies and 
transportation planning organizations have conducted a number 
of studies that address regional transportation issues. These 
studies form the basis of a comprehensive regional 
transportation strategy that includes the Airside Project at 
Logan Airport, expansion and growth of the regional airports, 
and the implementation of high-speed rail and other regional rail 
projects. All these measures are necessary for meeting the 
short-term and long-term inter-city travel needs of the 
New England region. These regional recommendations are in 
various stages of implementation. By the end of 2000, Boston 
residents had several alternatives to Logan Airport induding 
Worcester Regional Airport, Manchester Airport, 
T.F. Green/Providence Airport, Pease International T radeport, 
and Amtrak's high-speed Acela train service. Refer to 
Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a complete 
discussion of options to Logan Airport. 

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



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code 

98.4 

98.5 

98.6 

98.7 

98.8 

98.9 

Topic 1 

Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Alternatives 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Transportation 

Topic 2 Comment 
---� 

-·--- -·· -·---··---···· ··----· -

MEPA : The breadth and depth of the deficiencies are such that they 
require the preparation of a Supplemental DEIS/R ... 

Response 

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

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. 

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

Peak Pricing 
Program 

Suggest immediate implementation of a pilot peak period 
pricing program. 

Passenger Rail Request emerging reality of high·speed rail be assessed. 

Passenger Rail [Request that Massport] present a wide range of 
alternatives .. .in which enhancements, improvements and 
changes to a wide range of regional transportation facilities 
were proposed and analyzed and the role that Massport 
could play in facilitating these enhancements ... 

Passenger Rail Incorporate more current Amtrak projections in analysis. 

Passenger Rail Provide rail discussion/analysis that includes new 
T.F. Green Airport and Route 128 Stations. 

- ·-----.. ·-··· ···-··-

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. See Section 4.5.4 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

The analysis of regional alternatives presented in the Airside 
Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR relies 
on air to high·speed rail diversion estimates published in the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and Section 4(fj Statement, 
Northeast Corridor Improvement Project, prepared by the 
Federal Rail Administration in October 1994. In preparing the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport contacted Amtrak for more 
recent estimates, but Amtrak did not have any 
updated ridership estimates that could be released to Massport. 
Amtrak's written response to Massport's request for updated 
ridership numbers is contained in Appendix B of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

Massport's analysis of regional alternatives 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. 

Refer to response to Comment 98.6. 

Refer to Section 2.9 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
discussion of the Warwick train station and people mover 
connection to T.F. Green/Providence Airport. 

Letter 98: Conservation Law Foundation, Stephen H. Burrington, General Counsel 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 

98.10 Regional 
Transportation 

98.11 Regional 
Transportation 

98.12 Regional 
Transportation 

98.13 Regional 

98.14 

Transportation 

Regional 
Transportation 

Topic2 Comment 

Passenger Rail Provide detailed quantitative analysis that the restoration of 
passenger rail service would have on Portland-Boston 
corridor including potential connection to Pease. 

Regional 
Airports 

Passenger Rail 

Regional 
Airports 

Regional 
Airports 

... needs to take a more sophisticated approach to .. .looking 
at current and future use of Manchester by business 
travelers going to and from hotels and businesses on and 
within Route 495 ... 

.. . should include an analysis of the opportunity for rail 
service to Manchester Airport, ... 

[Does not adequately) account for the current trips by 
Boston area travelers who travel by air from T.F. Green ... 
[or] ... to factor in future use of T.F. Green by the residents 
of Greater Boston ... 

... must contain a thorough examination of the facilities and 
potential of Worcester Municipal Airport. 

Letter 98: Conservation Law Foundation, Stephen H. Burrington, General Counsel 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

The restoration of Portland-Boston rail service was analyzed in 
the Draft EIS/EIR. According to the Portland Rail study, more 
than 99 percent of travel in the Portland-Boston corridor is by 
automobile. The same study estimated that restoration of the 
rail service would have no impact on the amount of travelers 
using air because the rail travel time is not competitive with the 
air mode. Additionally, the air market is estimated at 
only 100,000 annual passengers. This is less than 
one-half of a percent of Logan Airport's total passenger traffic in 
1999. Refer to Section 2.4 of the Draft EIS/EIR. 

Refer to Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
discussion of air service development at the Manchester Airport 
and Logan Airport passenger diversion to the 
Manchester Airport. 

Refer to Section 2.9 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
description of all ground access improvement projects at the 
regional airports that are currently in the environmental planning 
or construction phases. 

-·-·-.. . ·--·�·--·--· . 

The T.F. Green/Providence and Manchester airports have 
experienced significant traffic growth over the last several years 
as a result of new low-fare, jet airline services to short-and 
medium-haul destinations. The emerging role of these airports 
in serving the region's demand is documented in Sections 2.3 
and 2.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

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. 

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. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

98.1 5 

98.16 

Topic 1 

Regior.ial 
Transportation 

Regional 
Transportation 

Topic2 

Regional 
Airports 

Regional 
Airports 

Comment 
- -- . -�---- ---� --

... alternatives that provide for increased use of Hanscom 
for General Aviation (GA) use should be developed and 
analyzed. 

Massport does not even pay lip service to the important 
possibility of solving this same delay problem by another 
means: diverting a sufficient percentage of Logan's flight 
operations to other airports and rail so as to reduce Logan's 
operations per hour to 90. 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Refer to Section 2.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
description of Hanscom Airfield's role as a general aviation 
reliever airport for Logan Airport. Hanscom Airfield currently has 
six times the general aviation activity of Logan Airport General 
aviation users of Logan Airport must pay a landing fee, while 
there is no landing fee charge at Hanscom Airfield for 
general aviation users. 

Refer to response to Comment 98.2, the regional diversion 
analysis presented in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS/EIR, and the 
PPP case studies in Appendices F and G of the Draft EIS/EIR. 

----;----------- -•·····----··---- . -----------

98.17 

98.18 

98.19 

98.20 

98.21 

98.22 

Alternatives 

Alternatives 

Alternatives 

Alternatives 

Peak Period ... has not presented a credible analysis of peak period 
Pricing pricing ... 

Peak Period No jus@cation is given ... for the failure to propose and 
Pricing study an alternative applying a more complex pricing 

mechanism, ... 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

The full analysis of revised landing fees and peak period 
pricing ... must include a thorough discussion and review of 
the Federal EAS [Essential Air Service] program ... 

No attempt is made ... to consider other alternatives which 
might satisfy the transportation needs of these [Cape Cod] 
communities [if peak period pricing were implemented]. 

Alternatives Runway 14/32 ... the new runway would allow Logan to handle 120 flights 
per hour more of the time, ... The extent of this proposed 
increase in capacity must be studied and its environmental 
impacts, both airside and groundside, analyzed. 

Analysis Delay Model 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

[Request] a more sophisticated presentation of the causes 
of delay at Logan. 

Letter 98: Conservation Law Foundation, Stephen H. Burrington, General Counsel 

Refer to response to Comment 98.1. 

Refer to response to Comment 98.1. 

The PPP exemption analysis in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
responds to the directives of the EOEA Secretary in his 
certificate on the Draft EIR. A discussion of Massport's 
proposed PPP Exemption Program, which covers all EAS 
eligible communities in New England with a Boston service 
designation, is discussed in Section 4.5.3 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 

Refer to Section 4.5.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, which 
includes an analysis of a PPP exemption program for small air 
service communities. The analysis shows that the carefully 
crafted exemption program maintains service to small 
communities without diluting the overall delay reduction benefits 
of the PPP option. 

Logan Airport's normal airfield capacity is 
approximately 120 operations per hour. This capacity is 
available at Logan Airport approximately 80 percent of the time. 
Runway 1 4/32 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. Refer to Section 4.6 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of the operational benefits of the 
Preferred Alternative and to Chapter 6 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of environmental impacts of 
Preferred Alternative. 

Delays occur when wind or weather conditions require the use 
of configurations with fewer than three active runways, when 
poor weather requires increased separation distances between 
aircraft, or when airlines schedule more flights than 
Logan Airport can handle. The Airside Project is designed to 
reduce delays at Logan Airport from adverse winds and taxiway 
congestion by addressing constraints at Logan Airport. Delays 
caused by conditions at other airports or other factors, such as 
mechanical failure, are not addressed since Massport cannot 
influence these delays. Section 1.4 and Appendix C of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR also contains a discussion of the FAA 
and U.S. DOT measures of delay and historical data, along with 
comparisons of Logan Airport with other United States airports. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 

98.23 Environmental 
Justice 

98.24 Noise 

Topic2 

Demographic 
Data 

Open Space/ 

Comment 
--- ---- --·---- -- - ·- - ---

[Concerned about] the absence of any substantive 
environmental justice analysis ... 

- - --- -

The discussion of impacts of the proposed airside 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 
-·-- - ----- ---- ---· - - -- - -·---�- --·---·---- -

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 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. This analysis found that there is 
no high and adverse disproportionate impact to low-income and 
minority populations caused by the Preferred Alternative. 

-·---- --

The Boston Harbor Islands, while w�hin the 
------

Parkland improvements on the Boston Harbor islands is inadequate. 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. 

98.25 Ecosystems Rare Species This plan may be adequate but it should be fully aired prior The concept m�igation plan presented in the Airside Project 
to its inclusion in a Final EIR/S. Draft EIS/EIR has evolved through discussions between 

Massport, the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and 
Endangered Species Program (MNHESP) and the 
Massachusetts National Guard. Based upon this coordination, 
Massport has developed a MOU with Massachusetts National 
Guard for long-term management of the mitigation site at 
Camp Edwards once Massport has funded the initial grassland 
restoration project. Furthermore, MNHESP has issued a draft 
Conservation and Management Permit incorporating permit 
conditions. Copies of the MOU and the draft permit are 
contained in Appendix E of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
- - - - -

98.26 Analysis Air Quality The air quality analysis in the DEIS/A has serious Particulate Matter (PM) emission factors for aircraft are 
Assumptions/ Model deficiencies, as demonstrated by the comments of very limited, at best, and nonexistent in most cases. Therefore, 
Methodologies Dr. Henry S. Cole .... effects of particulate matter with a as a conservative, worst-case assumption, the air quality 

diameter of less than 2.5 microns ... analysis assumed that all PM is less than ten microns in 
diameter. No emission factors or approximation methods are 
available for PM 2.5. 

98.27 Environmental MEPA . . . a Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Refer to response to Comment 98.4 . 
Review StatemenVReport is warranted. 
Process 

. . ·-·· · · ·-·····-· ····•····----

Letter 98: Conservation Law Foundation, Stephen H. Burrington, General Counsel 
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April 22, 1999 LETTER 99 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attn: MEPA Office 
Mr. �ur Pugsley- EOEA No. 10458 
I 00 .Cambridge St., 2011a Floor 
Bos!on, MA 02205 

Dear Mr. Pugsky: 

Laborers' Local 22 is writing today in full support of Massachusetts Por t Authority's 
Airside Improvement plan for Log-.m International Airport. Local 22 firmly believes that this 
project is n�cessary to reduce delays. improve the quality of life of our members and provide 
muoh needed emp loyment opportunities. 

Delays at Logan are consistently among the worst in the United States. These delays are 
not only inconvenient, they arc costly. In 1998 delays at Logan cost airlines and their passengers 
nearly $310 million. These losses ultimately aff cct the livelihood of milny 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 umdu-ectional Runway shifu; 75,000 flights over 
thl! water rather than other communities. The proposed centerficld taxiway and other 
improvements would further enhance air quality by reducing aircraft idling and queuing on the 
airfield and reduce ground noise from taxying aircraft ta adjacent neighborhoods. 

With an annual economic impact of $5 billion, Logan lnl�111ational 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 Laborers· Local 22. 

It is therefore, without reservation, that Laborers' Local 22 wholeheartedly supports 
Airsidc Improvements at Logan Airport and eagerly looks forward to the project's approval. 

Thank you for your attention to this matler. 

LAM/ls 

Louis A. Mandarini, Jr. 
Business Manager 

99.1 

99.2 

99.3 





LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 

99.1 Noise 

99.2 Noise 

99.3 Alternatives 

Letter 99 
Construction and General 
Laborers' Union Local 22 

Louis A. Mandarini Jr., Business Manager 

Topic 2 Comment 

Runway 14/32 ... 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. 

Runway 14/32 The new unidirectional Runway shifts 75,0000 flights over 
the water rather than other communities. 

Taxiway 
Improvement 

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

- -----·-- -·-····-

-----···--------------

Response 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. 

Letter 99: Construction and General Laborers' Union Local 22, Louis A. Mandarini Jr., Business Manager 
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Please respond to: 

38 New Hampshire AV 
Massapequa, NY 11758 

April 16, 1 999 

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

REFERENCE: Draft EIS/EIR 

Dear Sir: 

LETTER 100 

These comments are submitted by Continental Airlines and supplement and expand upon 
the statement made at the April 8, 1999, public hearing on the subject project held at the 
Holiday Inn, 225 McClellan Highway, E Boston, MA. 

My name is Glenn Morse. I am Senior Director, Industry Affairs, for Continental 
Airlines. Prior to joining Continental Airlines 14 months ago, I served as Managing 
Director. Regional Operations, for the Air Transport Association. A TA is the trade 
association for all the major US passenger and cargo airlines. In my role with AT A, I 
worked closely with FAA and Massport to implement environmentally acceptable air 
traffic and airport improvements to reduce the historically high level of delays at Logan. 
As a result of this involvement, Massport asked me to co-chair the Airside Review 
Committee which was formed to insure active and extensive community involvement in 
the planning and environmenta1 prrn .. esses associated with the Logan Airside 
Improvements Planning Project. 



The Airside Review Committee was comprised of community and business 
representatives and served as a technical liaison between Massport and the many diverse 
constituencies around Logan. 

In order to further assist the community in the review process, Massport allocated funds 
to the Logan Community Advisory Committee (CAC) for an independent consultant to 
analyze and critique the technical results of this study. It is important to note that the 
CAC's consultant did not dispute and, in fact, accepted Massport's technical findings on 
the operational benefits and environmental analysis which serve as the basis for this 
environmental documentation. (See Attachment 1, excerpt from COMMUNITY 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE POSITION STATEMENT RE MASSPORT'S AIRSIDE 
IMPROVEMENT PROJECT PROPOSALS, April 9, 1997, to Peter Blute, Executive 
Director, Massport). 

The purpose of this introduction is to describe briefly the extensive coordination process 
which Massport used to foster understanding of the various components of the proposed 
Logan Airside Improvement Project. 

Continental Airlines supports implementation of all of the airfield improvements and the 
instrument approach minimums reductions contained in Massport's preferred 
improvement Alternative 1 A. 

Alternative l A consists of: 

Unidirectional Runway 14/32 
Midfield taxiway 
Minimums reductions for Runways I SR and 33L, 22L and 27 
Extension Taxiway D 
Realignment of Taxiway N 
Southwest taxiway optimization 

For the record, we concur with Massport's decision to exclude implementation of peak 
hour pricing from the preferred alternative at this time because of its limited delay 
reduction benefit as identified in the Draft EIR/EIS; its adverse economic impacts; and a 
firm belief that it does not address the primary causes of delay at Logan -wind and 
weather. 

We support all of the taxiway improvements, most importantly the midfield taxiway, 
because they will enhance the safety and efficiency of aircraft movements on the airport. 
These efficiency gains translate to environmental benefits as stated in the Draft EIR/EIS 
because they reduce taxi times and consequently reduce the engine and noise emissions 
associated with taxiing aircraft. 

We support the reduction of minimums as proposed because these operational 
improvements will enhance the safety of our operations, increase the reliability of our 
operations, and reduce the adverse environmental consequences of unnecessary missed 

2 

100.1 

100.2 

100.3 

100.4 



approacht:s and the delays and airborne holding that result. In some circumstances it 
may also give the tower the ability to change arrival runways to reduce dwell and/or 
persistence, and better achieve PRAS goals. 

Finally, Continental supports the construction of unidirectional Runway 14/32. Everyone 
acknowledges that 14/32 is not a silver bullet for all of the delays that occur at Logan. 
However, in good weather, when the winds are from the northwest, there is typically only 

1 OO.S one arrival runway, Runway 33L. This causes extraordinary arrival delays and holding. 
When the winds are very strong, all of Logan's traffic must use a single runway for 
arrival and departure, and delays can exceed four hours. This has been a problem at 
Logan in the past, is a problem now, and will continue to be a problem in the future 
regardless of the growth in passengers or operations. 

The new runway, as proposed by Massport, will eliminate most of these delays and their 
adverse impact on the communities around Logan. Contrary to the assertions of those 

O opposed to the runway, Runway 14/32 does not increase "the overall capacity" of the 1 0.6 
airport: it does increase the arrival capacity of the Runway 27/33L configuration in good 
weather to the level achievable with the other two primary configurations of Runways 
4L/R and 9, and �2L/R and 27. 

The delays which occur when the airport operates on the Runway 27/33L configuration 1 Q0. 7during heavy traffic periods cause adverse impacts on the communities around Logan in 
the following ways: 

1. Late flights arrive and depart later in the evening during more noise
sensitive hours and are exempt from Massport's existing noise rules.

2. Aircraft holding to land increase noise and emissions over communities around
the airport.

3. Finally, and probably most important, these delays cause the tower to
use the higher capacity "north/south" runway configurations more frequently.
This has occurred in the past, and as the Draft EIS/EIR states - will occur more
frequently in the future as traffic increases. (See Draft EIS/EIR Figure 4.5-3,
"Jet Overflights by Operating Direction are more Balanced with Runway l 4/32,"
page 4-38).

The following discussion expands on this last point:

In order to mitigate the delays which occur in northwest wind conditions, the
FAA uses other runway combinations with greater arrival capacity. This
increases noise impacts in the communities north and south of the airport affected
by those runways, and ultimately prevents FAA and Massport from achieving
long standing, community supported runway use goals. The attached runway use
statistics for turbojet aircraft compiled by Massport for the period 1980 through
1997 clearly sh0w this preference for a higher capacity runway configuration

3 



starting in 1992. This was precipitated by the worsening delay situation during 
northwest wind conditions at Logan. FAA statistics show that delays at Logan 
per 1,000 operations increased progressively from 32.8 in 1991 to 34.6 in 1992 
and peaked at 39.2 in 1993. 

The four pertinent statistics are: 

Runway 33L arrivals 
Runway 27 departures 
Runway 4 R arrivals 
Runway 9 departures 

Prior to 1992, average annual use for these operations was: 

Runway 33L - Approximately 30% annually and never less than 25%, 
Runway 27 - Approximately 18% annually and never less than 14. l %, which 

occurred in 1986, when the runway was closed for 
approximately six weeks for rehabilitation, 

Runway 4R - Approximately 31% and never more than 37.3%, 
Runway 9 - Approximately 22% and never more than 26.4%. 

Beginning in 1992, in order to reduce delays, the tower began to use Runway 4R 
for arrival (with Runway 4L) and Runways 9 and 4R for departure in lieu of 
Runway 33L for arrival and Runway 27 for departure. As a result, the use of 
Runway 27 for departure dropped to l 0%, hit a significant low of 4% in 1993, 
and has averaged 12% since 1992. Similarly, Runway 33L arrivals dropped to 
17% in 1992, and hit a low of 15% in 1993, and have averaged less than 20% 
since 1992. Runway 4R arrivals increased to a high of 44% in 1993, and have 
averaged 40% since 1992, and Runway 9 departures increased to 31 % in 1992, 
and 33% in 1993, and have averaged over 30% annually since 1992. 

The FAA continues to use the higher capacity "north/south" configurations in 
order to reduce delay and improve airport efficiency. 

In conclusion, at current or any future traffic levels, Runway 14/32 limited to 
unidirectional use provides safety, capacity and environmental benefits and reduces 
delays when winds are out of the northwest and contributes to the achievement of 
existing runway use goals. 

Continental believes the draft EIR/EIS adequately addresses all of the critical 
environmental and operational issues associated with this important airport improvement 
program and reaches the most beneficial conclusion for the users of Logan Airport, the 
communities around the airport, the City of Boston, and the State of Massachusetts. That 
conclusion is a recommendation to adopt Alternative lA including the construction of 
unidirectional Runway 14/32 as the preferred development alternative. 

4 
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Attachments (2) 

cc: B. Desrosiers, Massport 
T. J. Kinton, Massport 

Sincerely, 

Glenn Morse 
Senior Director 
Industry Affairs 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

Massport CAC Position Paper to Peter Blute, Exec. Dir., Ma5sport 4/9/1997 Page 2 

throughout the surrounding affected communities. It is not enough to formally review, 
de<:ide and mitigate or compensate for aspects of a particular project. Each change must 
be regarded as an opportunit'/ and a reason to reazsess the totality of Logan's impacts, 
and to readdress them az constructively as pozsible. Proposed changes do not happen 
in a v:1cuum; they accumulate individually into the toblity of the whole picture of 
impacts. 

In the case at hand, Massport's stated rationale for proposing the "Airside Improvements 
Project" is to reduce operation31 delays to carriers and passengers resulting from condi
tions and facilities, or lack tbereof, at Logan. You must see that the residential a>mmun
ities lying in Logan's shadow do not care about the impacts of delays upon the traveling 
public ( which include themselves) or their air carriers, except to the extent that those 
delays may cause increased impacts on those communities. 

Our responsibility, as the CAC, is to seek improvements in environmental cnnditions, both 
overall and in each community. It follows then that our reactions will often differ from 
those of the business sectcrs, those having been ably repre.sente<' on the Airside Review 
C:>mmittee. The role af the CAC, whether as part of the ARC, or independently, is to study 
and discuss the niate.ials presented and otherwise available data bearing on the issues, 
and to advise the ARC and Massport resarding community concerns. 

We apprec:ate having been afforded some means of conducting independent reviews, and 
while we were exc!uded in the initial process and should have been involved earlier, what 
was done cannot be undone. The information presented and the manner of presentation 
has been very helpful in understanding the details of the proposals and the concerns and 
obiectives of the project proponents. Our consultant team has been .provided reasonable 
opportunities to furthet' expjcm, the anatyses conducted by your staff and consultants as 
well. 

Massport's eonsuit:mts have presEnted information and analyses which depict the 
proposed project elements as being c,f value in reducing.operational delays to aircraft 
operations, and their being essentially benign or even environmentally beneficial given 
certain critical assumptions. Our con.suttants have advised us that on the technic::il level 
those analyses and evaluations are rational and competently performed, and that �e 
data upon whic:1 they are based are reasonable. 

Yo� must understand, however, that those analyses, and the measures of impae! which 
are employed, while inar,Juacty "'state af the art", do not reflect our real world experience 
over the days, nights and years of�aving with Logan". We use the unquantifiable but very 
real "misery Index", a reflection of the cumulative impacts of extended periods af near
constmt noise bombardment, interrupted steep and relaxation, smell, soot and a,nel!!m 
for safety. 

Are things getting better? Individual aircraft are quieter and cleaner but there :ire so 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 
----

100.1 Alternatives 

100.2 

100.3 

100.4 

100.5 

100.6 

100.7 

100.8 

Alternatives 

Alternatives 

Alternatives 

Alternatives 

Alternatives 

Purpose and 
Need 

Alternatives 

Letter 100 
Continental Airlines, Inc. 

Glen Morse, Senior Director, Industry Affairs 

Topic2 

Preferred 
Alternative 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Taxiway 
Improvements 

Reduced 
Approach 
Minima 

Runway Use 

Runway 14/32 

Delays 

Runway Use 

Comment Response 

... supports implementation of all of the airfield Comment noted. 
improvements and the instrument approach minimums 
reductions contained in Massport's preferred improvement 
Alternative 1 A. 

... we concur with Massport/s decision to exclude Comment noted. 
implementation of peak hour pricing from the preferred 
alternative at this time .... 

We support all of the taxiway improvements, most Comment noted. 
importantly the midfield taxiway, because they will enhance 
the safety and efficiency of aircraft movements ... . 

- ·-·-··--.. . ... ·-·- ·- .... -.... _ .  --· -· __ .... _ .. ___ _ 

We support the reduction of minimums as proposed ... In Comment noted. 
some circumstances it may also give the tower the ability to 
change anival runways to reduce dwell and/or persistence, 
and better achieve PRAS goals . 

.•. Continental supports the construction of unidirectional Comment noted. 
Runway 14/32 ... when the winds are from the northwest, 
there is typically only one arrival runway, Runway 
33L...This has been a problem at Logan in the past, is a 
problem now, and will continue to be a problem in the future 
regardless of the growth in passengers or operations. 

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

... Runway 14/32 does not increase "the overall capacity" o f  Comment noted. 
the airport .... 

The delays which occur when the airport operates on the 
Runway 27/33L configuration during heavy traffic periods 
cause adverse impacts on the communities around 
Logan .... 

... at current or any future traffic levels, Runway 14/32 
limited to unidirectional use provides safety, capacity and 
environmental benefits and reduces delays when winds are 
out of the northwest and contributes to the achievement of 
existing runway use goals. 

Northwest winds requiring the use of Runway 33L or 27/33L are 
a major source of Logan Airport's delays. Runway 14/32 would 
substantially reduce these delays and the resulting 
environmental impacts. 

Comment noted. 

Letter 100: Continental Airlines Inc., Glen Morse, Senior Director, Industry Affairs 





John Boatright 
Vice President 

Properties and Facilities

Mr. Thomas J. Kinton, Jr. 
Director of Aviation 
Massachusetts Port Authority 
One Harborside Drive, Suite 200S 
East Boston, Massachusetts 02128-2909 

Dear Tom: 

This letter will serve as notice that Delta Air Lines is in support of the Airside 
Improvement Planning Projects as outlined in the Delay Reduction Program 
package proposed by Massport for Logan International Airport. In particular, 
the construction of the new uni-directional runway 14/32 would vastly improve 101.1 
the efficiency of the airfield during certain wind conditions and reduce the 

delays otherwise experienced when these conditions exist. During such times, 
the airport is constrained and must operate at a level far below the normal 

airfield capacity due to the lack of an efficient runway confieuration needed to 
meet the operational requirements that are addressed by other runways in 
different wind conditions. 

Along with the construction of the new runway, the other projects outlined in 
the Airfield Improvement Planning Projects package will provide for even 
greater efficiencies and benefit to the airport. 

cc: Mr. Danny Quillen, Delta Air Lines, Inc. 

Mr. Harold Bevis, Delta Air Lines, Inc. 
Mr. Dave Bushy, Delta Air Lines, Inc. 
Mr. Larry Aldrich, Delta Air Lines, Inc. 





LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 
-----

101.1 Alternatives Runway 14/32 

Letter 101 
Delta Airlines 

John Boatright, Vice President, 
Properties and Facilities 

Comment 

•.. the construction of new uni-directional runway 14/32 
would vastly improve the efficiency of the airtield during 
certain wind conditions and reduce the delays otherwise 
experienced when these conditions exist. 

Response 
Comment noted. 

Letter 101: Delta Airlines, John Boatright, Vice Preside�t, PrOPerti�s and Facilities-· 





�-D�!ta Air Lines 

Dave Bushy 
Vice E'residenr 

Flight Operations 

Mr. Peter Blute 
Executive Director and CEO 
Massachusetts Port Authority 

May 7, 1999 

One Harborside Drive, Suite 200S 
East Boston, MA 02128-2909 

Dear Mr. Blute: 

On behalf of the Delta Air Lines Flight Operations Department, I would like to 
express my support for the Logan Airside Improvements Project and the 
construction of a new uni-directional commuter runway as a key element in 
this major delay reduction initiative. 

This new runway will play a major role in enhancing airport operations and 
reducing delays, particularly during strong northwest wind conditions which 
limit all aircraft operations to Runway 33L. These conditions result in 
frequent and often extensive delays that inconvenience our customers, disrupt 
our otherwise enviable on-time performance, and cost our company hundreds 
of thousands of dollars annually. My personal experiences as Chief Pilot for 
Delta in Boston provided me with first-hand knowledge of the need for this 
runway, as well as the fact that it will not increase noise to airport neighbors. 

Construction of the new runway 14/32 will be a substantive investment in the 
future of the city of Boston and Logan Airport as a major gateway for air travel 
in the Northeastern United States. Delta Air Lines strongly recommends 
moving forward with the A.irside Improvement plan. 

cc: Mr. Thomas Kinton. Director of Aviation-Massachusetts Port Authority 
Mr. Scott Yohe, Senior Vice President-Government Affairs 
Mr. Harold Bevis, Vice President-Public Affairs 
Mr. John Boatright, Vice President-Properties & Facilities 
Mr. Danny Quillen, General Manager-Public Affairs 
Mr. Larry Aldrich, Regional Director-Properties & Facilities 

LETTER 102 

102.1 





LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 

102.1 Alternatives 

Letter 102 
Delta Airlines 

David Bushy, Vice President, 
Flight Operations 

Topic2 Comment 

Runway 14/32 This new runway will play a major role in enhancing airport 
operations and reducing delays, particularly during strong 
northwest wind conditions which limit all aircraft operations 
to Runway 33L. 

-----

Response 

Comment noted. 

Letter 102: Delta Airlines, David Bushy, Vice President, Flight Operations 





Mr. Robert Durand, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
I 00 Cambridge Street 
Boston, MA 02202 

Dear Mr. Durand, 

1 Hill ��A e 1%1 i� 

PO Box 512 

Eagle Hill 

East Boston. MA 

02128 

LETTER 103 

March I 2, 1999 

As residents, tax-payers and homeowners in East Boston, we write to urge you to oppose Massport's proposed 
runway 14/32. According to Massport's EIS repo� the runway will reduce delays only 20% of the time AND 103.1 
would be effective only until the year 2003, when delays at Logan will return to present levels. The permanent 
environmental damage that will be caused Boston residents cannot be justified by this shortsighted proposal. The 
Eagle Hill Civic Association has worked for the past 15 years to increase awareness about the historical and 
architectural value of Victorian homes on Eagle Hill, the most densely populated area of East Boston. Because of 
the work we have done renovating hundreds of homes and buildings, Eagle Hill is now listed on the National 
Registry of Historic Places and many middle class residents are choosing to move to Eagle Hill, thus building up 
the City's badly needed tax base. 

Because 14/32 will increase flights on existing runways 27 and 33, residents of Eagle Hill who already shoulder 

an unfair portion of airport noise, fumes and traffic will be pennanently and dangerously impacted with triple the 
amount of planes passing over our homes. This will be a particular danger for our children, as Eagle Hill has the 
highest concentration of children and schools in East Boston. Wrth 14/32, operations al

°

runway 27 (impacting 
103 2 Roxbury, South Boston, the South End, Dorchester, Jamaica Plain, Roslindale, West Roxbury and Brookline) 

will increase from 18,000 to 56,495 annually. Operations on runway 33 (affecting East Boston, Chelsea, 
Charlestown, Hull, R�vere, Somerville, Cambridge, Winthrop, Melrose) will increase from 6,082 to over 21,000 
annually. Yet, Ma,ssport continues to downplay these impacts as "environmentally insignificant." 

Massport's EIS report doesn't mention that fact that since I 992. delays at Logan have decreased. This 
information is publicly available in the Federal Aviation Administration's 1998 ACE (Airport Enhancement 
Capacity) Report and on the website www.asc.faa.gov. The only reason that Massport can claim that Logan has 103.3 
a "delay problem," is because Massport uses unrealistically high "maximum capacity" goals. Airports such as 
Dallas or Denver, located on relatively unpopulated land can set higher maximum capacity numbers. Airports 
located in densely populated urban areas must accept the reality that maximum capacity goals have to be lower 
than those at airports in non-urban areas, due to environmental and health impacts on local residents. The only 
reason Massport calls itself a "high delay" airport is because they aim for 120 planes per hour as their maximum 
capacity. If their goals were set at a more realistic 90 planes per hour (used in other urban airports), Logan -
would not have a serious delay problem. 

Massport's EIS represents the interests of airlines and airport-related businesses, all of whom stand to make big 
profits if Logan's overall capacity is increased by runway 14/32. The EIS does not consider health impacts 103.4 
environmental and quality of life iss•Jes of Boston's inner city residents. The EIS does not include the negative 
indemnity of real estate prices for the thousands of homes under the flight paths, nor increased crime and lost tax 



,◄ - revenues for the City of Bosten when middle class families are forced to move elsewhere because of the excessive
plane noise and fumes. Although adequate testing has not been dooe, I doo 't believe it is a coincidence that many
residents of East Bostro are hard of hearing. Hundreds of thousands of people in Greater Bost.al need your 
support oo this issue. Please reject Massport's EIS. work to keep the present court injuncticn in place and 
encourage Massport to seek alternative methods to handle projected air travel increases. 

Significantly more flights should be directed to Hanscom Airport. located just 25 minutes from Boston and 
presently utilized at only a third of its capacity. Hanscom has the runway capacity right now to handle 
commercial commuter planes. Massport must designate �m as a commercial corrnnuter airport instead of a 
"small corporate jet" airport. as it is now classified. By increasing air traffic at Hanscom, Worcester, Manchester 
and Providence to the maximwn capacity possible, Massport will avoid future delays at Logan with minimal 
negative impacts oo Greater Bostoo residents who already receive the lion's share of negative impacts from 
regional air travel. We desperately need airport impact relief for the existing noise and traffi½ not additional 
negative impacts! 

Another alternative which Massport has been unwilling to implement is Peak Hour Pricing. a demand 
management tool which is very successfully used in the hotel and tourism industry as well as the electric utility 
industry. For profit reasons, airlines prefer to increase capacity rather than manage demand. It is an injustice 
when greedy profit motives ovemde the well-being of human beings. Massport has the opportunity to become a 
national leader in airport demand management and should give peak hour pricing a year-Ioog trial implementation 
before proposing the construction of any new runways. 

Massport claims to be a "good neighbor," yet they secretly met behind closed doors with representatives of the 
media and business sectors to gamer their support before publicly announcing plans to build 14/32. The Globe, 
the Herald and most major TV networks came out in favor of the proposal even before the �PA environmental 
impact report was published! Is this fair play? Is this being a good neighbor? Despite �assport's economic and 
political advantages, residents of East Boston and Greater Bostoo will fight this proposal by every means 
available. We hope we can count an your support. 

Sincerely, 

Debra L. Cave, President 
East Boston Eagle Hill Civic Association 

103., 

103.6 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code 

103.1 

103.2 

103.3 

Topic1 

Purpose and 
Need 

Noise 

Delay 

Topic2 

Delay 
Reduction 

Runway Use 

Model 

Letter, 103 
East Boston Eagle Hill Association 

Debra L. Cave, President 

Comment 

... the runway will reduce delays only 20% of the time AND 
would be effective only until the year 2003, when delays at 
Logan will return to present levels. 

... 14/32 will increase flights on existing runways 27 and 
33 ... operations on runway 27 ... will increase from 18,000 to 
56,495 annually. Operations on runway 33 ... will increase 
from 6,082 to over 21,000 annually. 

Massport's EIS report doesn't mention that fact that since 
1992, delays at Logan have decreased. If their goals were 
set at a more realistic 90 planes per hour (used in other 
urban airports), Logan would not have a serious delay 
problem. 

Response 

Based on simulation modeling, Logan Airport experienced 
120,000 hours of runway-related delays in 1998. If no actions 
are taken, runway-related delays are forecast to grow as high 
as 333,000 hours under a 37.5M High Fleet scenario. The 
Preferred Alternative produces immediate and long-term 
benefits by lowering runway delays by 38,000 hours if it had 
been in place in 1998, and by as much as 94,000 hours in the 
future 37.5M High Fleet scenario. Because of the impact of the 
regional alternatives, the 37.5M High Fleet scenario is not 
expected to be achieved until 2015. The sooner airside 
efficiencies are implemented; the more benefits will accrue over 
time. Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows that 
delay reduction benefits increase over time as traffic levels 
increase. 

, The 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 Supplemental DEIS/FEIR contains a discussion of the FAA 
and DOT delay measures and historical data, along with 

· comparisons of Logan Airport with other United States airports.
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. Airfield capacity is a function of the runways in service,
the fleet mix using them, prevailing weather conditions, and
FAA air traffic control procedures. Massport cannot arbitrarily 
define the runway capacity and regulate airline schedules. The 
highest capacity configuration at Logan Airport today for three 
runways in good weather is about 120 operations per hour. 

Letter 103: East Boston Eagle Hill Association, Debra L. Cave, President 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

103.4 

103.5 

Topic1 

Environmental 
Justice 

Regional 
Alternatives 

Topic2 

Impacts 

Regional 
Airports 

Comment 

The EIS does not consider health impacts environmental 
and quality of life issues of Boston's inner city residents. 

... more flights should be directed to Hanscom Airport ... By 
increasing air traffic at Hanscom, Worcester, Manchester 
and Providence to the maximum capacity possible, 
Massport will avoid future delays at Logan .... 

Letter 103: East Boston Eagle Hill Association, Debra L. Cave, President 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

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 . 

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 regonal 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. 

With recent service developments, Manchester and 
T.F. Green/Providence airports, are becoming 
attractive alternatives for Logan Airport passengers that 
originate in communities north and south of Routes 1-95 and 
1-495. By its agreement to assume operational responsibility 
and the eventual ownership of the Worcester Regional Airport, 
Massport is working to increase air services at 
Worcester Regional Airport and is working to increase the 
airport's role in accommodating air travel demand generated in 
communities west of 1-95 and 1-495. 

Delays occur when wind or weather conditions require the use 
of configurations with fewer than three active runways, when 
poor weather requires increased separation distances between 
aircraft, or when airlines schedule more flights than 
Logan Airport can handle. The Airside Project is designed to 
reduce delays at Logan Airport from adverse winds and taxiway 
congestion. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topicl 

103.6 Alternatives 

Topic2 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Comment 

Massport ... should give peak hour pricing a year-long trial 
implementation before proposing the construction of any 
new runways. 

Letter 103: East Boston Eagle Hill Association, Debra L. Cave, President 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

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 overscheduling is not a major 
contributor to current delays at Logan Airport. However, as a 
mitigation measure, Massport has proposed to implement a 
Peak Period Monitoring System to determine if 
airline overscheduling is emerging based on future growth in 
aircraft operations. Massport believes that initiation of this 
monitoring program will provide the necessary market signals to 
encourage carriers to make efficient use of available facilities at 
Logan Airport. Should the monitoring program indicate that 
overscheduling conditions are likely to develop, Massport is 
prepared to initiate a process, as described in Section 4.5.4 of 

· the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, to initiate the rule-making

....... P.rocess to implement P���that ti�=---·--· - _j 





LETTER 104 

Mr. Robert A. Durand, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge St. Rm. 2000, Boston, MA 0220� 

Dear Mr. Durand, 

POBox512 

Eagle Hill 

East Boston. MA 

02128 

April 8, 1999 

The more we hear Massport and business sectors (most of whom do not live in Boston) promote runway 14/32, the 
angrier we get. Massport. has misrepresented the truth and manipulated data to support the runway. Massport's 
EIS is inadequate because it is based on 1993 figures (a year that happened to be a record high for delays). 
According to the FAA (www.asc.faa.gov), delays at Massport are significantly lower today than in 1993. 
Frankly, nobody considered Massport an "extremely delayed" airport before Massport announced its plans to build 
runway 14/32. Over the last two months, pro-runway news stations and newspapers have regularly proclaimed that 
Logan is "notorious" for delays. Massport is engaging in an unfair and exaggerated propaganda war to increase 
anxiety about delays, something that nobody complained about before runway 14/32 was announced. 

Because 1998 data shows that Logan's delay situation is improving, Massport chose to use 1993 statistics. 
Moreover, the EIS barely includes alternatives to 14/32, because Massport lacks the political WILL to implement 
alternatives. This violates MEPA regulations and renders the EIS invalid. We urge you to dismiss this biased 
document and consider the following points. If Runway 14/32 is built, it will not only TRIPLE the amount of 
environmental impacts for the worst affected communities, but will remove incentive to immediately implement 
regional transportation planning. 14/32 will not solve the root causes of delays at Logan: 

104.1 

#1 Small planes and corporate jets are allowed to land at Logan, delaying the t:ake--0ffs and departures of 
large commuter carriers. Small planes and corporate jets should be sent to Hanscom Airport, which has the 
runway capacity and is ideally located for corporate commuters heading towards the 128 and 495 area. Yes, this will 
mean modest air traffic expansion for rural communities abutting Hanscom, but considering that the noise contour 104 .2
lines for Hanscom Airport fall on open fields and woods, no residential homes would receive noise decibel levels 
comparable in intensity to those suffered by hundreds of thousands of people around Logan. Expanding operations at 
Hanscom would mean that a relatively small number of residents would receive relatively small noise increases. 
Expansion at Logan means that hundreds of thousands of already impacted residents will receive very large noise 
increases. The justice issue is clear. Furthermore, businesses and tourism will flourish in Boston whether poop le 
land at Logan or 25 minutes to the West in Bedford. Massport. didn't even mention this solution in its EIS. 

#2 Logan has no major feeder airports. If you look at the airports that rank higher than or roughly the same as 
Logan in delays, you will note that ALL of them have two, three or more major feeder airports. San Francisco has 

104.3 SFO international, Oakland International and San Jose lntemational all within 20-45 minutes of San Francisco. New 
York has Kennedy, La Guardia and Newark all within 30-45 minutes of town. If Massachusetts had a second 
international or national airport within an hour of Boston, imagine how quickly delays at Logan would go down! 

#3 Massport sets unrealistic flight per hour goals, given its densely populated, urban surroundings. 120 planes 
per hour (24 hours per day!) should not be allowed. Were Massport to use the more realistic number of 90 planes 
per hour, Logan would have no delay problem. Abutters of Logan are in desperate need of noise relief, not noise 104, 4 
increases. We sincerely hope that your agency will consider these issues and reject Massport.'s EIS. By doing so. 
�asspon will receive a strong message that it needs to design a long-tenn, socially-responsible, regional air traffic 
plan for the 21st century. Thank you. a,/ ._t-: 

� v�tw..._�_ � 
Debra L. Cave. President 
East Boston Eagle Hill Civic Association 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 

104.1 Analysis Base Year 
Assumptions/ 

104.2 

104.3 

104.4 

Methodologies 

Regional 
Alternatives 

Regional 
Alternatives 

Delay 

Regional 
Airports 

Regional 
Airports 

Model 

Letter 104 
East Boston Eagle Hill Association 

Debra L. Cave, President 

Comment 

Massport's EIS in inadequate because it is based on 1993 
figures ... According to the FAA ... delays at Massport are 
significantly lower today than in 1993 ... 1998 data shows 
that Logan's delay situation is improving .... 

Small planes and corporate jets should be sent to Hanscom 
Airport .... 

Logan has no major feeder airports ... If Massachusetts had 
a second international or national airport within an hour of 
Boston, imagine how quickly delays at Logan would go 
down! 

Massport set unrealistic flight per hour goals ... Were 
Massport to use the more realistic number of 90 planes per 
hour, Logan would have no delay problem. 

. . .. •- "-•------·-- ···-· 

Response 

The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides updated information for 
1998-the latest year for which actual Logan Airport data are 
available. 1993 was adopted as the base year when the Airside 
Improvement studies commenced in 1994. The primary 
function of the Base Year analysis is to calibrate the airfield 
operation models and environmental impact models. The 
benefits and impacts of the action alternatives (Alternatives 1, 
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 37.5 and 45 million passengers 
represent a range of future activity at Logan Airport expected in 
the 2010 to 2020 time frame. Analysis of 1981 to 90 weather 
with 1989-98 weather identifies no significant differences in 
statistical properties. 

Hanscom Field, which serves as a general aviation reliever 
airport to Logan Airport, already accommodates a significant 
number of aircraft operations. In 1998, it accommodated 
183,000 general aviation operations compared to 
32,000 general aviation operations at Logan Airport. The 
Hanscom Field activity includes private, business, charter, and 
air-taxi operations that might otherwise use Logan Airport. 
While approximately 45 percent of commercial aircraft activity at 
Logan Airport is on small planes, Massport plays no role In the 
decisions of private airlines regarding air service routes or 
service levels. Airlines are unlikely to move a significant number 
of these flights to Hanscom Field, since approximately 
50 percent of passengers on these flights connect to other 
flights operated at Logan Airport. 

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. 

Airfield capacity is a function of the runways in service, the fleet 
mix using them, prevailing weather conditions, and FAA air 
traffic control procedures. Massport cannot arbitrarily define the 
runway capacity nor airline schedules. The highest capacity 
configuration at Logan Airport today for three runways in good 
weather is about 120 operations per hour. Proposed airside 
improvements, such as Runway 14/32, are intended to fill in the 
capacity gap which exists under some conditions such as 
northwest wind and to reduce delays at those times . 

Letter 104: East Boston Eagle Hill Association, Debra L. Cave, President 





Mi Arthur Pugsley, Reviewer 

Exedcutive Office of Environmental Affairs 

100 Cambridge Street 

Boston Massachusetts 02202 

RE:EOEA #10458 

Dear Mr Pugsley: 

LETTER 105 

These comments are submitted for the East Boston Land Use Advisory Council 
after duly noticed meetings and votes taken according to its by-laws. The Council 
is an East Boston community group, organized in 1968 and in continuous 
session since that time. The mission of the Council, hereinafter called LUC is to 
provide a forum and advocacy for zoning, licensing, recreational and planning 
issues which generally affect the quality of community life in East Boston and 
these comments are submitted in accordance with that mission and purpose. 

The referenced Draft EIS/EIR has been submitted in support of Massachusetts 
Port Authority (MPA) proposal called Logan Airside Improvements Planning 
Project (the Project), and, after due consideration LUC has voted, on March 25, 
1999 and April 1, 1999 to request the Secretary to reject this Document and the 
Project proposed thereby. 

Statement of Proposal 

The referenced document proposes that MPA build a runway, 
compass points 140/320 degrees, a centerfield taxiway, and, in the 
Federal submission, a reduced approach height minimum to 18' all 

proposals  being for the purpose of claimed operation delay 
management and improved operation safety. Document specifically 
states that no increase in operation capacity is facilitated by the 
specific "�irside improvements" and that the impacts of the "airside 
improvements" be considered and evaluated separately from 
previously proposed and implemented "groundside improvements" 

Analysis of Proposal 

LUC submits that the proposal overstates and fails to analyze 
correctly the delay situation at Boston-Logan International Airport 
and further states an inaccurate picture of delay trends and 
forecasts. The proposal is further flawed by failure to present and 
analyze alternative delay reduction strategies that would reduce 

1 



delays without implementing .the runway/ taxiway build schemes and 
their accompanying environmental and economic impacts on the 
affected communities. These failures violate the requirements of 
both NEPA and MEPA requiring comparative alternative analysis to 
"build" and further, the requirement in both Acts to not "segment" 
the impacts of related components of a pro�osal such as 
"Groundside" and "Airside" which are clearly related in their 
cumulative impacts on the affected communities. 

The argument of MPA that "Groundside" (passenger handling) and 
"Airside"(aircraft handling) are severable, and that neither, alone or 
cumulatively generates traffic and capacity expansion is, on its face, 
tenuous and based on assumptions that deny a reasonable view that 
these developments are closely related and necessarily cumulative in 
their environmental impacts. While it is true that MPA will not control 
passenger and cargo operation growth at Logan, the reasoning is not 
that such growth cannot be controlled and managed, but rather that 
to exercise such control would be contrary to the fundamental 
economic purposes of MPA's development. The growth of operations 
and ensuing revenues support MPA's financial strength and to limit 
this growth would impair MPA's revenue stream and, thus, its bond 
covenants. MPA will not take measures to limit or manage operation 
growth, and, from a strictly economic standpoint, should not do so. 
Applicable law, however, including National Environmental Policy Act 
of 1969, Department of Transportation Act of 1966 and 
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act set a much broader scope 
of requirements for review of the Project's supporting off· 
documentation. Specifically, the following items should be required 
to be addressed in the Project documentation: 

1. Discussion of diversion of cargo operations to off-airport the off·
alternatives.

105.1 

2. Considering the off-airport alternatives as separate scenario for
evaluation in DEIS/DEIR process.

105.2 

3. Evaluation of MPA-owned Hanscom Field as a reliever airport for
general aviation operations, origin/destination regional non-jet
traffic, and short-haul origin/destination jet traffic.

4. Consideration of #3 and other sitings for a second major
Massachusetts Airport, with particular consideration of 1996
Executive Order relative to environmental justice.

5. Analysis of existing delays at Logan owing to specifically
wind/weather effects and indirectly from delay at other airports.

105.3 

105.4 

105.5 

2 



LUC submits that such indirect delay will not be relieved by the 
Airside project, and should not be included in the alleged benefit 
thereof. 

6. Documentation of history of PRAS (preferential runway 105.6 assignment) as management tool and an�lysis of problems with
implementation thereof.

The Secretary should determine that significant planning deficiencies 
exist in the DEIS/DEIR and a new Draft document(not an amended 
version) be submitted. 

The "base year" of 1999 does not adequately reflect changes since 
that time, and a base of 1998 extending to 2020 should be required 
as proportionate to severity of impacts and to implement appropriate 
planning horizons. For example, delays at Logan have not 
significantly increased 1993 according to FAA modeling standards 
and therefore do not justify MPA's projections for future delays. 
Further, weather data does not allow for significantly changed 
weather conditions in the period from 1981-1990 to present. 

Federal planning policy establishes that this project must be 
considered and evaluated as stimulating growth in aircraft 
operations directly because of the sought-for effect of delay 
reduction. 

The projected increases in passenger demand and capacity to 
handle such demand from the airside/groundside expansions will be 
met by increased "passenger jet" operations. The overflight impacts 
on 15/33 communities including East Boston will be 
disproportionate and the noise reduction benefits of stage 3 
conversion are mostly already realized since only about 15% of the 
fleet remains to be made stage 3 compliant. 

Further, the number of extremely noisy nighttime jet operations 
already· required to be stage 3 compliant are seen to double in the 
foreseeable future and therefore no further noise reduction benefit 
whatsoever is to be derived on these increases. 

105.7 

105.8 

Project documents tout the noise mitigation to be achieved through 
additional soundproofing treatment in impacted community. This 
benefit, such as it might be, will be disproportionately unavailable 105.9 

3 



In the poorer impacted comrryunities because of the greater 
likelihood that residences will be non-compliant with relevant 
building codes and economic ability to achieve code-compliance is 
disproportionately lacking. 

Alternatives to the build proposal are requir�d to be " rigorously 
105.1 Q explored and evaluated" and alternatives, which were eliminated 

from detailed study, should be explained referencing briefly reasons 
for eliminating these alternatives. 

The economic benefits of Logan are incorrectly conflated with those of 
Boston itself but the loss from the Boston-area impacts are conveniently 
neglected. 

Boston worked best in a transportation environment predominantly 
emphasizing rail and water transport. The siting of Logan into preexisting 
urban areas was attempt to to gain advantage over other further-out 
airports. But the advantages gained, even temporarily thereby, have been 
constantly attended by disproportionately severe and unjust impacts. The 
current proposal is a clear and unfair extension of this bad history, and 
must be rejected to force a more rational approach to regional 
transportation solutions. 

East Boston Land Use Advisory Council 

CC:Hon. Paul Scappicio 

4 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code 

105.1 
Topic 1 

Regional 
Transportation 

105.2 Regional 
Transportation 

105.3 Regional 
Transportation 

Topic2 

Cargo 

Letter 105 
East Boston Land Use Advisory Council 

Robert F. Strelitz 

Comment 

Discussion of diversion of cargo operations to off-airport 
the off-alternative [should be discussed]. 

Response 
- - --

Refer to the Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on 
the DEIR, dated May 7, 1999. The potential diversion of cargo 
operations was not specifically analyzed because cargo operations 
account for only two percent of aircraft activity at Logan Airport and 
since most all-cargo aircraft operate during off-peak hours, cargo 
operations do not contribute to delays at Logan Airport. However, 
all cargo operations were included in the future fleets analyzed in 
the Airside Project. Additionally, some cargo is now being diverted 
to regional airports as indicated by the strong growth in 

�ar99_����� and_ a��arg? _a��vity �t the re_gi?nal -�irp��s. 
Regional 
Alternatives 

Considering the off-airport alternatives as separate 
scenario for evaluation in DEIS/DEIR process [should be 
discussed]. 

The regional alternatives were explicitly considered in the delay 
reduction and environmental analyses by studying a range of 
future demand and activity levels. Passenger levels analyzed 

Regional 
Airports 

Evaluation of MPA-owned Hanscom Field as a reliever 
airport for general aviation operations, origin/destination 
regional non-jet traffic, and short-haul ongin/ destination 
jet traffic [should be discussed]. 

cover a range from 29M passengers to 45M passengers. Similarly, 
510,000 to 656,000 future aircraft operation levels were analyzed. 
The use of variable long-term passenger and operations forecasts 
allow for uncertainty relating to the rate of future economic growth, 
the development of high-speed rail alternatives, the acceptance 
and usage of video-conferencing, and the role of regional airports. 
The delay reduction analyses indicate that the proposed airside 
improvements, as well as the regional alternatives, are necessary 
lo! acco_rn_m_odatin� curre_�!?�d_f�tu�e_level��f_d��a�<!:_ __ 
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 signif icant 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. 

Letter 105: East Boston Land Use Advisory Council, Robert F. Strelitz 
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Code 
105.4 

105.5 

105.6 

105.7 

Topic 1 

Regional 
Transportation 

Delay 

Noise 

Analysis 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

Topic2 

Regional 
Airports 

Model 

PRAS 

Base Year 

·--.. ·-

Comment Response 

Consi-de-�ti��-�f�1H��scom Field) and other sitings fo�--Because the-development of a seconlmajor airport would 
a second major Massachusetts Airport, with particular require ten to 15 years for site selection and environmental 
consideration of 1996 Executive Order relative to review, in addition to a multi-year construction period, this option 
environmental justice [should be discussed]. is not viewed as a solution to accommodating forecast demand 

over the next 20 years. Hanscom Field's potential service area 
overlaps with the service areas for several airports that already 
have the necessary infrastructure for commercial service. These 
airports are the Hanscom Field, T.F. Green/Providence, and 
Worcester Regional, all which have had or are undergoing major 
improvements to their terminal buildings, other landside facilities 
and airfields. 

Analysis of existing delays at Logan owing to specifically 
wind/weather effects and indirectly from delay at other 
airports [should be discussed]. 

Documentation of history of PRAS ... as management 
tool and analysis of problems with implementation 
thereof [should be discussed). 

The "base year' of 1999 [1993) does not adequately 
reflect changes since that time, and a base of 1998 
extending to 2020 should be required .... 

Delays occur when wind or weather conditions require the use of 
configurations with fewer than three active runways, when poor 
weather requires increased separation distances between aircraft, 
or when airlines schedule more flights than Logan Airport can 
handle. The Airside Project is designed to reduce delays at 
Logan Airport from adverse winds and taxiway congestion by 
addressing constraints at Logan Airport. Delays caused by 
conditions at other airports or other factors, such as mechanical 
failure, are not addressed since Massport cannot influence these 
delays. Section 1.4 and Appendix C of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR also contains a discussion of the FAA and U.S. DOT 
delay measures and historical data, along with comparisons of 
Logan Airport with other United States airports. 
The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR includes a discussion of PRAS 
including its historic development and the performance relative to 
the goals over time. PRAS goal achievement has improved 
considerably over time, particularly since the installation of the 
Enhanced PRAS in 1993 and the Revised PRAS in 1996. Chapter 
8 also outlines a monitoring program that will provide regular 
updates on PRAS performance and serve as an aid to identify 
problems or areas for improvement. 
The pr�ections 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 105: East Bos ton Land Use Advisory Council, Robert F. Strelitz 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
------ ------ ---�--

105.8 Environmental NEPA Federal planning policy establishes that this project must 
Review be considered and evaluated as stimulating growth in 
Process aircraft operations ..•. 

105.9 Noise 

105.10 Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Sound 
Insulation 

MEPA 

... soundproofing treatment...will be disproportionately 
unavailable in the poorer impacted communities 
because of the greater likelihood that residences will be 
non-compliant with relevant building codes ... 

Alternatives to the build proposal are required to be 
"rigorously explored and evaluated" and alternatives, 
which were eliminated from detailed study, should be 
explained referencing briefly reasons for eliminating 
these alternatives. 

Letter 105: East Boston Land Use Advisory Council, Robert F. Strelitz 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

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 airtines 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 airtine industry, and 
the distribution of airtine services and passenger traffic between 
Logan Airport and the surrounding regional airports. Refer to the 
discussion -�_Se�� _4.2 i�h� S�pleme�tal _DEIS/F§!�-

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

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. 





ELL IS 
NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION, INCORPORATED

. Post Office Box 961, Back Bay Annex, Boston, MA 02117 

LETTER 106 

Secretlry Sob Durand 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Environmental Impact Review 
l 00 Cambridge Street
Boston. MA 02108

FAX 617-727-1598 

Attention Arthur Pugsley 

April 22, 1999 

The Ellis Neighborhood Association. located in the South End, would like to cormnent on the 
Massachusetts Port Authority proposal to add a runway and reconfigure taxi ways at Logan Airport to 
reduce delays at the facility. 

Unfortunately, the cost of the proposal is too high. It is estimated that the flights over the South 
End will increase from roughly 18,000 a year to over 40,000 a year, and then grow from there. Th.is is an 
increase from nearly 50 flights a day to 115 flights a day, assuming the flights are spread evenly over 365 
days. But these flight will largely occur during periods of ''non prevailing winds", estimated at 25% of the 
time, which suggests as many as 444 flights a day (40,000 flights divided by 90 days). This is unacceptable. 

Some of these planes � so noisy, one has to stop conversations until the plane has passed. These 
planes should be banned from using Logan. 

Other planes fly so low they tale a long time to rumble by. These planes should be directed to fly 
over the ocean until they reach an altitude high enough so the sound is di,sipated (and then hopefully rum 
toward land at someplace other than over the city). 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment 

Very tntly yours, 

����
Eliza{eth S. Boveroux

President 

106.1 
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Code Topic1 Topic2 

106.1 : Noise Impacts 

Letter 106 
Ellis Neighborhood Association, Inc. 

Elizabeth S. Boveroux, President 

Comment 

It is estimated that the flights over the South End will 
: increase from roughly 18,000 a year to over 40,000 a 

year ... This is unacceptable. 

Response 

Implementation of Runway 14/32 would not result in substantial 
noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would enable the air 
traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the PRAS goals and 
decrease the population that is most severely affected. For 
example, implementation of the Preferred Alternative will 
reduce the population affected by Day-Night Sound Level 
values greater than 70 dB by four percent with the 29 M Low 
Fleet scenario, by 67 percent with the 37.5 M High Fleet 
scenario, and by 39 percent with the High Regional Jet Fleet, 
while increasing the population exposed to 
Day-Night Sound level values greater than 65 dB by 
two percent, zero percent, and three percent for these three 
fleet scenarios, respectively. 

Refer to Section 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-12 of 

. the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR.

Letter 106: Ellis Neighborhood Association, Inc., Elizabeth S. Boveroux, President 





To: 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

EMC Corporallon 

171 South Street 

Hopkinton. MA USA 

01748-9103 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEP A Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOEA No. 10458 

Richard J. Egan, Chairman, EMC Corporation 

April 8, 1999 

Massport's Plan to Improve Logan Aii:port 

5084351000 

wwwemc.com LETTER 107 

This note is sent in support of Massports plan to improve the timeliness, safety and environment 
of Logan Airport and it's surrounding area. 

My reasons for this are best described by the attached Op-Ed piece which appeared in the March 
28th edition of the Boston Herald. 

Additionally, I have studied this plan and finnly believe that it will in fact improve the overall 
environment by decreasing the noise and jet exhaust over the adjacent inhabited areas. 

I hope that your study-of this matter is not diverted by the opponent's claims that other regional 
airports arc a better- solution. 

While there are serious plans currently underway to provide better access to other airports they 
unto themselves are not the solution offered by this Massport plan whose implementation has long 
been delayed by a small but vocal group who will remain dissatisfied with Logan until it is shut 
down. 

Respectfully yours, 

RJE:mlh 
mepa0407 .doc 

Enclosure 



/ _ _ . 
. 

MARCH 28, 1!99 • $1.75 . 

· . .

Ec0ri6Ihy deriiands new runway 
Do yo� realize our region·s link to glob-I such we when winds blow Crom the North.-

I markets. tourism dollars, Mtomers. and west. delays can total thousands of hours ..
conventionttrS an be shattered by some- .. ·This problem "will not go away on Its own. 
thing as simple as a .strong northwest wind? Logm's delays will worsen if. nothiog is
Tut .key link is Logan Airport. And when done. and the cost to our economy will
northwest windJ prevail. as they often do. continue to grow. The issue has been-talked.
Logan cm operate only �o of itS iunways about for more than 20 years. � for 20
- md sometimes only a single runW3y. years the problem has gotten worse.

No surprise, then. th2t when It comes to Should we wait Wltil companies st.art to
time-W2Sting and money-W2Stlng delays. . pack thdr bags in �arch of a qiorc e�ent . 

. . Logan is one . of . the tran5p0rtttion link? What about when large 
I Richard J. .· y.rorst airports In• the <:<>nvcnnons pass on B�ton'.s new c�ve�- ·
EGAN . country. In fact. I.ogan·s non center because gemng into the city is 

. airfield is so iru.dequ.:ite too mu.ch of a hassle? We cannot afford to . 
tlut, according to Mass�olT., it cost corpora- wait any longer. 

I 
tions more tlu.n $310 million in lost produc- rm concerned enough about Logan and
tivity last year. · . its 2bility to keep this state tied to the global

Consider my company, EMC Corp. We economy that I have set up a coalition of 
are now the largest · computer company more than 50 Massachuseru CEO, who 
hendquartered in �chuseru. Every day, �ant to 'help Massport nuke Log;ui better. 
several hundred EMC sales reps. engineers .. The Logan On Tl.Cle Committee is com
and executives fly in and out .of Logan - as posed of companies like Gillett� Anal� 
do their thousands ·of counterparts from Devices. Teradyne and Fidellcy. All told. 
other companies. Cl�y. I and EMc•s 3,800 these corporations employ 500,000 people 
M.as�chusctts workers have a lot invested 1n this state. These a.r_e companies where 
in Log::m. Logan is our gateway to the world. thous.a.I$ of workers travel for a li� 
But we find it incredible th2t on a bright, companies" where jobs, profits and state· tu 
clear, sunny day, 'with not a snowfla1ce in revenues depend on getting from Boston to 
sight. flighB ln�.o Logan can be delayed up · other cities. Europe. Asi.a and the rest of the 
to three nours ..• all due to weather. world quickly and rtl.l.ably. Our group ls 

As a coasul airport in New England. Lo- working overtime to make sure Massport 
gan is subject to the whims of Mother Na- _goes ahud with construction of a new run• 
turc. Snow, fog and poor visibility all a.n way. . 
cause delays. �e I am never happy to My busin.tss depends on I.og.n to sue
hear that EMC employee, and customers cecd. so I am making i.15.success my buli
are affected by delays at Logan. at least it ls nesi. The pace of EMCs bu.sincss doc,.n't 

· understandable when a foot of snow has slow down when there are northwesterly
�e.n or fog is blanketing Boston. : . winds. Neither should Logan's. 

· 
'. The cause of �e problem is simple: Th.ere 

h2ve been no. unprovcments made to Lo- Richard f. Egan ls founder and cha.lmian 
gan's alrfidcHn 'OV'Cr 20 years. To meet peak· · of EMC Ccfrp. of Hopklnto(i. a pro"vidtr iJf:- ·r · =-

denund. = 1..ogan � needs ·three nut.vays 1n mttrpn.se·�mpurersfo�systm.s, __ !:. r 

qper-ti.on.'. Tne�lt-cun_of Lo�n•s•ilrueld is,.-�-nnd,Qrvice� ... -� ,. •: ;-,�:,a··r,3-:.i- • P��":r ,.-:r,·:rr.::'":1. ·•- --.;-,. 

107.1 
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Code Topic 1 

107.1 Purpose and 
Need 

Topic2 

Delays 

Letter 107 
EMC Corporation 

Richard J. Egan, Chairman 

Comment 

This problem will not go away on its own. Logan's delays 
will worsen if nothing is done, ... The pace of EM C's 
business doesn't slow down when there are northwesterly 
winds. Neither should Logan's. 

Response 

Comment noted. 

Letter 107: EMC Corporation, Richard J. Egan, Chairman 





Es.cavating & Bwlding Material 
Team.st.ersi- Chauffet_ffs and 
Heiper8 
A.ffi1wal with u. � � ofTNmltm 

,AtA.V.WAUH 
�M'r'-1"¥tP _. 

� � cmc:.o 

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

Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

29 fllffBgut Road 
South Boston, =-�� 02��;
T� (61n '64·3379 
Fax cs1n �2379 8 
LOCU IJNION 379 

April 22, 1999 

J0t9I "· IIAH0NEY 
� 18 WStt.lTM 

LETTER 108 

The International Brotherhood of Teamsters Union, Local 379, is writing today in 
full support of the Massachusetts Port Authority's Airside Improvement plan for Logan 
International Airport. Local 379 firmly believes 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 worst in the U.S. These delays are 108.1 
not only inconvenient. they are costly. In 1998 delays at Logan cost air1ines and their 
passengers nearly $31 0 million. These losses ultimately affect the livelihood of many 
wooong 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 108.2 
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 P01nt 
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 108. 3 
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 Local 379. 



It is therefore, without reservation. that Local 379 wholeheartedly support's 
Airside Improvements at Logan Airport and looks forward to the projects approval. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

PVW/mec 

Sincerely yours. 

�«�-« 
Paul V. Walsh 

Secretary-Treasurer 
Principal Executive Officer 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 
-�------ -

108.1 Purpose and Delay 
Need 

----

108.2 Noise Cumulative 
mpacts 

108.3 Air Quality Taxiway 
Improvements 

Letter 108 
Excavating & Building Material 

Teamsters, Chauffeurs & 
Helpers -- Local Union 379 

Paul V. Walsh, Secretary-Treasurer 
Principal Executive Officer 

Comment 
--- -----------

... firmly believes this project is necessary to reduce 
delays ... These delays are not only inconvenient, they are 
costly ... it impedes the ability of Boston and the regional to 
compete in a global economy. 

- -----· ·-----· --------- - ---

... 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 proposed centerfield taxiway and o ther improvements 
would further enhance air quality .... 

Response 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. 

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

letter 108: Excavating & Building Material Teamsters, Chauffeurs & Helpers, Local Union 379 
Paul V. Walsh, Secretary-Treasurer Principal Executive Officer 





Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley--EOEA No. l 0458 
100 Cambridge Street 
201h floor 
Boston, MA 02205 

Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

Ll�VIO \,. n t,llll!ilt,111 

Chief of Administration 
and Government Attairs 

82 Devonshire Street FSA 
Boston, MA 02109-3614 
Phone: 617 563-6578 

Fax: 617 476-7356 

E-mail: dav1d.we1nste1n@'fmr.corr. 

April 23, 1999 

LETTER 109 

Fidelity Investments is a global financial services company and the largest mutual fund 
firm in the United States. We have 12,600 employees in Massachusetts, including nearly 
10,000 at our world headquarters in Boston. We are the largest private employer in 
Suffolk County and the 4th largest private employer in Middlesex County. 

For a large, growing company like ours, the proximity of a convenient airport offering 
reliable and safe air travel is an absolute necessity. We strongly support the 109.1 
modernization of Logan Airport and the construction of runway 14/32 because an 
inefficient Logan hurts the productivity of businesses, wastes time and money and 
negatively irripacts the local and regional economy. 

We hav,e other major operations within New England, in Ne\v Hampshire and RJ1ode 
Island, and in five other states. A convenient, efficient airport is a critical factor in 
deciding ,vhere to locate and where to grow. It is no accident that our 1\ew Hampshire 
and Rhode Island facilities, where a combined 3,700 employees work. are within short 
drives of the Manchester ar.d T.F. Green airports, respectively. We support any and all 

109 2 efforts to expand usage of those regional airports (and Worcester and New Bedford), not • 
only because it helps serve our employees in other locations, but also alleviates Logan's 
congestion and contributes to a diversified and robust New England economy. 

Logan Airport has an annual economic impact of $5 billion, providing jobs for 15,000 
citizens and supporting more than 100 airport-related businesses. Put simply, Logan 
contributes $13. 7 million to the local economy every single day. While ranking 11th in 
operations among U.S. airports, Logan has the 6th-worst delay problem. In 1998, Logan 
suffered from 120,000 delay hours at a cost of $319 million. 



In 1998. Fidelity spent almost S50 million in airline tickets -- about 75 percent of which 
\Vas travel through Logan. fidelity employees traveled on more than 100.000 flights to 
and from Logan last year. Employees at a company like ours, with headquaners in 
Boston, must be able to travel easily and without undue delay to other locations in the 
U.S. and around the world. With 15 million customers in all 50 states, we have customers 
wherever airplanes can fly. 

Unfortunately, we have an airport that often does not work. We must do better for our 
economic vitality today and for the future fiscal health of the Commonwealth. 
Construction of runway 14/32 should lead to greater growth, new jobs and a competitive 
regional economy leading into the 21 st century. 
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Code Topic 1 

109.1 Purpose and 
Need 

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

109.2 Regional 
Alternatives 

-

Topic 2 

Airfield 
Capacity 

Regional 
Airports 

- - -- - - - -- --·-

Letter 109 
Fidelity Investments 

David C. Weinstein, Chief of 
Administration and Government Affairs 

Comment 

We strongly support the modernization of Logan Airport and 
the construction of runway 14/32 because an inefficient 
Logan hurts the productivity of businesses, wastes time and 
money and negatively impacts the local and regional 
economy. 

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

We support any and all efforts to expand usage ... regional 
airports (and Worcester and New Bedford) .... 

-- · · · · ···· ·-- ·-- -

Response 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. 
-----�--- ---·---- -

Letter 109: Fidelity Investments, David C. Weinstein, Chief of Administration and Government Affairs 





Corporate Offices 
800 Boylston Street/ Prudential Center Suite 2475 /Boston.MA 02199 

Phone: (617) 375-5600 Fax: (617) 375-5649 

Gary T. Klencheski 
President and CEO 

April 7, 1999 E-mail: garyk@fitcorp.com

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEP A Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. I 0458 
100 Cambridge Street 
20th Floor 
Boston, MA 02205 

Dem· Mr Pugsley: 

LETTER 110 

As President and CEO of Fitcorp, a Massachusetts company with 95 employees, I am 
writing you to state my strong support of a series of transportation initiatives, notably the 
Logan Airport modernization along with improvements to our high speed rail system and 
greater utilization of the Worcester, Providence and Manchester airports. My company's 
success is contingent upon a strong economy in Boston. The five leading industries that 
account for more than half of the jobs in our region are dependent upon a Logan that 
operates efficiently. 

Logan's transportation services are essential to the economic success of the entire region. 
Unfortunately, Logan is one of the most delay prone airports in the county, ranking sixth 
in 1998. No changes have been made to Logan's airfields since 1977, and since then, 
operations have increased by 112%. Massport's plan for a new runway designed for all 
arrivals and departures taking place over Boston Harbor should lead to greater growth, 
better jobs, and a competitive regional economy. 

With the development of a new convention center there will be an increased demand for 
air traffic in Greater Boston over the next decade. Runway 14/32 at Logan will help us 
meet this demand. In addition, we need to increase utilization at the regional airports in 
Wun:t:stti, New Bedford, Providence, u...d �fa.nd:.est�=- �d also incorporate high-speed 
rail into our region. 

Our future economic competitiveness hinges on Logan's modernization. Thank you for 
your consideration. 

110.1 

110.2 

Sincerely yours, 
1 !J f !I .. 1 !! !I !J I 

' )�if)) ,'

i· Y I; /\ U :; u 1· ·' 
I >: C: I I. I. I; H c: 1: 

. IF ii fL (l'! l» JC" JP) j
l . -





LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 Topic2 Comment 
------··-· ---·---- . . . ... ---•·· · ·  .. -· -

110.1 Purpose ard Delay ... Logan is one of the most delay prone airports in the 
Need country ... there will be an increased demand for air traffic in 

Greater Boston over the next decade. Runway 14/32 at 
Logan will help us meet this demand 

-----•·-

110.2 Regional Regional ... we need to increase utilization at the regional airports in 
Alternatives Airports Worcester, New Bedford, Providence, ard Manchester and 

also incorporate high-speed rail into our region. 

Letter 110: Fitcorp, Gary T. Klencheski, President and CEO 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Letter 110 
Fitcorp 

Gary T. Klencheski, 
President and CEO 

Response 

Comment noted. 

Massport considers Logan Airport to be part of a regional 
system of airports that includes the T.F. Green/Providence, 
Manchester and Worcester Regional airports. Service 
development and increased passenger traffic at these airports 
are an important part of the region's long-term strategy to 
accommodate growth in air travel demand. While greater use of 
the regional airports and high-speed rail will provide relief to 
Logan Airport, the proposed Airside Project provides clear 
benefits at current, as well as future, traffic levels. The benefits 
will only increase in the future, even as regional transportation 
developments act to reduce the rate of future growth at 
Logan Airport. 





The Franklin Park Coalition 

Robert A. Durand, Secretary 
Executive Office of Enviromental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street - Room 2000 
Boston, Massachusette 02202 

Attention: L"!EPA Office 

Ar,ri 1 21, 1999 

LETTER 111 

Re: Massachusetts E1viromental Protection Act review of Massachusetts 
Port Authoritys Enviromental Impact Statement concerning proposed 
construction of Runway 14/32 at Logan Airport. 

Dear Secretary Durand: 

I write on behalf of the Board of Directors and the membership of The 
Franklin Park Coalition to oppose the construction of Runway �4/32 because 
it would increase already excessive ami noisy flights over Franlclin Parl-: and 
because we believe ?arts of Massports EIS to be inaccurate. 

The Franl<:lin ?2.rlc Coalition (Coalition), formed in 1974 in response to 
the deterioration of Franklin Park (the Park), is dedicated to the restoration 
and preservation of the Park and to safeguarding the design of Frederic]< Law 
Olmsted. 

Franklin Par!<: is the only parlc in the city of Boston large enough, at 
500 acres, to create the illusion that one has left the city. This rural 
experience was the intent of Olmsted's design and the purpose of the Parle 

Despite being over£ miles from Logan Airport, flights from Runway 27 
are so low and so loud as they pass directly over the Park as to disrupt 
entirely the peace and enjoyment intended for Park users. 

These users include: birdwatchers, strollers, joggers, picnicers (it 
is one of the few Boston parlcs ,:hich allow cookouts), bicyclists, dog-wallcers, 
golfers, neighborhood softball players, schoolchildren and visitors to The 
Franklin Park Zoo. All these activities are spoiled by the noise of Logan 
flights. 

Currently, fli��ts from Runway 27 number approximately 19,000 a year. 
Under Massport's proposal these flights would increase to approximately 
56,000 a year. 

Massport downplays the level of noise from Logan flights by averaging
1111 the decibel level of flights with the decibel levels beh·een flights. This , 

is tantamount to determining a speeding violation by averaging the speeds 



Robert A. Durand, Secretary 
A-;-ril 21, 1999 
Page 2 

a driver maintains at a red light with the speeds used on a highway. We be
lieve this practice to be inaccurate. fraudulant and disingenuous. 

The Coalition believes it is unreasonable�hat Massport's Logan oper
ations continue to degrade the quality of life in Franklin Park as else
where in the Greater Boston area. For this reason we ask you to reject 
Massport's EIS and join us and others in requiring Massport to use 
regional airports, Peak Hour Pricing and other alternatives which will 
lower Logan's maximum flight capacity goals. 

'The Coalition believes that Franklin Par!c, where urban dwellers can 
retreat from urban life, is unique and a treasure to be safeguarded. It 
would be egregious to sacrifice this wonderful Park to the dubious 
demands of a short-term efficiency. 

We thank you for this opportunity to comment and ask that this letter 
be entered into the official record of any proceedings concerning Massport's 
application to build Runway 14/32. 

cc: John DeVillars, EPA 
Gcvernor Paul Cellucci 
Thomas F. Birmingham, Senate President 
Thomas Finneran, Spealcer of the House 
Thomas Menino, Mayor of Boston 
Boston City Council 
ct.elsea City Council 
Winthrop Board of Selectman 
C.A.R.E.

Very truly yours, 

The Franklin Park Coalition 
Martha Karchere, President 

P.O. Box 2333 
Jamaica Plain, MA 02130 

Justine Liff, Commisioner, Boston Parks and Recreation
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 
---�-------

111.1 Noise Impacts 

Letter 111 

The Franklin Park Coalition 

Martha Karchere, President 

Comment 

Massport downplays the level of noise from Logan flights by 
averaging the decibel level of flights with the decibel levels 
between flights. We believe this practice to be inaccurate, 
fraudulent and disingenuous. 

Response 

The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR considers a variety of noise 
metrics in the assessment of noise impacts from the various 
alternatives. These are intended to shed additional insight on 
how the noise is likely to change from one alternative to 
another. It is suggested the reader also refer to Appendix E for 
a discussion of noise metrics. 

Letter 106: The Franklin Park Coalition, Martha Karchere, President 





LETTER 112 

Friends of Belle Isle' Marsh 

April 22, 1999 

--Trudy Coxe� fo/;vf Vu,� 
Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street 
20th Floor 
Boston MA 02202 
Attn: MEPA Unit 

Mr. DvreuvL 
Dear Ms. Cox-e: 

The Friends of Belle Isle Marsh (FBIM) is a nonprofit organization dedicated to protecting 
Belle Isle, the 250-acre saltmarsh located within the communities of East Boston, Revere and 
Winthrop. Since· its creation in 1985, Belle Isle Park and Reservation has served as an urban 
oasis, afforditig city dwellers a rare opportunity to observe and enjoy nature at close hand. 

Despite the constant threat of encroachment by Logan Airport, the MBT A, and the numerous 
commercial, marine and industrial operations that surround it, Belle Isle has managed to 
survive as a functioning saltmarsh and habitat for wildlife not usually found in such close 
proximity to urban neighborhoods. 

Therefore, our special perspective is not only that we must protect the many species of birds, 
mammals and fish that live in Belle Isle Marsh, but that we must also ensure its peaceful use 
and enjoyment by human beings, as well. 

It is arguable that the current levels of noise and air pollution caused by operations at Logan 
Airport already make a negative impact on the use and enjoyment of the marsh resources; but 
to argue that point is not our brief, at present. Addressing the plan at issue, as described in 
Massport's Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report, the Friends find that this report is 
seriously deficient in its treatment of impacts under Section 4(f) of the Department of 
Transportatio:i Act of 1966, as amended. � 

�(; 
✓- ._



-2-

0ur specific objections are as follows: 

(I) On page ES 30-31, under the subhead Section 4(0 Determination, Massport states:

Indirect impacts to Section 4(f) resources from implementation of the Preferred 
Alternative [IA] ... were also considered ... According to the legislation which established 
the Boston Harbor Islands Recreation Area, the extension of noise contours over· Boston 
Harbor associated with unidirectional runway 14/32 would ilOt be considered to 
constitute a use, or have a significant effect on the reccreation area ... The proposed 
airside improvements at Logan Airport will not incorporate land from a section 4(0 
resource, nor with soundproofing mitigation, affect the normal activity or aesthetic 
value of a public park, refuge, or historic site. 

Despite the fact that Belle Isle Park and Reservation is the largest public parkland bordering 
Logan Airport, by definition clearly falling within the guidelines of Section 4(0, and that more 
of its acreage is directly under aircraft landing approaches than the Harbor Islands Recreation 
Area, Masspoit completely excludes Belle Isle from the discussion. On what grounds does 
Massport then conclude that the proposed airside improvements will nm, " ... with 
soundproofing mitigation, affect the normal activity or aesthetic value" of Belle Isle Park and 
Reservation? What method could, or would, Massport propose that would effectively 
soundproof a 150-acre park 200 feet below jet aircraft on a landing approach? The data to 
support these statements is not fully disclosed in this EIR (see no. 3, below.), 

(2) See also Chapter 5 of the EIR, page 5-2, in which FAA requirements are discussed.
Massport states that "there are several categories of resource that would not receive impacts,
or would receive· insignificant impacts" because "there are no parklands ... on the airfield site."
This does not'constitute a full disclosure nor a thorough discussion of all the possible negative
impacts of the proposed airside improvements. The existence of Belle Isle Park as a
contiguous public park and nature reserve is not even mentioned (let alone the many other
public parks and recreation areas nearby), and the data to support such conclusions is not
included in this report or its appendices.

(3) None of the many noise contour maps included in this report specifically addresses the
noise effects of the proposed Alternative lA on Section 4(0 resources. The existing noise
contour maps � the EIR are not easily usable in this regard, since they do not clearly show the
location of Section 4(f) resources, including Belle Isle Marsh. However, it appears that all or
most of Belle Isle Marsh, and Belle Isle Park within Belle Isle Marsh, may fall at least within
the 65 DNL noise contour, and much of it may fall within the 70-75 DNL noise contour, under
� scenario considered, both in 2010 w the 1993' baseline. Massport should specifically
address this question, preferably by using actual monitoring data rather than computer
modeling, and by presenting this data in legible tables or maps.

112.1 

112.2 

112.3 



-3-

(4) Again, Massport focuses on the Harbor Islands Recreation Area, to the exclusion of Belle
Isle Marsh, when it discusses Environmental Consequences in Chapter 6. The FAA's National
Environmental Policy Act regulations require any proposed airport projects to demonstrate
"land use compatibility." Based only on the fact that the legislation establishing the Boston
Harbor Islands Recreation Area states that Logan Airport "shall not be deemed to have a.
significant effect on natural, scenic, and recreation assets ... ", Massport can conclude that the
proposed improvements are not incompatible with "recreation assets" only by excluding Belle
Isle Park and Reservation from this discussion.

The Reservation, unlike the Harbor Islands Area, was established by The Commonwealth and 
is not governed by the restrictive language of the federal statute. Thus, Massport is not 
absolved from its obligation to consider the effects of the proposed airside improvements on 
BelJe Isle Marsh under FAA environmental criteria. 

(5) Finally, as part of the Section 4(f) determination, the EIR has identified a state-listed
endangered species, the upland sandpiper, nesting in the area of the proposed Centerfield
Taxiway (see Chapter 6, sections 6.4.4, 6.4.5.) Massport proposes a mitigation that will
include habitat enhancement both onsite and offsite to ensure that there is a "net benefit" to the
upland sandpiper population. However, by way of documentation, Massport offers (in
Technical Appendix N) only a letter from the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and Wildlife
in response to Massport's initial inquiries. This is very far from being a fully disclosed
mitigation plan. Has Massport contacted the Defense Department and reached agreement on
the use of Camp Edwards as a mitigation site? Is there provision for ongoing monitoring of
the upland sandpiper population, in order to measure the effectiveness of the mitigation?
These are some .of the elements of a well-thought out mitigation plan that should have been
addressed in Jhis EIR.

In addition to the points we have listed above, there are many other areas in which this EIR is 
deficient; however, the Friends feel that the strongest objection lies not in what Massport has 
included in this report but in what it has left out. 

It defies both reason and logic for Massport to assert that a 50 percent increase in air 
operations at Logan over the next 10 years will have no significant impact on the natural 
resources surrounding the airport. The only way for Massport to sustain this position is to 
leave out of the EIR any meaningful data that would allow us to measure changes in noise, air 
and water pollution levels in Belle Isle Marsh. We urge MEPA to find this draft EIR 
unacceptable, and we thank you for your careful consideration of these comments. 

112.4 

112.5 
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Code Topic1 Topic2 Comment 

Letter 112 
Friends of Belle Island Marsh 

Gail Miller, Chairperson 
Conservation Committee 

Response 
---,----------- ---- - -- -------- -- ------

112.1 

112.2 

112.3 

Noise 

Open Space/ 

Parkland 

Noise 

Sound 
Insulation 

Impacts 

Impacts 

On what grounds does Massport then conclude that the 
proposed airside improvements will not " ... with 
soundproofing mitigation, affect the normal activity or 
aesthetic value" of Belle Isle Park and Reservation? 

... "there are no parklands ... on the airfield site." The 
existence of Belle Isle Park as a contiguous public park and 
nature reserve is not even mentioned .... 

None of the many noise contour maps included in this 
report specifically addresses the noise effects of the 
proposed Alternative 1 A on Section 4(Q resources .. .it 
appears that all or most of Belle Isle Marsh ... may fall at 
least within the 65 DNL noise contour. .. Mass port should 
specifically address this question, preferably by using actual 
monitoring data rather than computer modeling, and by 
presenting this data in legible tables or maps. 

The noise levels in the vicinity of Belle Island Park and 
Reservation are lower with the Preferred Altemative than with 
the No-Action Alternative. The difference can be seen by 
comparing the values of the Day-Night Sound Level (DNL) at 
Monitor No. 8 (Morton and Amelia in Winthrop) and Monitor No. 
16 (Bradstreet and Sales in Revere) which bracket the Belle 
Island Marsh area. With the 29M Low Fleet scenario, the DNL 
at Monitor No. 8 decreases by 0.1 dB and at Monitor No. 16 by 
0.4 dB. With the 37.5M Low Fleet scenario, the DNL at 
Monitor No. 8 decreases by 1.1 dB and at Monitor No. 16 by 
1.4dB . 

There are no parklands on the airfield site, as depicted in 
Figure 6.3-4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. In addition, Belle 
Isle Park, while within the existing No Action Altemative 65 dB 
DNL noise contour, will have no noise increase under the 
Preferred Alternative. Refer to Section 6.3.3 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for additional discussion of parklands 
relative to the Preferred Alternative. 

Figure 5-19 in the 1997 Massport GEIR Update shows that the 
1996 and 1997 DNL 65 dB contours include about one-half of 
the marsh area. These two contours appear to occupy abou1 
the same area as does the 1993 reference contour in 
Figures 6.2-9 through 6.2-12 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
which are over less dear maps. The contours for all the 
altematives for 1999 and 2 0 10 appear to be inside the 1993 
contour in the Belle Island Marsh area. Therefore, the noise 
exposure for the Belle Island Marsh area is expected to 
continue to decrease in the future. 

Refer to Section 6.3.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

112.4 Open Space/ 
Parkland 

Impacts The Reservation unlike the Harbor Islands Area, was Refer to response to Comment 112.2. 
established by The Commonwealth and is not govemed by 
the restrictive language of the federal statute. Thus, 
Massport is not absolved from its obligation to consider the 
effects of the proposed airside improvements on Belle Isle 
Marsh under FAA environmental criteria. 

---�-- - ---- -- -----+---� ---

112.5 · Ecosystems Rare Species ... upland sandpiper population. Has Massport contacted the 
Defense Department and reached agreement on the use of 
Camp Edwards as a mitigation site? Is there provision for 
ongoing monitoring of the upland sandpiper population, in 
order to measure the effectiveness of the mitigation? 

Letter 107: Friends of Belle Island Marsh, Gail Miller, Chairperson, Conservation Committee 

Chapter 6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR documents the 
agreements developed between Massport and the MAANG. 





April 23, 1999 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEP A Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOEA No. 10458 
I op Cambridge Street 
20th Floor 
Boston, MA 02205

Re: EOEA #10458 

John C. Silva 
Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 
New England Region 
12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA O 1803 

LETTER 113 

Greater Boston 

As President and Chief Executive Officer, I appreciate the opportunity to on behalf of the 
Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce to present our views on Logan International 
Airport and other regional transportation alternatives. The Greater Boston Chamber of 
Commerce is a non-profit organiz.ation that represents more than 1,700 of the leading 
businesses in our region. The Chamber supports the vision outlined in the four volume 
Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement/Report EOEA #10458. 113.1 

We support this vision for a reason noted in the first chapter of the first section of the first 
volume: "]11� essential role that Logan plays in the regional economy is threatened by a 
serious p�oblem of aircraft delay." 

More broadly, we support an R2 approach -- the construction of runway 14/32 in 
conjunction \Vith the greater utilization of [egional airports both inside ::md outside 
Massachusetts. Neither the runway nor the regional airports alone will serve all of our 
transportation needs. In conjunction with one another, however, both the runway and the 
regional airports can make our transportation system more efficient and improve the 
quality of life for those who live both near and far from major transportation nodes. 

Logan's Importance 
Annually, Logan has an impact of $5 billion, provides employment for more than 15,000

individuals, and supports more than one hundred airport-related businesses. Put another 
way, Logan contributes almost $13.7 million to the local economy every single dav. 



A recent survey of Chamber members reveals that two in three find convenient and 
frequent air service extremely important to their companies. Additionally, more than 
three iu rour expect their business usage of Logan to increase over the next five years, 
which means that if we do nothing today, Logan's problems will soon significantly 
worsen. Inaction now means that in just five years we will look back to the halcyon days 
of 1998, when Logan suffered from 120,000 delay hours. which the Draft EIS/EfR notes. 
''produced an aggregate cost of $313 million to airlines and their passengers." 

The Chamber publication Greater Boston's Leading Industries: Drivers of the Regional

Economy 1999-2000 reveals that financial services, health care, high technology, 
knowledge creation, and tourism provide more than half of the jobs in our region. The 
draft EIS/EIR asserts, "Each of these sectors depends on high quality of air transportation 
services for their continued success." To further this success, or, in other words, to keep 
the Massachusetts job machine working well, we must rectify the competitive 
disadvantage that Logan will become in the future. 

The Chamber spearheaded city-to-city trips to Atlanta in 1997 and to Seattle in 1998. 
These cities, as well as our other competitors around the country, are modernizing their 
airports. We must do the same in our great city so that, for instance, companies do not 
move their headquarters out of our region. Such moves would mean fewer jobs for 
Massachusetts. 

The Need for Runway 14/32 and the Taxiway 
The Federal Aviation Administration statistics listed in the Draft EIS/EIR bear out the 
fact that Logan should but does not serve as a competitive advantage for Boston. While 
ranking seventeenth in terms of passenger volume at U.S. airports, Logan suffers from the 
sixth wors,t ��lay problem. To help to address this discrepancy, the Greater Boston 113.2 
Chambe(of Commerce endorses both the over-the-water runway, which would reduce 
delays by 25 percent annually. and the taxiway improvements, which will cut delays by 113.3 
some 15,000 hours per year 

Economically, Boston will continue to thrive only if it has the best resources rather than 
the worst problems. The imminent construction of the new convention center reaffirms 
this axiom, but only if Logan meets two conditions. First, the airport must improve so 
that conventioneers will want to fly into Boston. Additionally, after having made this

destination decision, conventioneers will need to have positive travel experiences by 
arriving in Boston and at the convention center (or their hotels) in a timely fashion. 

Regional Airports and Other Transportation Alternatives 
As noted, the Chamber also supports the initiative to increase the use of regional airports 
in Worcester, New Bedford, Providence, and Manchester. Notably, the Commonwealth 
is already spelling out its regional plans. 

113.4 



Specifically, the state seeks to have Massport operate Worcester, extend commuter rail 
service to T.F. Green Airport in Providence, and make roadway improvements to 
Manchester. Regarding Worcester, Draft EIS/EIR figure 2.4-2 shows that its airport 
captures only nine percent of market area passengers. the lowest share by far of any of Si:'\ 
New England airports. This statistic suggests that an opportunity exists to grow the 
Worcester Airport. 

On the ground, high-speed rail will bring the northeast corridor to our great city. With a 
stop at South Station, the Silver Line will move residents and visitors alike from Dudley 
to Logan with stops in the Seaport District. 

But all of these transportation projects, worthy in their own right, do not relieve Logan's 
already heavy and soon to be heavier burden. The Draf1 EIS/EIR asserts that "even the 
diversion of up to 7 million passengers would not eliminate the need for airfield 
improvements designed to reduce air.side delays and increase Logan's operational 
efficiency." 

To extend the example of the convention center, business people will not fly into regional 
airports when Logan lies across the Harbor from the Seaport District. While some 1.2 
million people per year will utilize high-speed rail, more than 35 million others will still 
use Logan by 2010. Finally, the Silver Line provides brilliant connections from the 
airport into downtown and beyond, but will only prove worthwhile if we make every 
effort to modernize Logan. 

Conclusion 
We need a Il}Odernized airport to bring people to our great city. Today, we have an 
airport th.;it �.11 too often does not work. We must do better for our own economic vitality 
today ancj for the future fiscal health of our city, state, and region. 

In summary, therefore, both the modernization of Logan and the increJsed utilization of 
other transportation altemati\'es should lead to greater growth. better jobs. Jnd a stronger 
regional economy JS we confront the increJsingly competitive 21 si century. 

Thank you for considering the views of the Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce. 

su:__er; 

p.l�s�-
Chief Executive Officer 

cc: Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce Logan Airport Task Force 
Kevin C. Phelan, Meredith & Grew 

Chair, Logan Airport Task Force 
Peter J. Bassett, Brist0l Property Manag�ment 



George Berkowitz, Legal Sea Foods 

Stanley Durlacher, Carlisle Consulting Group 

Kathleen Hearn, Boston Gas Company 
Michael D. Holmes, Carlin Insurance 
Donald B. Holmes. KPMG Peat Marwick 
Brian M. Hurley, RJckcm�mn, Sawyer & Brewster 
Michael Joyce. Dcloine & Touche 
Richard Lettieri, Ropes & Gray 

Paul R. McDonough, HNTB 

Raymond Murphy, Palmer & Dodge 
James F. O'Leary, Paul Revere Transportation Company 

Robert J. Palermo, GZA 
Dusty S. Rhodes, Conventures 
Richard Snyder, Goldstein & Manello 
Robert Soucy, Eastern Connection 
Timothy L. Vaill, Boston Private Bank & Trust Company 

Gail Visentin, British Airways 

David Zebney, Fidelity Investments 

Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce Staff 

James Klocke, Director, Government Affairs & Economic Development 

Mark S. Sternman, Assistant Director, Economic Develop�ent 
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Code 

113.1 

Topic 1 

Purpose and 
Need 

113.2 Alternatives 

113.3 

113.4 

Alternatives 

Regional 
Transportation 

Letter 113 

Greater Boston Chamber 

Paul Guzzi, President and 

Chief Executive Officer 

Comment Response Topic2 

Delay The Chamber supports the vision outlined in the four Comment noted. 
volume Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement/Report EOEA #10458. We 
support this vision for a reason noted in the first chapter of 
the first section of the first volume: "The essential role that 
Logan plays in the regional economy is threatened by a 
serious problem of aircraft delay.' 

Runway 14/32 ... endorses ... the over-the-water runway, which would 
reduce delays by 25 percent annually .... 

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

Taxiway 
Improvements 

Regional 
Airports 

.. . [endorses] the taxiway improvements, which will cut 
delays by some 15,000 hours per year. 

--- --- - -

... supports the initiative to increase the use of regional 
airports in Worcester, New Bedford, Providence, and 
Manchester. 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted . 

Massport considers Logan Airport to be part of a regional 
system of airports that includes the T.F. Green/Providence, 
Manchester and Worcester Regional airports. Service 
development and increased passenger traffic at these airports 
are an important part of the region's long-term strategy to 
accommodate growth in air travel demand. While greater use of 
the regional airports and high-speed rail will provide relief to 
Logan Airport, the proposed Airside Project provides clear 
benefits at current, as well as future, traffic levels. The benefits 
will only increase in the future, even as regional transportation 
developments act to reduce the rate of future growth at 
Logan Airport. 

Letter 113: Greater Boston Chamber, Paul Guzzi, President and Chief Executive Officer 





Dear Chamber Member: 

The Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce supports a series of transportation 
initiatives, notably the Logan Modernization project (including runway 14/32) 
and a greater emphasis on regional alternatives (such as high speed rail and an 
increased utilization of Worcester, Providence, and Manchester airports). We 
need your help to publicize business perspectives on these vital issues, 
particularly with respect to Logan. Our future economic competitiveness 
hinges on Logan's modernization. The five leading industries that account for 
more than half of the jobs in our region depend on a Logan that works well. 

Actions 

LETTER 114 

a,...t•r Boaton 

• The public comment period on the environmental permitting will run until April 23. Using the
talking points below, please send letters (and blind copy me) on Logan by that date to both:

Secretary of Environmental Affairs John C. Silva 
Attention MEPA Office Manager. Environmental Programs 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. I 0458 Airports Division, ANE-600 
I 00 Cambridge Street New England Region 
20th Floor 12 New England Executive Park 
Boston. MA 02205 Burlington, MA O 1803 

• Please consider testifying at one or both of the joint federal/state hearings to comm;nt on Logan that
will take place on April 7 and April 8. If you can testify or would like to provide more assistance
with this effort, please call Mark Sternman at 617/557-7345 for more information about how these
hearings work.

Talking Points for Your Comments Please incorporate specifics on how Logan impacts your 
orgam=ation. 
• Logan means jobs. Annually, Logan has an economic impact of $5 billion. provides employment

for more than 15,000 individuals, and suppons more than one hundred airport-related businesses.
Put another way, Logan contributes almost$ I 3.7 million to the local economy every single day.

• Logan's delay problems are bad and getting worse. While ranking eleventh in terms of
operations of U.S. airports, Logan suffers from the sixth worst delay problem. In 1998, Logan
suffered from 120,000 delay hours at a cost of $319 million.

• Regional transportation measures do not provide enough relief for the delay problem. We
endorse the initiative to increase the use of regional airports in Worcester, New Bedford, Providence. 
and Manchester. We support high-speed rail to bring the northeast corridor to our great state. But
these measures will not handle all of the increased demand for air traffic in Greater Boston by 2010.

We have an airport that all too often does not work. We must do better for our own economic vitality 
today and for the future fiscal health of our state. The construction of runway 14/32 shou Id lead to 
greater growth, better jobs, and a competitive regional economy as we continue to face increased 
competition in the 21st century. We look forward to working with you on this vital issue. 

Sincerely. 

Paul Guzzi. President and 
Chief Executive Officer 



STATEMENT OF PAUL GUZZI 

April 7, 1999 

Good evening. For the record, my name is Paul Guzzi. I serve as President and 

Chief Executive Officer of the Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce, a non-profit 

organization that represents more than I, 700 of the leading businesses in our region. 

Thank you for allowing me to share a few thoughts on Logan International 

Airport and other regional airports. I want to commend the federal and state governments 

for holding this joint public hearing. 

First, whether and how we can modernize Logan will determine the future 

economic well being of our region. Annually, Logan has an impact of$5 billion, 

provides employment for more than 15,000 individuals, and supports more than one 

hundred airport-related businesses. Put another way, Logan contributes almost $13.7 

million to the local economy every single day. 

The Chamber, the Commonwealth, and the federal government all try to grow the 

job-creating segments of our economy. In this region, the Chamber has characterized 

these economic engines -- financial services, health care, high technology, knowledge 

creation, and tourism -- as the five leading industries. These industries provide more than 

half of the jobs in our region. To increase jobs, we must rectify the competitive 

disadvantage that Logan has become today and will increasingly become in the future. 

Second, worsening delay problems at Logan will dramatically impact Boston 

businesses. While ranking seventeenth in passenger volume, Logan suffers from the 

sixth worst delay problem in the nation. In 1998, Logan suffered from 120,000 delay 

hours at a cost to us all of more than $300 million per year. 



A recent survey of Chamber members reveals that three in four expect their 

business usage of Logan to increase over the next five years, which means that inaction 

today will lead to Logan's problems significantly worsening in the future. The Chamber 

survey also shows that more than fifty percent experience more delays at Logan than at 

other airports, whereas only 7.4 percent faced fewer delays in Boston. 

114.1 
Third, we support other regional transportation projects to take some of the 

burden off Logan. We endorse Logan modernization because even the realization of 

these projects will not provide sufficient relief for the delay problem. Specifically, 114 .2 
the Chamber endorses both the over-the-water runway and the initiative to increase the 

use of regional airports in Worcester, New Bedford, Providence, and Manchester. As a 

forthcoming Chamber white paper will demonstrate, we also support high-speed rail to 

bring the northeast corridor to our great city. 

These worthy transportation projects do not relieve Logan's already heavy and 

soon to be heayier burden. While some 1.2 million people per year will utilize high

speed rail, more than 35 million others will still use Logan by 2010. We need a 

modernized airport to bring people to our great city. 

We have an airport that all too often does not work. We must do better for our 

own economic vitality today and for the future fiscal health of our city, state, and region. 

Runway 14/32 will lead to fewer delays, greater growth, better jobs, and a more 

competitive region as we enter into the increasingly global economy of the 21st century. 

114.3 

114.4 
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Letter 114 

Greater Boston Chamber 

Paul Guzzi, President and 

Chief Executive Officer 

Code Topic 1 Topic2 Comment Response 

114.1 

114.2 

114.3 

114.4 

Regional 
Transportation 

Alternatives 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

... we support other regional transportation projects to take 
some of the burden off Logan . ... to increase the use of 
regional airports ... 

Runway 14/32 ... endorses ... the over-the-water runway .... 
-·--·····- -··--···- - -··-·- -

. - ··--

Passenger Rail ... support high-speed rail to bring the northeast corridor to 
our great city. 

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

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. 

Purpose and Delay We need a modernized airport to bring people to our great Comment noted. 
Need city. Runway 14/32 will lead to fewer delays, greater growth, 

better jobs, and a more competitive region as we enter into 
the increasingly global economy of the 21st century. 

Letter 114: Greater Boston Chamber, Paul Guzzi, President and Chief Executive Officer 





March 29, 1999 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
MEPA Office 
I 00 Cambridge Street 
20th Floor 
Boston, l\fA 02202 

Dear Mr. Pugsley, 

LETTER 115 

The Greater Gardner Chamber of Commerce, representing over 650 area businesses and over 12,000 
employees throughout the Greater Gardner area, strongly supports MASSPORT's proposal for the 
development of a dedicated commuter runway at Logan International Airport. 

Runway 1432 will be a dedicated runway for smaU-passenger commuter air traffic, generally 10, 20 and 
30 passenger commuter planes. The development of this dedicated runway will provide for the 
maximization of existing longer commercial runways for larger airliners using Logan International. 

Currently, Logan International Airport is ranked the 6th worse in the country for delays. The devdopment 
of Runway 1432 will provide a great deal of relief and help alleviate the delay problems at Logan. The 
Greater Gardner Chamber of Commerce recognizes the need to alleviate the delay problems as a critical 
economic development initiative in the Commonwealth. 

The Greater Gardner Chamber of Commerce stands strong in its commitment to continue the economic 
prosperity of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and certainly Central Massachusetts, and supports the 
development of Runway 1432 as an important part of this economic development strategy. 

If the Greater Gardner Chamber of Commerce can be of assistance in this matter, please contact me 
directly at (978) 632-1780, extension 11. 

Sincerely, 

ichae Ellis 
President & CEO 

115.1 
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Code Topic 1 

115.1 : Purpose ard 
Need 

Topic2 

Delay 

Letter 115 

Greater Gardner Chamber of Commerce 

Michael F. Ellis, President and CEO 

Comment 
---- ·------·- ·••···- ----

The development of Runway 14/32 will provide a great deal 
of relief and help alleviate the delay problems at Logan. 

Response 
----

Comment noted. 

---

Letter 115: Greater Gardner Chamber of Commerce, Michael F. Ellis, President and CEO 





RJLD & COMPANY INC. 

Corporate Research and Annl)1Si: 

April 20, 1999

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

Dear Mr. Pugsley:

LETTER 116 

I am a frequent flyer, and therefore a "frequently delayed flier" when I'm trying to get back home
to Boston. rm writing to register my support for the proposed runway at Logan that would serve 116.1commuter aircraft. Massport's position on the runway makes sense to me - I believe that more
efficient commuter flight operations would decrease delays and decrease the total noise level for
surrounding communities.

The alternative suggestion that commuter operations be moved to Hanscom is not sensible. Most
116.2 commuter flights serve connecting passengers who come into Logan on a large jet via a full

service airline.

Please note that I live in Brookline, and that I am a member of the Brookline Transportation
Board.

Sincerely yours,
�L?f COMPANY INC.

V�L 
Michael A. Sandman
Senior Vice President
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Code Topic 1 

116.1 

116.2 

Purpose and 
Need 

Regional 
Transportation 

Topic2 

Delay 

Regional 
Airports 

Letter 116 
Fuld & Company 

Michael A. Sandman, 
Senior Vice President 

Comment Response 

I'm writing to register my support for the proposed runway at Comment noted. 
Logan that would serve commuter aircraft ... I believe that 
more efficient commuter flight operations would decrease 
delays and decrease the total noise level for surrounding 
communities. 

The alternative suggestion that commuter operations be 
moved to Hanscom is not sensible. Most commuter flights 
serve connecting passengers who come into Logan on a 
large jet via a full service airline. 

Comment noted. 

Letter 116: Fuld & Company, Michael A. Sandman, Senior Vice President 





160 Second Street 
Cambridge, MA 02142 
617.441.0958 
www.g�enworiuusa.aim 

Robert Durand, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
I 00 Cambridge Street, 20th floor 
Boston, MA 02202 
A TIN: Arthur Pugsley, MEPA Office 

Dear Secretary Durand: 

LETTER 117 

April 22, 1999 

Re: EOEA .l\
1

0. I 0458 

I write to urge that you find the Draft EIS presented by Massport m support of its 
proposed Runway 14/32 "airside improvement" project unacceptable. 

The environmental and human impacts of further expansion of Logan Airport-whether 
through construction of Runway 14/32 or some other scheme yet to emerge from 
Massport's drawing boards-are simply too high. Nor has Massport made its case that 
Logan expansion is either a necessary or a desirable solution to our region's long-term 
transportation needs. 

As detailed in the attached documents and elsewhere as well, environmental evidence 
against Masspo,rt's proposal is overwhelming. 

Massport's, proposal fails on any number of measures: It goes against the most 
fundamental environmental objective of all, which is to reduce impacts from current 
levels that are already too high, not merely man2ge (or allegedly manage) their trend ever 
upward; it flouts basic precepts of environmental justice that impacts should be 
distributed fairly across racial and socio-economic lines: it has been pushed for.vard 
without sufficient process for citizen involvement or acknowledgement of their concerns; 
and it seems to beg or sidestep as many questions and issues as it answers. 

Specifically: 

Massport has been neither fo.thright nor forthcoming about the true implications and 
impacts of its present expansion plan; the DEIS, therefore, is not a full disclosure 
document, as required by federal guidelines. With respect to environmental and human 
impacts: 

Massport fails to co11sider that 14/32 is a growth-euabler likely to promote (not 
reduce) increased emissions. In evaluating air quality impacts of proposed runway 
14/32, the DEIS adopts an approach that makes no apparent connection between a new 
runway and Logan's overall ability to handle the increased passenger l0ads projected 
by Massport. It's a strange and surprising position given Massport's oft-repeated 



claims that delays at Logan will become intolerable to the traveling public without 
14/32. 

Feedback mechanism. It is probable that construction of a new runway will in fact 
117 .1 create new opportunities for growth in airport operations, and consequently, in 

aircraft and motor vehicle emissions. Viewed this way, Massport 's assertion that air
quality impacts from 14/32 are beneficial or negligible is just dow11right wrong. 

Massport pays scaut atteutiou to Logau 's role in A-fA 's ozane problem. Eastern 
Massachusetts is a serious non-attainment zone for ozone, and Logan ranks as a major 
source of prerursors like oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and hydrocarbons that are key 

117 2 ingredients in ozone production. Yet the DEIS explores the issue superficially, despite , 
its own projection that Logan growth will cause significant increases in NOx emissions 
in coming years. Nor does the DEIS address how Logan-related increases will affect 
Massachusetts' ability to meet tougher ozone standards slated to take effect next year. 

Ground-level ozone. Ground-level ozone is associated with respiratory impairment 
and illness, especially in children and people with chronic respiratory conditions. The

issue raises concern with respect to residents across eastern Massachusetts, because 
the ozone impacts of precursor emissions are often greatest some miles from their 
original source, in this case Logan airport. 

Massport gives short shrift to air pollutants known to have serious health 
consequeuces. The DEIS glosses over or ignores key areas of concern with respect to 
air quality, including hazardous air pollutants, fine particulates, and noise. The medical 
literature clearly shows that all present serious cause for concern, especially for persons 
living near Logan aill)ort. 

Hazardous air emissions. The DEIS fails to properly consider certain hazardous air 
pollutants (HAPs) like benzene and formaldehyde that are known or probable 
carcinogens, through its misleading use of overly-broad categories. Airports are a 
major source of such HAPS in urban areas. 

Fine particulates. Massport's own projections show significant increases in 
emissions of particulates with diameters less than 10 microns. That is undesirable in 
and of itself, but worse, the DEIS fails to adequately treat the special concerns 
associated with particulates of less than 2.5 microns. An increasing body of literature 
documents the adverse health effects associated wnh particulate air pollution, 
including symptoms of respiratory disease such as shortness of breath, cough, and 
asthma attacks. Of special concern is the possibility that air quality levels in 
neighborhoods nearest Logan may be unacceptable already with respect to fine 
particles. 

Noise. The DEIS and Massport's treatment of noise as largely a nuisance factor to be 
dealt with only within the confines of narrowly-0rawn and ill-defined contours is 
unacceptable. In fact, the scientific literature shows that noise can be a major health 
risk. And, as the testimonials in this report and citizen comments at numerous 
nearings and meetings make clear, Mass port's presumption that soundproofing is a 
satisfactory "answer" to noise means that whole neighborhoods must live 
l.ermetically-sealed lives, in which residents are denied use or enjoyment of their 
own outdoor property, and are left even unable to open their w:ndows 
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Massport understates or omits significant emissions, including motor vehicle traffic. 
The DEIS omits certain sources of emissions and appears to substantially understate 
others: 

Motor vehicle traffic and emissions. Massport projects many millions of additional 
passengers using Logan in the years ahead. How will they get there, and what will be 
the emissions associated with growth in gro:.md transportation to and from Logan? 
17ze DEIS appears to sharply understate these motor vehicle emissions, by 
assuming-inexplicably-that motor vehicle traffic growth will lag well behind 
passenger growth; the direct opposite of what has actually proven !roe in recent 
years. Also, the DEIS takes no account of emissions from motor vehicle traffic 
beyond Route 128 

Aircraft emissions above 3,000 feet. The DEIS analysis does not include aircraft 
emissions at altitudes of above 3,000'. 

There are some broader, more philosophical points, too, that provide equally compelling 
evidence against the DEIS and Massport's proposal. Massport appears to have 
deliberately framed this DEIS and its public arguments in support of a new runway as 
narrowly as possible, as if this were purely an exercise in airfield design, undertaken in a 
vacuum, or perhaps some remote desert. 

In reality, of course, Logan sits at the center of one of nation's most densely populated 
regions. In that context, Massport must be expected to show the same concern for the 
needs of, and a_ttention to the impacts on, its human neighbors on the ground as it devotes 
to the passengers on its runways or the aircraft in the sky. 

Yet: 

Massport's proposal flouts t/ze tenets of environmental justice, Massport's propos::d 
clearly flouts President Clinton's Executive Order No. 12898, makmg environmental 
Justice a key critenon. Massport's proposal would further burden racially and mcome
diverse communities like East Boston, Roxbury, and Chelsea--<:ommunities that 
already face disproportionate and unfair environmental impacts from a number of 
sources (including, significantly, Logan). 

Massport has ignored residents' concerns about potential existing impacts. Many 
residents of communities around Logan like East Boston, Chelsea, Winthrop, and 
others have offered serious and thoughtful concerns about potential health effects 
associated with existing levels of Logan usage. The DEIS fails to address these 
issues-yet sa-dly, similar concerns elsewhere have too often proved well-founded. A 
1993 EPA study of Chicago's Midway airport, for example, found that certain 
emissions associated with aircraft operations at that much smaller facility contributed 
significantly to cancer cases in surrounding neighborhoods. To answer residents' 
concerns and as a guide to transportation policy making, Massport should be required 
to thoroughly assess potentic.l health effects assC1ciated with existing leveis of Logan 
operations on Massachusetts residents. 
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Massport lacks a long-term transportation plan that could de-emphasize Logan, and 
shift our region away from ever-increasing reliance on air travel In preparing its DEIS, Massport was required to explore all reasonable alternatives. Instead, Massport appears to have looked seriously at only its traditionally preferred alternative: Expand Logan. And, equally, the DEIS reflects the fact that Massport has chosen to needlessly embrace the false notion that reliance on air travel must inevitably always trend upward. 
Massport instead must be required to operate within the context of a true long-term transportation plan for our region, one that: (1) makes maximum best use of other airports in our region like T.F. Green and Manchester; but (2) shifts us away from everincreasing reliance on air travel, and toward transportation alternatives like high-speed rail that have far lower environmental and human impacts. 

In closing, one final observation: As someone with over two decades experience as an environmental and community organizer, I have never seen the diverse people of Boston and surrounding cities and towns so united as in their shared opposition to 14/32. As one East Boston resident says within the testimonials attached to these comments: "Enough is just enough." 
To me, comments like those, made over and over by so many citizens at meetings and hearings these past few months, speak more eloquently and convincingly than anything else to all that is wrong with Massport's proposal to expand Logan. 

s�· cerel , 
c/ � 
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retary 
Ex Environmental Affairs 

10 et, 20th floor 

ley, MEPA Office 

Dear Secretary Durand: 

I write to urge that you find the Draft EIS presented by Massport m support of its 
proposed Runway 14/32 "airside improvement" project unacceptable. 

The environmental and human impacts of further expansion of Logan Airport-whether 
through construction of Runway 14/32 or some other scheme yet to emerge from 
Massport's drawing boards-are simply too high. Ncr has Massport made its case that 
Logan expansion is either a necessary or a desirable solution to our region's long-term 
transportation needs. 

As detailed in the attached documents and elsewhere as well, environmental evidence 
against Massport's proposal is overwhelming. 

Massport's proposal fails on any number of measures: It goes against the most 
fundamental environmental objective of all, which is to reduce impacts from current 
levels that are already too high, not merely manage (or allegedly manage) their trend ever 
upward; it flouts basic precepts of . environmental justice that impacts should be
distributed fairly across racial and socio-economic lines; it has been pushed forward 
without sufficient process for citizen involvement or acknowledgement of their concerns; 
and it seems to beg or sidestep as many questions and issues as it answers. 

Specifically: 

Massport has been neither forthright nor forthcoming about the true implications and 
impacts of its present expansion plan; the DEIS, therefore, is not a full disclosure 

document, as required 1'y federal guiGelines. With respect to environmental and human 
impacts: 

Masspor t fails to co11sider that 14/32 is a growth-e11abler likely to promote (11ot 
reduce) increased emissions. In evaluating air quality impacts of proposed runway 
14/3 2. the DEIS adopts an approach that makes no apparent connection between a new 
rumvay and Logan's overall ability to handle the increased passenger loads projected 
by Massport. It's a strange and surprising position given Massport's oft-repeated 



claims that delays at Logan will become intolerable to the traveling public without 
14/32. 

Feedback mechanism. It is probable that construction of a new runway will in fact 
create new opportunities for growth in airport operations, and consequently, in 
aircraft and motor vehicle emissions. Viewed this way, Massport 's assertion that air 
quality impacts from I 4132 are beneficial or negligible is just downright wrong. 

Massport pays scant attention to Logan's role in MA 's ozone problem. Eastern 
Massachusetts is a serious non-attainment zone for ozone, and Logan ranks as a major 
source of precursors like oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and hydrocarbons that are key 
ingredients in ozone production. Yet the DEIS explores the issue superficially, despite 
its own projection that Logan growth will cause significant increases in NOx emissions 
in coming years. Nor does the DEIS address how Logan-related increases will affect 
Massachusetts' ability to meet tougher ozone standards slated to take effect next year. 

Ground-level ozone. Ground-level ozone is associated with respiratory impairment 
and illness, especially in children and people with chronic respiratory conditions. The

issue raises concern with respect to residents across eastern Massachusetts, because 
the ozone impacts of precursor emissions are often greatest some miles from their 
original source, in this case Logan airport. 

Massport gives short shrift to air pollutants k11ow11 to have serious health 
consequences. The DEIS glosses over or ignores key areas of concern with respect to 
air quality, including hazardous air pollutants, fine particulates, and noise. The medical 
literature clearly shows that all present serious cause for concern, especially for persons 
living near Logan airport. 

Hazardous air emissions. The DEIS fails to properly consider certain hazardous air 
pollutants (HAPs) like benzene and formaldehyde that are known or probable 
carcinogens, through its misleading use of overly-broad categories. Airports are a 
major source of such HAPS in urban areas. 

Fine particulates. Massport's own projections show significant increases in 
emissions of particulates with diameters less than 10 microns. That is undesirable in 
and of itself, but worse, the DEIS fails to adequately treat the special concerns 
associated with particulates of less than 2.5 microns. An increasing body of literature 
documents the adverse health effects associated with particulate air pollution, 
including symptoms of respiratory disease such as shortness of breath, cough, and 
asthma attacks. Of special concern is the possibility that air quality levels in 
neighborhoods nearest Logan may be unacceptable already with respect to fine 
particles. 

Noise. The DEIS and Massport's treatment of noise as largely a nuisance factor to be 
rlealt with only within the confines of narrowly-drawn and iii-defined contours is 
unacceptable. In fact, the scientific literature shows that noise can be a major health 
risk. And, as the testimonials in this report and citizen comments at numerous 
hearings and meetings make clear, Massport 's presumption that soundproofing is a 
satisfactory "answer" to noise means that whole neighborhoods must live 
hermetically-sealed lives, in which residents are denied use or enjoyment of their 
own outdoor property, and are left even unable to open their windows 



Massport understates or omits significant emissions, including motor vehicle traffic. 
The DEIS omits certain sources of emissions and appears to substantially understate 
others: 

Motor vehicle traffic and emissions. Massport projects many millions of additional 
passengers using Logan in the years ahead. How will they get there, and what will be 
the emissions associated with growth in ground transportation to and from Logan? 
The DEIS appears to sharply understate these motor vehicle emissions, by 
assuming-inexplicably-that motor vehicle traffic growth will lag well behind 
passenger growth; the direct opposite of what has actually proven true in recent 
years. Also, the DEIS takes no account of emissions from motor vehicle traffic 
beyond Route 128 

Aircraft emissions above 3,000 feet. The DEIS analysis does not include aircraft 
emissions at altitudes of above 3,000'. 

There are some broader, more philosophical points, too, that provide equally compelling 
evidence against the DEIS and Massport's proposal. Massport appears to have 
deliberately framed this DEIS and its public arguments in support of a new runway as 
narrowly as possible, as if this were purely an exercise in airfield design, undertaken in a 
vacuum, or perhaps some remote desert. 

In reality, of course, Logan sits at the center of one of nation's most densely populated 
regions. In that .context, Massport must be expected to show the same concern for the 
needs of and attention to the impacts on, its human neighbors on the ground as it devotes 
to the passengers on its runways or the aircraft in the sky. 

Yet: 

Massport's proposal flouts the tenets of environmental justice, Massport's proposal 
clearly flouts President Clinton's Executive Order No. 128%, making environmental 
justice a key criterion. Massport's proposal would further burden racially and income
diverse communities like East Boston, Roxbury, and Chelsea--communities that 
already face disproportionate and unfair environmental impacts from a number of 
sources (including, significantly, Logan). 

Massport has ignored residents' concerns about potential existing impacts. Many 
residents of communities around Logan like East Boston, Chelsea, Winthrop, and 
others have offered serious and thoughtful concerns about potential health effects 
associated with existing levels of Logan usage. The DEIS fails to address these 
issues-yet sadly, similar concerns elsewhere have too often proved well-founded. A 
1993 EPA study of Chicago's Midway airport, for example, found that certain 
emissions associated with aircraft operations at that much sm:iller facility contributed 
significantly to cancer cases in surrounding neighborhoods. To answer residents• 
concerns and as a guide to transportation policy making, Massport should be required 
to thoroughly assess potential health effects associated with existing levels of Logan 
operations on Massachusetts residents. 



Massport lacks a long-term transportation plan that could de-emphasize Logan, and 
shift our region away from ever-increasing reliance on air travel. In preparing its 
DEIS, Massport was required to explore all reasonable alternatives. Instead, Massport 
appears to have looked seriously at only its traditionally preferred alternative: Expand 
Logan. And, equally, the DEIS reflects the fact that Massport has chosen to needlessly 
embrace the false notion that reliance on air travel must inevitably always trend 
upward. 

Massport instead must be required to operate within the context of a true long-term 
transportation plan for our region, one that: ( 1) makes maximum best use of other 
airports in our region like T.F. Green and Manchester; but (2) shifts us away from ever
increasing reliance on air travel, and toward transportation alternatives like high-speed 
rail that have far lower environmental and human impacts. 

In closing, one final observation: As someone with over two decades experience as an 
environmental and community organizer, I have never seen the diverse people of Boston 
and surrounding cities and towns so united as in their shared opposition to 14/32. As one 
East Boston resident says within the testimonials attached to these comments: "Enough is 
just enough." 

To me, comments like those, made over and over by so many citizens at meetings and 
hearings these past few months, speak more eloquently and convincingly than anything 
else to all that is wrong with Massport's proposal to expand Logan. 
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OPEN CITIZEN 'LETTER 

TO 

GOVERNOR PAUL CELLUCCI& 

MASSPORT CHAIRMAN PETER BLUTE 

Dear Sirs: 

We the citizens of Massachusetts impacted by the proposed changes to 
Logan International Airport demand the following of Massport: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

A binding and legal agreement which halts any existing plans to expand 
Logan Airport in any way, shape or form. Including but not limited to 
the completion of the proposed Runway 14/32 and the centerfield 
taxiway. Instead, we demand a regional transportation plan that 
addresses New England's long-tenn transportation needs with less 
reliance on Logan. 

An outside evaluation of Logan Airport which assesses performance 
and makes recommendations for improvements within the existing 
infrastructure. 

Establishment of a citizen's advisory board to serve as a liaison 
between Massport and the effected communities. This board will 
develop a �mprehensive and inclusionary ;.:rocess of mitigation to 
eliminate the arbitrary, ill-devised process that ctrrrently exists. 

Appropriation of funds to conduct an Environmental Impact Study 
which includes an in-depth, long-term study of Logan Airport's 

impact on all surrounding cities and towns within heavily travelled 
flight paths. 

Creation of a Good Neighbor Agreement between residents and 

Massport that requires Massport to provide a forum for good faith 
negotiations. 
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Robert Durand, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, 20th floor 
Boston, MA 02202 
ATrN: Arthur Pugsley, MEPA Office 

Dear Secretary Durand: 

April 22, 1999 

Re: EOEA No. 10458 

I Mite to urge that you find the Draft EIS presented by Massport in support of its 
proposed Runway 14/32 "airside improvement" project unacceptable. 

The environmental and human impacts of further expansion of Logan Airport-whether 
through construction of ]3..unway 14/32 or some other scheme yet to emerge from 
Massport's drawing boards-are simply too high. Nor has Massport made its case that 
Logan expansion is either a necessary or a desirable solution to our region's long-term 
transportation needs. 

As detailed in the attached documents and elsewhere as well, environmental evidence 
against Massport's proposal is overwhelming. 

Massport's proposal fails on any number of measures: It goes against the most 
fundamental environmental objective of all, which is to reduce impacts from current 
levels that are already too high, not merely manage (or allegedly manage) their trend ever 
upward; it flouts basic precepts of environmental justice that impacts should be 
distributed fairly across racial and socio-economic lines; it has been pushed forward 
without sufficient process for citizen involvement or acknowledgement of their concerns; 
and it seems to beg or sidestep as many questions and issues as it answers. 

Specifically: 

Massport has been neither forthright nor forthcoming about the true implications and 
impacts of its present expansion plan; the DEIS, therefore, is not a full disclosure 
document, as required by federal guidelines. With respect to environmental and human 
impacts: 

Massport fails to consider that 14132 is a growth-enabler likely to p romote (not 
reduce) increased emissions. In evaluating air quality impacts of proposed runway 
14/32, the DEIS adopts an approach that makes no apparent connection between a new 
runway and Logan's overall ability to handle the increased passenger loads projected 
by Massport. It's a strange and surprising position given Massport's oft-repeated 



claims that delays at Logan will become intolerable to the traveling public without 
14/32. 

Feedback mechanism. It is probable that construction of a new runway will in fact 
create ne\v opportunities for growth in airport operations, and consequently, in 
aircraft and motor vehicle emissions. Viewed this way, Massport 's assertion that air 
quality impacts from 14132 are beneficial or negligible is just downright wrong. 

Massport pays scant attention to Logan's role in MA 's ozone problem. Eastern 
Massachusetts is a serious non-attainment zone for ozone, and Logan ranks as a major 
source of precursors like oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and hydrocarbons that are key 
ingredients in ozone production. Yet the DEIS explores the issue superficially, despite 
its own projection that Logan growth will cause significant increases in NOx emissions 
in coming years. Nor does the DEIS address how Logan-related increases will affect 
Massachusetts' ability to meet tougher ozone standards slated to take effect next year. 

Ground-level ozone. Ground-level ozone is associated with respiratory impairment 
and illness, especially in children and people with chronic respiratory conditions. The 
issue raises concern with respect to residents across eastern Massachusetts, because 
the ozone impacts of precursor emissions are often greatest some miles from their 
original source, in this case Logan airport. 

/1,f assport gives short shrift to air pollutants known to have serious health 
consequences. The DEIS glosses over or ignores key areas of concern with respect to 
air quality, including hazardous air pollutants, fine particulates, and noise. The medical 
literature clearly shows that all present serious cause for concern, especially for persons 
living near Logan airport. 

Hazardous air emissions. The DEIS fails to properly consider certain hazardous air 
pollutants (HAPs) like benzene and formaldehyde that are known or probable 
carcinogens, through its misleading use of overly-broad categories. Airports are a 
major source of such HAPS in urban areas. 

Fine particulates. Massport's own projections show significant increases in 
emissions of particulates with diameters less than 10 microns. That is undesirable in 
and of itself, but worse, the DEIS fails to adequately treat the special concerns 
associated with particulates of less than 2.5 microns. An increasing body of literature 
documents the adverse health effects associated with particulate air pollution, 
including symptoms of respiratory disease such as shortness of breath, cough, and 
asthma attacks. Of special concern is the possibility that air quality levels in 
neighborhoods nearest Logan may be unacceptable already with respect to fine 
particles. 

•

Noise. The DEIS and Massport's treatment of noise as largely a nuisance factor to be 
dealt with only within the confines of narrowly-drawn and ill-defined contours is 
unacceptable. In fact, the scientific literature shows that noise can be a major health 
risk. And. as the testimonials in this report and citizen comments at numerous 
hearings and meetings make clear, Massport 's presumption that soundproofing is a 
satisfactory "answer" to noise means that whole neighborhoods must live 
hermetically-sealed lives, in which residents are denied use or enjoyment of their 
own outdoor property, and are left even unable to open their windows 



!tfassport understates or omits significant emissions, including motor vehicle traffic. 
The DEIS omits certain sources of emissions and appears to substantially understate 
others: 

Motor vehicle traffic and emissions. Massport projects many millions of additional 
passengers using Logan in the years ahead. How will they get there, and what will be 
the emissions associated with growth in ground transportation to and from Logan? 
The DEIS appears to sharply understate these motor vehicle emissions, by 
assuming-inexplicably-that motor vehicle traffic growth will lag well behind 
passenger growth; the direct opposite of what has actually proven troe in recent 
years. Also, the DEIS takes no account of emissions from motor vehicle traffic 
beyond Route 128 

Aircraft emissions above 3,000 feet. The DEIS analysis does not include aircraft 
emissions at altitudes of above 3,000. 

There are some broader, more philosophical points, too, that provide equally compelling 
evidence against the DEIS and Massport's proposal. Massport appears to have 
deliberately framed this DEIS and its public arguments in support of a new runway as 
narrowly as possible, as if this were purely an exercise in airfield design, undertaken in a 
vacuum, or perhaps some remot::: desert. 

In reality, of course, Logan sits at the center of one of nation's most densely populated 
regions. In that. context, Massport must be expected to show the same concern for the 
needs of. and.attention to the impacts on, its human neighbors on the ground as it devotes 
to the passengers on its ronways or the aircraft in the sky. 

Yet: 

J.,f assport's proposal flouts the tenets of environmental justice, Massport's proposal 
clearly flouts President Clinton's Executive Order No. 12898, making environmental 
justice a key criterion. Massport's proposal would further burden racially and income
diverse communities like East Boston, Roxbury, and Chelsea--cornrnunities that 
already face disproportionate and unfair environmental impacts from a number of 
sources (including, significantly, Logan). 

Massport has ignored residents' concerns about potential existing impacts. Many 
residents of communities around Logan like East Boston, Chelsea, Winthrop, and 
others have offered serious and thoughtful concerns about potential health effects 
associated with existing levels of Logan usage. The DEIS fails to address these 
issues-yet sadly, similar concerns elsewhere have too often proved well-founded. A 
1993 EPA study of Chicago's Midway airport, for example, found that certain 
emissions associated with aircraft operations at that much smaller facility contributed 
significantly to cancer cases in surrounding neighborhoods. To answer residents' 
concerns and as a guide to transportation policy making, Massport should be required 
to thoroughly assess potential health effects associated with existing levels of Logan 
operatio.1s on Massachusetts residents. 



Massport lacks a long-term transportation plan that could de-emphasize Logan, and 
shift our regio11 away from ever-increasingly reliance ou air travel. In preparing its 
DEIS, Massport was required to explore all reasonable alternatives. Instead, Massport 
appears to have looked seriously at only its traditionally preferred alternative: Expand 
Logan. And, equally, the DEIS reflects the fact that Massport has chosen to needlessly 
embrace the false notion that reliance on air travel must inevitably always trend 
upward. 

Massport instead must be required to operate within the context of a true long-term 
transportation plan for our region, one that: (1) makes maximum best use of other 
airports in our region like T.F. Green and Manchester; but (2) shifts us away from ever
increasing reliance on air travel, and toward transportation alternatives like high-speed 
rail that have far lower environmental and human impacts. 

In closing, one final observation: As someone with over two decades experience as an 
environmental and community organizer, I have never seen the diverse people of Boston 
and surrounding cities and towns so united as in their shared opposition to 14/32. As one 
East Boston resident says within the testimonials attached to these comments: "Enough is 
just enough." 

To me, comments like those, made over and over by so many citizens at meetings and 
hearings these past few months, speak more eloquently and convincingly than anything 
else to all that is wrong with Massport's proposal to expand Logan. 

s�ot� 
JOHN T. O'CONNOR 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Introduction. Massport proposes to build a new runway for Logan Airport. Its 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) argues that the new runway is needed to reduce 
delay. However, the EIS also projects a major expansion period for the next decade. 
Massport forecasts that passenger load will increase from an estimated 29 million in 1999 
to from 37.5 million to 45 million passengers by the year 2010. This represents a growth 
rate from 29 to 55 percent. Surely, the nmway is an important first step to achieving 
Massport 's projections. 

This report finds that the EIS (1) fails to acknowledge the runway's impact on growth and 
(2) neglects to fully examine the consequences of its projected expansion - consequences
that will effect the surrounding communities and the region as a whole. This report
focuses on the impacts of Logan expansion on air quality; however, the full set of
consequences also include congestion of roadways, noise levels, water quality, and the
very livability of greater-Boston area communities.

Logan Airport even at its current size has a major impact on the region. 

• Airport has been ranked as the Nation's 12th largest airport with a current annual use
rate of approximately 29 million passengers in 1999.

• Logan handles about two-thirds of the passenger load in New England. This airport is
also the largest generator of motor vehicle traffic in New England. Traffic jams on the
roadways leading to Logan are already legendary.

• The air and auto traffic associated with Logan Airport imposes a variety of
environmental stress factors -- including noise and air pollution -- on people living in
one of the most densely populated regions of Massachusetts and the nation. (See Fig.
1 ).

• Logan airport is a major source of air pollutant emissions. VOC's and NOx are
particularly important because they contribute to the region's serious non-attainment
status for ground-level ozone. (See Section 4). "For example, Logan Airport emits
more than 7 tons per day of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) which is approximately 7
percent of the anthropogenic NOx emissions in Suffolk County.

The impact of expansion on air quality. Major findings are as follows: 

• Increased emissions of NOx and Particulates. The Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) for Airside Improvements Planning (February 1999) forecasts that growth in
Logan use over the next decade will cause significant increases in emissions of oxides
of nitrogen (NOx) and particulate matter (PM I 0). Ironically, new quieter jets have
higher NOx emissions.

2 



• Increased NOx and its impact on Ozone. Increased NOx is especially significant.
NOx is an essential ingredient for the formation of photochemical smog including
ground-level ozone. Massachusetts has been designated by EPA as a "serious" non
attainment zone for ozone. Ozone is known to cause and aggravate respiratory disease
in humans. Children are especially vulnerable. Ozone is a regional problem -- Logan
NOx emissions affect smog tens of miles from the source. The EIS fails to address the
NOx I ozone question in a meaningful manner, for example, Massport has not included
emissions caps in its preferred alternative.

• Additional impacts of increased NOx. Increased NOx emissions has additional
consequences. It contributes to acid rain which has damaged both waterways and
forests in the northeast. Scientists have also determined that NOx emissions to air are
a major source of nitrate deposition to coastal waters and estuaries� this results in
over-fertilization, oxygen depletion, and severe damage to estuarine ecosystems and
fisheries.

• Hazardous Air Pollutants. Airports a significant source of hazardous air pollutants
(HAPs). An EPA study of Chicago's Midway (much smaller than Logan), found that
HAP emissions from aircraft contributes an estimated 10.5 percent of the cancer cases
related to air pollution in the 16 square mile area surrounding the airport. Motor
vehicle traffic (much of which is attributable to the airport) was the dominant source
of cancer risk. A number of these "HAP's" (e.g., benzene, fonnaldehyde) are known
or probable human carcinogens -- they can cause cancer. The EIS fails to assess or
project emissions trends for this particularly dangerous component of VOC and fine
particulate emissions.

• Fine Particulates. The report presents evidence suggesting that neighborhoods
located near Logan Airport may be experiencing dangerous levels of PM2.5, the
smallest class of particulates and those having the most devastating impact on public
health. Since the EIS projects increased particulate emissions, PM2.5 emissions and
ambient levels in the surrounding region can be expected to rise with continued
expansion of the airport.

• Motor Vehicles and Emissions. Projections of motor vehicle emissions used in the
EIS incorporate Massport predictions of future growth in the volume of traffic
approaching and using the airport. Massport projects an additional 12,000 cars per
week-day over the next decade to accommodate passenger growth. However,
Massport data showing the relationship between passenger use and traffic volume over
the past five years suggests that Massport is "low balling" the growth in traffic volume

needed to accommodate its forecasts. This report shows that a better estimate may be
on the order of 30,000 to 50,000 additional vehicles. Using these figures would lead
to higher future CO, VOC, NOx emissions than those projected in the EIS.

• The "emissions gap" problem is heightened by the EIS' s neglect of emissions outside
ofl-95 /128 and aircraft emissions at altitudes greater than 3000 feet.
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Summary. In summary, this report finds that Massport's EIS fails to acknowledge that a 
new runway will act to stimulate new growth and allow for expansion and is deficient in 
its assessment of the environmental impacts of Logan expansion. 

In simple terms
,

neither the EIS, the runway proposal, nor Massport's vision for Logan 
Airport future is respectful of real world limits -- limits that involve the people who live in 
area and that involve the environment. Massachusetts has been designated as a "serious,, 
non-attainment zone for ozone. The airport already imposes a burden of fine particulates 
and hazardous air emissions on the surrounding area, the most densely populated in New 
England. Massport has failed to demonstrate that increased emissions associated with its 
projected expansion will not adversely affect public health and the environment. The 
evidence presented above indicates that the growth projection embraced by Massport will 
have a serious impact on community health. 

Recommendations. 

• The State of Massachusetts should reject the current EIS as deficient. Massport and
state authorities should replace the current Logan expansion plan with a regional
transportation based on energy-efficient inter-city rail and improvement of the many
other New England airports.

• The state should initiate a true stakeholder involvement process to initiate the planning
process for a regional transportation plan. Representatives of airport communities,
environm�ntalists, rail and mass transit representatives and their experts should be
involvep in the process.

• Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection should ensure that EIS fully
address significant environmental problems.
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1.0 Introduction. Logan Airport has been ranked as the Nation's 12th largest airport 
with a current annual use rate of approximately 29 million passengers.1 Logan is also the 

largest generator of motor vehicle traffic in New England.
2 

The air and auto traffic 
associated with Logan Airport imposes a variety of environmental stress factors -
including noise and air pollution -- on people living in one of the most densely populated 
regions of Massachusetts and the Nation. (See Fig. I). 

This report focuses on the air pollution impacts of increased use of Logan Airport. The 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Airside Improvements Planning (February 
1999) forecasts that growth in Logan use over the next decade will cause emissions of 
oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and particulate matter (PMI0) to increase substantially. 
According to the EIS, emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOC's) and carbon 
monoxide (CO) will increase if the higher growth rate (to 45 million passengers in the year 
20 I 0) are realized. 

The EIS clearly shows that the greater the expansion, the more emissions. Emissions will 
increase because the shear increase in aircraft operations and vehicular traffic projected 
will overwhelm whatever temporary benefits may result from a new runway and other 
improvements. Moreover, many of the air pollution impacts associated with increased use 
will occur in some of the most densely populated regions in the state. (See Fig. 1). 

Subsequent sections of this report demonstrate that the EIS for Logan Airside 
Improvements fails to (a) fully acknowledge the consequences of its "airside improvement 
plan" on air quality and (b) to adequately examine the health and environmentally-related 
impacts of the increased emissions that are predicted in the document. 

2.0 New Runway - Impact on Emissions. One of the most glaring deficiencies in the 
EIS is that it fails to consider the impact that the a new runway will have on growth
related emission trends. The EIS takes the position that the new runway and other "airside 
improvements" are simply modifications that improve efficiency. Massport makes the case 
that at some given level of passenger use (e.g., 29 million), the new runway will reduce 
aircraft congestion, idling and planes in holding patterns, improvements that should work 
to mitigate emissions. 

However, Massport's analysis fails to consider that adding a new runway is likely to create 
a feedback mechanism that will in tum affect the airport's rate of growth. Although, the 
new runway may initially improve efficiency, it will also provide an opportunity for 

expanded use.
3 The new runway, is analogous to the highway dilemma. Traffic planners

add lanes to relieve congestion, yet fail to predict that they ultimately lead to more bigger 
traffic jams in the future. 

The EIS report, by failing to �se an iterative growth model. presents a flawed assessment 
of the true impact of the airside improvements over time. Without considering feedback to 
growth, Massport cannot back its assertion that "the overall impacts associated with the 
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Airside Project Alternatives are beneficial or will remain imperceptible" from an air quality 

d . 4
stan point. 

In fact, common sense dictates that the 29% to 55 % increase in passenger use forecast by 
Massport for the next decade would not be feasible without the new runway. The new 
runway is a capacity enhancement that will promote rather than manage growth. And as 
Section 3 .3 shows, expansion has a strong impact on the growth of emissions. 

3.0 Current and Projected Emissions for Logan Airport. 

3.1 Current emissions. Table 1 is a summary of 1997 air emissions as estimated in the 

Boston-Logan International Airport, 1997 Annual Update. 
5 

This table shows estimated
emission rates for carbon monoxide (CO}, oxides of nitrogen (NOx}, volatile organic 
compounds broken down by sources associated with the airport. (Particulate matter was 
not included in the GEIR. update.) 

This table shows that aircraft emissions are the largest single sources of emissions at the 
airport and contribute more than 80 % of NOx emissions, more than 61 % of VOC 
emissions, and about 42% of the CO emissions associated with the airport. 

3.1.1 Logan Airport as a major emitter in the greater-Boston Area. Logan airport is 
a major source of air pollutant emissions. VOC's and NOx are particularly important 
because they contribute to the region's serious non-attainment status for ground-level 
ozone. (See Section 4). 

Logan Airpprt emits more than 7 tons per day of NOx which is approximately 7 percent of 
the anthropogenic NOx emissions in Suffolk County.6

Logan emits more than 3 tons per day of VOC's which represents approximately 4 percent 
of the anthropogenic VOC emissions from Suffolk County.

7 

Logan Airport has NOx emissions comparable to emissions from the state's largest 

industrial and power generating plants.8

3.2 Certain emissions not included in EIS inventory. A problem with the EIS analysis 
is that certain emissions associated with the use of Logan Airport are not considered in the 
assessment of environmental impact. Thus, the EIS understates the full impact of an 
expanding Logan Airport. 

Specifically, 6e analysis does not include aircraft emissions that occur at altitudes greater 
than 3000 feet. As shown in Sections 4 - 5 emissions of NOx and other pollutants aloft 

can have a number of adverse environmental impacts.
9 

These impacts would be diminished 
with a shift to energy efficient passenger trains. 
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• The emission inventory does not include emissions from motor vehicles driving to and
from Logan Airport that lie beyond 1-95/Route 128.

• The EIS (Feb. 1999) does not include in its emissions inventory or projections certain
critical pollutants; these include specific hazardous air pollutants (HAP's) and PM2.5
(the smallest particulates with diameters less than 2.5 microns). As shown in Sections -
6 and 7, these types of air emissions, omitted in the Airside Improvement EIS, are
especially significant from a health standpoint.

3.3 Logan Expansion / Emission Trends. 

3.3.1 Use Projections. Massport's EIS projects that use of Logan Airport will increase 
dramatically in the coming decade. Massport envisions two expansion scenarios for the 
airport: 

• Less expansion: passenger use grows from 29 million in 1999 to 37.5 million in 2010.

• More expansion: passenger use grows to 45 million in 2010.

The projected increase in passengers over the next decade is shown on Figure 2. 

3.3.2 Emissions Trends. Figures 3-a through 3-d show Massport (EIS) projections of 
Logan emissions assuming that the airside improvements including the construction of a 

new runway take place in 1999.10

• The Massport projections clearly show a significant increase in emissions for all of the
pollutants (NOx, VOC's, CO and PMl0) from 1999 to 2010 with Massport's upper
projection of 45 million passengers. The projected increase for NOx is 46 %.

• For the 37.5 million passenger 2010 projection, NOx (26% increase) and PMl0 (6 %
increase). For CO and VOC projected emissions decline slightly.

The projected increase in NOx emissions is associated with projected growth in aircraft 
operations (and ground-level sources) at Logan and to a shift towards new engines with 
higher NOx emissions. 

3.3.3 New Aircraft Engines: Less noise, more NOx. One of the principal measures 
being touted as a way to reduce noise will ironically work to increase NOx emissions. As 
Massport acknowledges (EIS 6-73), increased NOx emissions are "an unavoidable 
consequence of phasing in quieter, more fuel efficient engines." While it states that 
manufacturers are researching ways to reduce NOx emissions, Massport isn't making any 
promises. 
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4.0 The Airport, Smog and Ozone. One of the most glaring deficiencies of the EIS is its 
failure to address the potential impact of emission trends, the associated airport 
expansion will affect the region's serious ground-level ozone problem. 

4.1 Background on photochemical smog and ozone. Box 1 describes how emissions of 
hydrocarbons and NOx react in the presence of sunlight to form a host of secondary 
pollutants known collectively as "photochemical smog." The Clean Air Act regulates 
photochemical smog in terms of the concentration of ground-level ozone. Box 2 
summarizes the health and environmental effects of ground-level ozone. 

Note that ozone is a regional and not merely local problem� emissions from the airport and 
aircraft entering the region to use the airport will affect neighborhoods tens of miles from 
Logan. (See Box 1 ). 

BOX 1. FORMATION OF PHOTOCHEMICAL SMOG/ GROUND-LEVEL OZONE. 

Photochemistry. Many stationary sources (e.g., factories, power plants) and mobile 
sources (aircraft, motor vehicles) emit hydrocarbons (e.g., fuels that volatilize) and 
oxides of nitrogen (NOx). These pollutants, when exposed to sunlight, undergo a very 
complicated chemistry. The products of the chemistry include irritating gases (e.g., N02 
and ozone) and fine particulates that contribute to summertime haze - the tell-tale sign 
that the atmosphere is photochemically active. 

• Photo-chemical smog, including ground-level ozone, is primarily a warm-season
phenomena. The atmosphere reactions are hastened by sunlight and warmer
temperatures.

• The distribution of smog is complicated by the fact that freshly emitted NOx can
scavenge ozone and reduce its concentration in potent source regions. However, as an
urban airmass moves downwind the ozone levels tend to increase -- with highest levels
often occurring in suburbs, exhurt>s or in rural areas tens of miles from ubran sources.

Ozone - a regional problem. The levels of ozone and other smog constituents are the
cumulative product of a myriad of stationary and mobile sources. In fact, highest
levels of ozone are often found tens of miles downwind of the most potent urban
source regions; this occurs because the precursor pollutants continue to react and form
ozone as they move downwind from concentrated source regions.
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BOX 2. HEAL TH AND ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF GROUND-LEVEL OZONE 

Ozone acts as a powerful respiratory irritant at levels found in Massachusetts during 
the summer. Exposure to ozone may lead to shortness of breath, wheezing and 
coughing, and chest pain. 

Long-tenn, repeated exposure to elevated levels of ozone may lead to large 
reduction in lung function, inflammation of lung lining and increased respiratory 
discomfort. 

According to EPA several groups of people who are at particular risk from high ozone 
levels: 

• people with pre-existing respiratory disease (e.g. asthma, chronic bronchitis,
emphysema)

• individuals who exercise outdoors

• people who have a particular sensitivity to ozone.

Children. Accmding to the American Lung Association, children are particularly 
vulnerable to elevated ozone. 

• They spend more time engaged in vigorous outdoor activity and have higher
breathing rates

• They have narrower airways than do adults and can experience serious
obstructions.

• Air pollution including ozone, can result in more frequent respiratory infections in
childhood and increased risk of reduced lung function later in life.

Source: American Lung Association, 1996, Health Effects of Outdoor Air Pollution. 

Farms, Ecosystems, Materials. Ozone harms crops and natural vegetation more 
than any other air pollutant.• The crop loss in the U.S. from ozone has been estimated 
at several billion dollars.** Ozone also causes widespread damage to a variety of 
materials including paints, and rubber. 

Sources: ·us EPA, Air Quality Criteria for Ozone and other Photochemical Oxidants, Vot 3. 
•·us EPA, Air Quality and Emissions Trends, 1993, p. 9. 
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4.2 Logan and Ozone. The EIS's paucity of ana1ysis of the connection between Logan 
Airport on ozone is especially significant given that: 

• Aircraft, airports, and the motor vehicle traffic they attract are major sources of
hydrocarbons and oxides of nitrogen (NOx), both are essential ingredients
(precursors) for the formation of photochemical smog.

• All of Massachusetts has been designated by U.S. as being non-attainment areas for
ozone. More than 5.5 million people live in the Boston-Lawrence-Worster area is

(Eastern Massachusetts) characterized by EPA as a "serious,, non-attainment zone.
11 

• MADEP evidence shows that a larger number of areas and people are incorporated in
the area in which the new more protective ozone standard (state standard) is exceeded.
Thus, additional precursor reductions may be needed to fully protect publi� health.

• Elevated ground-level ozone concentrations cause respiratory impairment and illness -
especially in children and people with chronic respiratory conditions such as asthma
and bronchitis (See Box 2).

• Massport projects a 26% to 46 % increase in Logan Airport NOx smog precursors by
the year 2010. (See Section 2.0)

• The EIS contains evidence indicating that the particular class of volatile organic
compounds that contribute to smog and ozone formation will increase due to airport
expansion .. The EIS (Tables also shows a 6% to 29 % increase in modeled
concentrations for those hydrocarbons which are photochemically active ( described as
ozone indicator VOC's in the EIS).

"fhe Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MADEP) has raised 
concerns about Logan Airport's projected increases in ozone precursors given the state's 
region's serious non-attainment status for ozone. A MADE� environmental review stated 
the following 

" ... In 1995, Massachusetts capped NOx emissions at 35% of the 1990 levels from 
sources greater than 15 MW or 250 mmBtu/hr heat input. A comparison of Logan 
NOx emissions projected for 1999 indicates that Logan's NOx emissions are 
comparable to some to the larger sources included in the Massachusetts NOx 
Allowance Program. In fact, Logan would rank sixth after the largest utility units in a 

list of 38 applicable units." 
12 

In its December 1997 Certificate on the Generic Environmental Impact Report, MADEP 
recommended the development of air emissions caps and/or an emissions offset 

program. 13
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4.3 Massport's side-steps the ozone issue. Massport's February 1999 Environmental 
Impact Statement says almost nothing about the impact of Logan emissions on ozone. 
With a single paragraph it waves away all regulatory concerns: 

"Based on the results of the emission inventories and the dispersion modeling, the 
following findings on the effects of the Airside Project alternatives are evident: (1) 
there are no predicted violations of any State and Federal standards or guidelines 
under any future scenarios or alternatives; and (2) the overall impacts associated with 
the Airside Project Alternatives are beneficial or will remain imperceptible." (p. 6-84) 

The modeling technique used in the EIS does not incorporate atmospheric chemistry and 
makes no estimates of the impact of precursor emissions on ozone. The indirect measure 
used, "ozone indicator VOC' s" (projected to increase in the future) is not directly 
comparable to the ozone standard. Thus, the EIS is deficient with regard to Logan Airport 
expansion on ozone concentrations; on its health impacts; or on its impact on attainment 

117. 2 8efforts. In addition, the model (see EIS p. 5-56) is limited to the immediate vicinity of the 
airport. In contrast, the maximum impact of precursor emissions on ozone is likely to be 
located many miles or tens of miles downwind from a source. That is why EPA 
recommends the use of urban airshed and regional models that incorporate both chemistry 
and transport. 

The report also fails to assess how the increases in NOx projected for Logan Airport will 
affect the state's ability to meet the new and stricter 8-hour average standard of 0.08 ppm. 
The new standard, not mentioned in the EIS, will go into effect in the year 2000. Air 
monitoring data collected by the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 
indicates that using the new standard places a much higher portion of the state's 
monitoring locations, counties and people in exceedance areas. 

Massport has dismissed :MADEP's recommendation for emission caps. It argues that such 
caps would not be enforceable "since the largest single source of air emissions, aircraft, 
are beyond Massport's control and most other sources such as tenant vehicles and 
a_�ivities are subject to only indirect influence by Massport." (Ref: Boston-Logan 
International Airport, 1997 Annual Update (EOEA #324 7 /5146), August 1998 -
Response to comment: Cl8.) 

Although Massport has taken some steps to curtail non-aircraft emissions (e.g., a limited 
alternative fuel vehicle program), it has essentially embraced a future that embraces future 
growth that it acknowledges will result in significant increases in ozone precursors and 
other emissions.· 

5.0 The additional impacts of increased N0.1. emissions. Despite its projections for 
substantial increases in NOx emissions over the next decade, the EIS fails to address a 
number a critical issues associated with NOx. These are described below. 
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• NOx is an important precursor to acid rain. Acid rain affects both terrestrial and
aquatic ecosystems, e.g., acidification of waters, reduction in fish populations, damage
to forests and wildlife, and damage to soils, materials, monuments and buildings. 14

• NOx emissions to the atmosphere are an important source of nitrate deposition to
coastal waters. Nitrate deposition contributes to the over-fertilization or nitrification of
bays and estuaries; this in tum contributes to algae blooms that can choke off aquatic
life by limiting both light and oxygen.15

• NOx emissions may also form secondary particulate matter, 16 which can impact the
respiratory system (see Section 6).

6.0 Particulate emissions. As stated in Section 3, all of the Massport projections show 
significant increases in PMl0 emissions (particulates with diameters less than 10 microns) 
between 1999 and 2010. However, the EIS all but neglects to discuss the significance of 
increased particulate emissions. Particularly important are the smallest particulates, those 
with diameters less than 2.5 microns (PM2.5). Scientific studies over the past decade 
indicate that this smallest class of particles are largely responsible for the most serious 
health effects and for haze which restricts visibility. These fine particulates penetrate deep 
into the lungs and adverse effects include lung cancer, asthma attacks, chronic obstructive 
pulmonary disease and restricted activity due to illness.17 P.M2.5 has especially severe
effects on children with asthma. 18 EPA has recognized the importance of PM2.5 by 
adopting new particulate standards based on this measurement. 

The EIS projects that PMIO emissions will increase by as much as 29 % over the next 
decade. The EIS (p. 6-77) acknowledges that aircraft are the dominant source of 
particulate emissions, representing roughly 90 percent of the Logan total and that 
"emissions of particulate matter are expected to increase in future years in connection with 
the forecasted increase in aircraft operations at Logan." However, the EIS falls short in a 
number of ways: 

• The EIS fails to present evidence on the particle size distribution of particles emitted
from aircraft. While the PM2.5 ambient air standard is not yet being enforced, the EIS
should show estimated projections for emissions of these particles since they have the
most devastating impact on health.

• The EIS should also consider how this particle size distribution is modified as it moves
through the urban atmosphere. Mathematical models of particle size distribution in
urban air predict that the mass of particles in the range ofO. l - 1.0 microns should be
equal to the mass of particles in the I. 0 - 10 rr jcron range.19 If this is the case, than a
major portion of mass of PMIO should be comprised of particles in the P.M2.5 range.
This is important because modeled and measuied PMl0 annual concentrations in
neighborhoods close to the airport are in the 20-24 ug/m3 although within the PMl0
standard exceeds the PM2.5 standard of 15 ug/m3

• Thus, it is possible that residents of 
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the Logan vicinity are breathing air that is unhealthy with regard to the smallest class 
of particles. The EIS needs to examine this possibility. 

• The EIS is also deficient in that it's discussion of particulates neglects particulates
formed from NOx and other primary emissions. As noted previously, NOx emissions
are also forecast to rise with increasing aircraft operations.

7.0 Hazardous air emissions. The EIS fails to consider the environmental impact of non
criteria contaminants, including Hazardous Air Pollutants (HA.Ps), including benzene an 
established human carcinogen. One cannot make an adequate assessment of the health 
impact of these chemicals by lumping them into a single category such as volatile organic 
compounds or hydrocarbons. Airports are a major source of benzene emissions in urban 
areas and continued expansion may lead to increased emissions of these hazardous air 
pollutants (the EIS shows an increase in total VOC emissions for the 45 million scenario 
from 1999 to 20 I 0). 

An 1993 EPA-sponsored study evaluated cancer risks attributable to all air pollution 
sources in southwestern Chicago. The study found that aircraft flying in and out of 
Midway Airport represent a substantial source of particulate matter as well as hazardous 
air pollutants such as benzene, 1,3-butadiene, and formaldehyde. The study found that 
despite Midway's small size (handling only about 10 percent of Logan's passenger 
volume) it emitted far greater quantities of hazardous air pollutants than industrial sources 
within the 16-sguare mile study area.20

• The 1993 EPA study found that 10.5 per cent of the cancer cases associated with
HAPs were· attributed aircraft emissions. This number does not include additional
contributions associated with airport vehicles and motor vehicle traffic associated with
the airport. The study found that cars, buses, and trucks in the study area (not all
attributable to the airport) were the most important contributors of cancer-causing air
emissions (25 percent of cancer cases associated with HAPs).

• The authors of the study state: "it is no surprise that emissions from aircraft engines
may have significant impact on people living in the study area, especially to people
living at receptors [locations] adjacent to the airport." [Emphasis added].

The Logan EIS presents no information on hazardous air pollutants and their potential 
impact on cancer rates in surrounding communities. However, Logan is a much bigger 
airport than Midway and may be reasonably expected to have larger hazardous air 
pollutant emissions. 

8.0 Traffic Congestion and Air Emissions. The EIS does not sufficiently address the 
impact of its projected expansion rates on airport traffic. It needs to present an analysis 
aimed at assessing the impact of increased congestion with worst as well as best case 
assumptions on measures to mitigate auto traffic (public transit use, HOV lanes etc.). The 
shear optimism in EIS's forecast is shown in Table 4-4 of the Annual Update for 1997. 
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This table shows a 29 percent growth in passengers using the airport between 1999 and 
2010 (assuming 37.5 million passengers in 2010). For the same period the Update shows 
only a 12.3 percent increase in the rate of average annual weekday traffic (A WDT) using 
the airport. 

The problem is that Massport's projections are at odds with the historical relationships 
between A WDT and passenger levels. Over the past five years, the rate of growth of 
A WDT has been nearly twice as high as the rate of growth of passengers. The EIS fails to 
explain how it will manage to reverse the historical relationship. Even with a I: I ratio of 
A WDT to passenger growth, average daily traffic volume would reach nearly 130,000 
cars by 2010 for the 37.5 million passengers and nearly 156,000 for the 45 million 
passenger scenario. Whereas Massport projects an addition of about 12,000 cars per day 
over the next decade, recent history suggests that the airport and roadways will have to 
accommodate from 30,000 to 50,000 cars or higher. This indicates that Massport's 
projected air emissions from motor vehicles may be significantly underestimated. 

9.0 Balanced Regional Transportation Plan. The EIS preferred alternative is clearly a 
capacity enhancement that will help Massport achieve the growth rates that it projects as 
inevitable. The EIS fails to develop a regional transportation plan as a serious alternative 
to a new runway and continued expansion. Thus, the EIS cannot be considered to be 
complete. 

Logan currently handles about two-thirds of the passenger enplanements in New England. 
The impact of this airport on the environment, public health, and quality oflife is 
concentrated on t_he most densely populated area of New England. Expansion can only 
mean greater i!}trusion in the future. The EIS should develop a preferred regional 
transportation plan alternative that would focus on expanding the use of energy efficient 
inter-city rail would promote a regionally balanced spread of airport use. This plan would 
be specifically designed to reduce noise and pollution levels in the neighborhoods 
surrounding Logan Airport in the next decade. 
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Attributed to Air Pollution in Southwest Chicago. Final Summary Report, Prepared by ViGY AN, Inc. 
April 1993. 
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Figure 2 

The 2010 Fles F«ecasts were Developed for 
Two Alternative Passenger Vounes: 

37.S MilflOn and 45 Millon
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Avg. Annual Growth 

1980-1994 3.8% 
1994-2010 (37 .9.i) 2.5 % 
1994-2010 {45M) 3.7% 

Other Long-Tenn Faecasts 

. -

U.S. Transatlantic 

FAA NafonaJ Forecast 
Boeing 
McOonneU Oougtas 

4.0% 

4.0% 

4.0% 

5.2"k 

4.3% 

4.0% 

Source: Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report (Vol Ill), Logan Airside Improvement Project, Feb. 1999 



Fi�rc3a Projected NOx Emissions for _Logan Airport

3,500.0 

3,000.0 

2.500.0 

2.000.0 

1,500.0 

1,000.0 

500.0 

0.0 

1999 
29M 
High 

NOx Ernbslons Inventory 

2010 
37.SM

High 

NOx EMISSIONS INVENTORY 

Year and 1999 2010 
Case: 29M 37.SM

High High

Total: (Metric 

2010 
45M 
High 

2010 
45M 
High 

Tons/year) 2,290.7 2,899.9 3,344.9 

Note: 

AU Totals �-.sociated with the following emissions data: 

On-Site • Includes aircrart sources, ground equipment, onsite motor vehicles, and other 

miscenaneous sources. 

Off-Site - Includes airport-related motor vehicles in the East Boston and Regional Study Areas. 

Source: Drart Environmental Impact StatemenVReport (Vol 1 ), Logan Airside Improvement Project, 

Feb. 1999 
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Fi�Jb Projected PM10 Emissions for LQgan Airport 

Note: 
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Total: (Metric 
Tons/year) 106.2 112.8 

All Totals associated wrtn the tonowing emissions data: 

2010 
45M 
High 

On-Site - Includes aircrart sources, ground equipment, onsite motO( vehicles, and other 

miscellaneous sources. 

2010 
45M 

High 

125.9 

Off-Site - Includes airport-related motor vehicles in the East Boston and Regional Study Areas. 

Soorce: Drart Environmental Impact StatemenUReport (Vol 1 ). Logan Airside Improvement Project, 

Feb. 1999 

□ Toti!: (Metric 
Tons/year) 



Fi"11"C Jc 
Projected CO Emissions for Logan Airport 
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2010 
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2010 
45M 
High 

Tons/year) 6,053.2 6,015.9 6,781.3 

Note: 

All Totals associated with the following emissions data: 

On-Site - lnclude3 aircraft sourc�, ground equipment, onsite motor vehicles, and other 

mlsceRaneous sources. 

Off-Site - Includes airport-felated motor vehicles in the East Boston and Regional Study Areas. 

Source: Draft Environmental Impact StatemenUReport (Vol 1), Logan Airside Improvement Project, 

Feb. 1999 

CT otal: (Metric 
Tons/year) 



Fipre3d 
Projeded voe Emissions for Logan AJrport 
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Tons/year) 1,129.3 1,057.8 1,219.1 

Note: 

All Totals associated with the following emissions data: 

On-Site • Includes aircraft sources, ground equipment, onsi te motor vehicles, and other 

mlscellaneous sources. 

Off-Site • Includes airport-related motor vehicles in the East Boston and Regional Study Areas. 

Source: Draft Environmental Impact StatemenUReport (Vol 1 ), Logan Airside Improvement Project, 

Feb. 1999 

a Total: (Metric 
Ton�ar) 



Table 1 

1997 Estimated Emissions ("m kg/day) at Lo�an Airport 

Source Categories: co NOx voe 

Alrcnft Sources 
Air carries 4,698 4,150 1,227 

Commuter 700 159 498 

Cargo aircraft 514 262 207 

General aviation 654 21 27 

Total aircraft sources 6,636 4,592 1,959 

Ground Service Equipment 6,098** 622** 530••

Airport-Related Motor Vehicles 
Parking /curbside 586 24 102 

On-airport vehicles 1,283*** 24*** 205 

Total motor vehicle sources 1,869 268 307 

Other Source3 
Fuel storage/handling 0 0 381 

Miscellaneous sources+ 37 244 6 
Total other sources 37 244 387 

Total airport sources 14,640 5,726 3,183 

•• Includes vehicles converted to alternative fuels
•• • Includes through traffic from the Ted Williams Tunnel

Note: Particulate (PMIO) emissions for the above source categories were not providc:d in 
the Source document. 

Source: Boston-Logan International Airport, 1997 Annual t:pd.lte (EOEA #3247/S 146), August 1998 
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Lauri Webster, East Boston 
"Sometimes the noise is so bad my husband and I 
pack the house and leave, just because we can't 
take the noise any more. It's pathetic-I can't even 
stay in my own house. 

"The blast of the engines crescendos to 95 deci
bels every 90 seconds as each plane takes off. The screeching and squeal
ing makes me clench my teeth. Each plane thunders down the runway, 
shaking the windows of the house, vibrating china in the closet and tilting 
pictures on the wall. 

"The noise wakes us up early in the morning and pounds away while we 
get ready for work. Every night it destroys the peace when we come home 
from a long day. It makes me irritable and I snap at my three year old. 
And sometimes this noise goes on for days-sometimes weeks-without a 
break. 

"When the wind changes and peace returns to my neighborhood, it is 
delightful. Unfortunately, I know that the planes are torturing friends in 
other neighborhoods and surrounding cities and towns. 

"The smell of jet fuel smell knows no boundaries either. It hi ts me in the 
face the second the train doors open at Orient Heights T station, and fol
lows me up the hill as I walk home. I can't always escape it once I get 
inside either, even if I put my head under a pillow. 

"I wish I could feel good about this airport expansion project, but I do not. 
I believe that air travel is still in its infancy, and that everything about it is 
going to get bigger and faster, and there is going to be more of it. It seems 
like we ought to be defining some boundaries and setting some limits, like 
a parent does for a child. One region can only take so much." 

Dovi Abbey, Roxbury 
"The sleep deprivation is terrible. There are times when I have five con
secutive days of planes over my house, going as late as two or three a.m. 
and starting as early as six in the morning. After five days of that you feel 
like you're in a war zone. They're turning Boston into Baghdad." 



Martha Merson, Jamaica Plain 

"My neighborhood has an active Crime 
Watch. We have organized to get rid of a 
drug problem, and if we had a truck load of 
garbage delivered to our street, we would 
find a way to clean that up too. But the kind 
of pollution Massport is planning to direct 
our way can't be contained. It has to be 
stopped before it starts. 

"The people of Boston have done so much 
work to make our neighborhoods livable; we 
don't need Massport to turn them into a war 
zone." 

Alan Wright, Roslindale 
"I live next to the Arnold Arboretum, a sanc-

tuary in the city. Noisy flights coming off Runway 27 make it unbearable 117 .34 
already. Runway 14/23 will triple the overflights and ruin the Arboretum 
for all our citizens. Massport should restrict or ban older jets, in addition to 
developing a quality of life master plan for the region. " 

Barbara Flavin, Winthrop 
"Honestly, my dream is just to be able to go to bed early, sleep through the 
night, and wake up late. Due to Logan Airport and the planes, I am 
unable to do that." 

Rebecca Swope, Chelsea 
'Tm a first-time homebuyer. I've lived in 
Chelsea all my life and finally got the money 
for a home on Tudor Street. I'm doing it all 
over, but now in my new house I get woken 
up at two or three in the morning. I can't get 
any sleep at night! 

"I fall asleep during the day. It's been so bad 
that I'm thinking about moving out of my 
own home. I never had tension headaches 
before, but I do now-all thanks to Massport." 



Ian McGlocklin, Brookline 
"Pollution is becoming an increasing-
ly vital issue for people's health 

117 35 today. More runways mean more 

� .. -,.,.,; ... ., 

, 

plane traffic which means more pol
lution and greater environmental 
damage. When will it stop? It should 

1 now!" 

���;&7'. ��::: ��:;� !��e!:�d can only 
.,.,•::.::::X.: -',�·:· afford cheap housing. Because of 
·',, this, my apartment walls are very 
thin and I hear the "T' and the airport noise all night long, so it's difficult 
to sleep." 

Dave Prusky, Chelsea 
"I'm over 60 and retired. I'd like to live out my life in peace and quiet, 
but Massport's got different plans. The planes are so low over my house 
that if I were to throw a rock, I could hit one. I'm already partially deaf in 
my right ea:,;, and I attribute this to having airplanes overhead all the 
time. 

"In my neighborhood, we get a lot of small plane noise. Why is it that I 
have to pay for an HOV lane on the Southeast E�:?ressway that I can't 
use, but Massport says it can't limit puddle jumpers' access to Logan? 
Why not an "HOV airport?" 

Tom Briand, East Boston 
"My family has lived in East Boston longer than 
the airport has been here: over one hundred 
years. We live in the city-and we love the living 
in the city-so we expect some noise and traffic. 
But the growth of Logan is swallowing up a 
community that has already suffered too much 
from Logan's expansion. This is our community. 
This is our neighborhood. This is where we want to raise our kids. 
Enough is just enough." 

117.36 



Davida Andelman, Dorchester 
"Over the last year or so, I've noticed that the noise from Logan over 
Dorchester has gotten dramatically worse: early in the morning, early in 
the evening and late at night. It disturbs me when I'm listening to the six 
o'clock news, when I'm trying to go to sleep, and in the morning when I 
might want to sleep later. This interferes with my quality of life. 

"This is the one issue that can unify all of Boston's neighborhoods. I go to 
a ton of community groups and meetings, and I haven't heard one person 
say they think Logan needs another runway." 

Robert Massa, Winthrop 
"We've lived in the same house for 32 years, and during that time we've 
had two dogs that have spent most of their time outside in our yard. The 
first one went deaf at age twelve, and now our current dog is deaf also. If

the noise did that to our pets, what's it doing to us?" 

Richard Salini, East Boston 
"One of Massport's contractors wanted to dump a 
load of contaminated dirt on the park near my 
house. It's a great park. I said, you are not putting 
that dirt on our park. They said, yes we are. 

' Massport would have allowed it to happen too, if
our community meeting hadn't stopped them. 

117.37 
"Why does Massport calculate the value of passengers' time lost to delays, 
but ignore the economic costs Logan imposes every day on its neighbors? 
Every time I drive, I hit traffic associated with the airport, wasting gas, 
and the aircraft exhaust that covers my car forces me to get my car 
washed constantly. At home, I have to keep my windows closed year
round, requiring me to keep the air conditioning running all summer long. 
These add up to hundreds of dollars a year in extra costs due to the air
port that I must pay out of my own pocket." 



Ignacio Ochoa, East Boston 
"I moved from Guatemala to East Boston five years ago. I like East Boston 
because it is a friendly, safe, ethnically diverse and affordable community that is 
very convenient to downtown. My wife and I bought a house on Eagle Hill and 
have worked very hard to renovate it. As soon as we moved in we realized that 
it is under the flight path of Runway 33. 

"Planes wake us up at 6 a.m. and fly continuously (a plane every 1 to 3 minutes) 
all day and into the night-often past one in the 
morning. Besides the planes that fly over us we 
hear the constant ground noise of planes preparing 
to take off and land. The planes line up one after 
the next and the background roar never stops. 117.�

"My wife called the Massport soundproofing pro-
gram and they sent us a blurry map with no street 
names and a letter telling us that we did not quali-
fy for sound proofing. Massport says our home 
lies four houses away from the noise contour lines 
which Massport presently utilizes. 

"Because of, Logan, East Boston's air quality violates the Federal Clean Air Act 
and we have some of the highest rates of respiratory infections in the state. How 
can Massport advocate building a runway that will triple the amount of planes 
going over our home? Regional planning-not runway expansion-should be 
implemen�2d immediately. What is Massport's plan to help abutters live with 
the present noise and contamination? 

"In Guatemala, human rights abuses are common. Development projects with 
undesirable impacts-garbage dumps, toxic waste sites and highways-are always 
built next to working class communities. In Guatemala, if we speak out against 
unfair policies and development projects we risk imprisonment or death.· But 
justice is supposed to prevail in the United States, even when the interests of 
working-class and minority people conflict with the profit interests of big busi
nesses. For this reason, I am a member of Communities Against Runway 
Expansion (CARE), and am speaking out in the hope that Runway 14/32 will 
never be built." 

117.�

117.�
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Lolly Lincoln, Cambridge 
"I live in Cambridgeport and now that I'm home with my kids I'm really 
aware of the airport, because we get a lot of small planes with really loud 
engines. My one year old son's bedroom is under the eaves, and the noise 
has woken him up many times. On nights when the wind is from the east, I 
hear them one after another. Some days it's relentless, and even the china 
cabinet shakes. 

'Tm also concerned about the air pollution from the planes overhead. Is 
anyone thinking about the effects of that?" 117.42 
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Pauline Collins, Hull 
"I live on a hill in Hull and can see the planes going by 
my windows. My whole house shakes. I oppose the pol
lution-noise and chemical-that Logan currently generates, 
so we certainly don't need more runways at the airport. 
We need a regional plan to save the neighborhoods 
around Boston Harbor." 

Art Flavin, Winthrop 
"Now that I'm retired, I should be able to choose when I'm going to work 
and when I'm going to rest. However, Logan airport makes sure that I 
wake up by 6:30 in the morning and that I not go to sleep before 11:30 at 
night. Naps are out of the question. But according to Massport, the neigh
borhood should be serene because the so-called average noise level is well 
within their limits. 

"Last spring, we had a meeting last spring with Massport and FAA to dis
cuss quality of life issues and we couldn't hear ourselves speak. Winthrop 
town hall is a brick and granite building but it was a hot night and we had 
the door open. It was either leave the door open and be drowned out by 
the airplane noise, or have our meeting but roast in the heat. 

"In theory, my own house isn't supposed to be under any flight path, but 
when the wind is blowing a certain way, I can't even use my front porch." 
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Madeleine Steczynski, East Boston 
"I have lived in East Boston for eight years. In 
my time here I have learned what incredible 
struggles the residents of this neighborhood have 
had to go through. My opposition to the runway 
is based on two facts: 

"Planes flying over my house at night have been 
so loud that I awake and think we are at war. Car 
alarms throughout the entire neighborhood have 
been set off. 

"Also, I work with the kids of East Boston. They 
deserve a better future!" 

Mary Thawley, South End 

"Sixty thousand jets over the South End are going to 
cause air pollution and if they want to fly any lower, 
there'll be no quality of life. You'll be able to grasp the 
wing and hitch a ride." 

Gregory Curci, Winthrop 
"Eight years ago when I moved into my house in Winthrop, I could hear 
the airport, but now with the increase in air travel I can also smell the jet 
fuel, and tires burning from the landings. I'm not supposed to be under 
any flight path, but there are times when I see three planes crossing 
simultaneously over my house at different altitudes. 

''I'm also starting to get smoke from the airport which hadn't happened 
before. So my home is no longer safe from the impact of the Logan." 

117.4� 
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Susan Hom, East Boston 
"My sister has asthma, my mother has asthma. 117. 45 
Now I have asthma. It makes you wonder that of 
a family who grew up in the same house near the 
airport, at least three of us have gotten asthma." 

Bobbie Hom, East Boston 

"I've lived in this house almost my entire life. This 
is a nice place to live-except for the airport. We 
have soundproofing but it doesn't really improve 
your quality of life; it just takes the edge off . And 
already we've had to replace more than a dozen of 
those windows that have broken. The noise is so 
bad that the day before I had a party for my daugh
ter, I was actually hoping it would be cold so 
there'd be a reason to keep the windows closed. 

"Sometimes the planes come in so low they clip the treetops. The worst 
was a day several years ago when they brought the planes in just barely 
skimming over our roofs. It was so frightening that everybody around 
here ran out of their houses. " 

Arthur Hom, East Boston 

"My big problem with Mass port is their 
credibility. They tell you one thing, then they 
try to do another. They bend the rules when 
they need to, and obey them only when it's 
convenient. So when Massport tells people 
in the Bayswater Street area that 14/32 will 
cut the traffic over us, it may-for a brief a 
time. But as soon as air traffic grows enough, 
they'll send the planes back to us, and at 
even higher levels." 
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SUMMARY OF MASSPORT'S AIRSIDE 
IMPROVEMENT PLANNING PROJECT 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft 
EIS/EIR.) considers the impact of five options on flight-delay reduction and weighs the 
environmental impact of each. The proposed schemes, called actions in draft report, comprise: 

• Constructing and operating a 5,000-foot wudirectional runway {14/32) located at the
southwestern edge of the airport for use over the water only. The runway length was selected
over a 4,500-foot length in order to accommodate a greater proportion of the
regional/commuter carrier fleet and therefore more effective in reducing delay CT:3-1).

• Constructing and operating a 9,300-foot Centerfield Taxiway between runway 4L/22R and
4R/22L.

• Reconfiguring, improving, realigning and extending other Taxiways
• Reducing approach minimums on some runways {lSR, 22L, 27 and 33L) by providing precision

approach guidance to a point closer to runway touchdown. 1bi.s v.r:ill reduce delays and enhance
operational safety.

• Peak Period Pricing or landing fee surcharges imposed on carriers during peak flight activity 
levels and as a result of airline over-scheduling.

The planned project was picked from a list of 5 options or alternatives O:ES-16 - Table 1). 

TABLE 1 - SELECTION OF PROPOSED ACTIONS AND DELAY REDUCTION 

Ahcmati\'c 

2 

3 

4 

Proposed A�1.ion 

All actions 
All actions without 
Peak Period Pricin,. 
All actions without 
14/32 
All actions 
{operational and 
administrative) but 
no build 
No actions - allows 
rouune mamtenance 
and annual minor 
1m rovements 

Percent Reduction 
of Defay for Y car 

2010 per 
37.SM Passengers

(Low Fleet)
-34.1%
-29.9%

-14.1%

-10.3%

• Based on uble 4.5-2 (!:4-30) and bar graph figure ES-4 (!:ES-19).

Percent Reduction 
of Ddays for Y car 

2010 per 
37.SM Passengers .

(High Fleet )
-53.6%
-31.3%

-42.7%

-41.3%

Status 

� 
Accepted 

Rejected 

Rejected 

Rejected 

Peak Period Pricing was not considered since current flight activity levels and over-scheduling do not 
exceed current airfield capacity Q:3-39). 
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Omstruction traffic dw-ing the 2000-2004 period will generate a daily average of 129 �:ES-27) 
truck round trips (range 58-580/ day). Routes lA and the Ted Williams Tunnel will be used as the 
major gateways. Certain designated routes on State highways would "minimize the impact on local 
streets" 0:ES-29). 

Runway 14/32 would be permitted to operate as a unidirectional ru.,way with all arrivals and 
departures occurring over B Jston Harbor. As a result 15% of total airport operations would shift 
from flight paths over communities to flight paths over the water U:ES-4). Upon completion, the 
project will reduce impacts for the most severely noise-affected comrmmicies in East Boston, Revere 
and Wmthrop Q:ES-30). 
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SUMMARY OF PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL DA TA 

LoganAirside Improvements Planning Project (EOEA #10458) looked at 2 areas: 

• Addressing Logan's delay problem
• Enhancing safety

The two plans will be achieved with minimal. environmental impact Q:ES-5 - Table 2). 

TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF DRAFf EIS/EIR 'S ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT AND MITIGATION 
ISSUE DRAFT EIS/EIR STATE�IENT 

-

Noise 1. 14/32 will provide more equitable noise distribution and mitigation
measures to most affected communities.

2. Communities at 65 decibels will experience a noise increase of 2%.
Soundproofing will be provided.

3. Proposed plan will not affect nonnal activity or aesthetic value of a public
park, refuge or historic sites.

4. The Taxiway system will reduce growid noise.
Air Quality/Odors 1. Air quality will improve due to 14/32 added shoner delay periods, and the

Taxiway system.
2. Ambient levels of Carbon Monoxide, Nitrogen Dioxide, and volatile

Organic Compounds are expected to be well within the air quality
standards and are below of all considered alternatives.

Terrestrial The runway and taxiway constructions will result in the total loss of 39.4 acres 
Vegetation and of vegetation, leaving behind a total of 440 acres. See also Table 5.4-1 Q:5-60) 
Wildlife Habitat for a list of avian species within the Logan airfield. 
Endangered and The construction of the Centerfield Taxiway between runways 4L/22R and 
Threatened Species 4R/22L will result in loss of upland sandpiper (Bartramia longicauda) habitat. 
of Flora and Fauna A plan with the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and Endangered Species 

Program (NHESP) will mitigate this impact. 
Soils The reportable concentrations of S 1 and S2 soil categories were exceeded in 

some of the soil sa.'11ples for arsenic, lead, and two polynuclear aromatic 
hydrocarbon compounds (l:5-71 and Table 5.6-1 - I:5-72} 

Water Quality Gass SB water quality standards are being met under average conditions 
(fable 5.5-1 - I:5-66). 

Wetlands No federal or state wetlands occur within the airfield study area U:5-58). 
Construction The construction-related work will be alleviated through "initiatives to limit 
Impact traffic, noise, and air quality impacts in surrounding communities." 
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RESPONSE NOTES 

There are legitimate questions to be reckoned with as they pertain to nearby communities' 
expectations. Any Logan improvement should be done in a sensible manner that will not 
compromise the environment, impact further on our health, irreparably disrupt our lifestyles, or 
detract from our property values. The submined report contains nwnerous deficiencies that fail to 
compare the benefits of alleviating delays and cutting airline costs to the true environmental, social, 
economic, and medical costs of the selected scenarios. 1bis report weighs environmental and 
medical impacts as compared to delay impact. 

• Noise Pollution Impact

1. One of the most frequent complaints of local communities' residents is noise. The FAA's
threshold of 65 decibels does not accurately assess how many people are disturbed by
aircraft noise. The National Resources Defense Council (NRDC) confirmed that Denver
International Airport, despite the relatively few people living within its 65 decibel noise
contour, receives the highest number of monthly noise complaints from outside this area9

• 

Noise can cause serious health problems. It acts as a biological stressor by eliciting a
response from the brain's reticular activation system that prepares the body for "fight or
flight". Neural impulses then travel throughout the central nervous system and influence
perceptual, motor, cognitive, behavioral, glandular, cardiovascular, and gastrointestinal
functions. Therefore, noise is thought of as a maprthreat to human health7

• 

The constant roar from jet aircraft can seriously affect the health and psychological well
being of children, according to a Cornell University srudy'. Gary Evans, a professor of
design and environmental analysis in Cornell's College of Human Ecology concluded that
there are health problems resulting from chronic airport noise, including higher blood
pressure and boosted levels of stress hormones, which may have lifelong effects. Evans
contends also that New York children living near an international airport tended to be poor
listeners and did not read as well as matched children in quiet schools. Mark Lawrence, an
East Boston resident, who currently lives in Florida, recalls 13:

"I REMEMBER being scared out of a deep sleep as a child as a jet would pass over 
my house so close you could see the pilot's face. 
I REMEMBER how each year as a student all my teachers would have to pause 
ever'/ 5 or so minutes to allow the screeching jets to pass. 
I REMEMBER not being able to concentrate in school because of jet noise." 

As many as 115 flights an hour pass over communities north and south of Logan Airport. In 
a joint public meeting by Massachusetts Environmental Protection Agency (MEPA) and the 
Federal EPA, Elaine McGrath of Chelsea told the board that, 'The communities are 
speaking with one voice and telling you it's unkaralde. Massport isn't telling you that" 19• 

2. No remedy was given for the structural cL.mage due to low-flying aircraft vibrating homes,
school buildings, monuments, and industrial infrastructures within the affected communities.

4 
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3. The following flight path map obtained from the Boston Globe shows the projected impact
comparing 1997, and 2001 with or "'�thout the new runway.

One obvious problem with this map's projections is that 14/32 will not be completed by 
2001. According to a Massport spokesman, Jeremy Guckford, the approval process alone 
could take two years10• But a less obvious issue revolves around the increased fleet capacity 

projected by 2010. The numbers are therefore meaningless since those communities that are 
promised a relief for 2001 will not see it materialize in time and will be dmwned by an
eventual increase in total flights that supercedes the current level. Furthermore, if the plan is 
implemented, there will be a disproportionate and exorbitant increase in flights over poorer 
communities such as sections of Chelsea, East Boston, Everen, and Roxbury. The laner fact 
triggered U.S. Representative Joseph Moakley to argue that the impact statement did not 
address the environmental effects of the new runway on minority and low-income people in 
Boston that was required by a 1994 executive order issued by President Clinton 15• 

4. The Harbor Islands recreational area will suffer significant noise impact.
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• Chemical Emission/Impact

Oiemical pollutants emitted include cumulative chemicals generated by vehicles within the
�ort area, such as planes and transport vehicles, as well as road traffic leading to and from the
auport.

1. Since the pollution emission predictor uses 1993 as a contrast item, an overcrowded airport 117 .50
year and a peak year for delays, the predicted emission reductions for year 2010 are
undoubtedly minimized to favor a lesser environmental impact. Furthermore, the model
predicts minor gains in reducing the levels of pollutants in the environment. But, the 117 51proposed action model predictor uses alternative 1 to attain this analytical profile Q:Y: Tables • 
EI 1-1-EI 1-4). Since plan 1 was rejected in favor of plan lA, these data do not necessarily fit
the report's final conclusions (see Tables 1 and 3 in this report).

2. The additional combustion of gasoline and oil will increase the total Volatile Organic
117. 52 Compounds or Hydrocarbons (VOCs) in the atmosphere. V(X,.s are considered to be

photochemical pollutants; a concentration of 3 ppm can result in 0.1 ppm of photochemical
oxidants, a class of pollutants that includes both hydrocarbon and nitrogen derivatives.

3. The EPA' s regional administrator stated that " ... the number of passengers using the airport
is projected almost to double current levels by 2010" (ll:l). The projected increase in 117 .53 passenger volume to 45 million by 2010 will have an adverse effect on the local
transportation and air quality by increasing the overall level of ozone in the airport region
and on roads leading to the airport. Reducing ozone precursors, which includes nitrogen
oxides is necessary to help the State attain the health standards for ground-level ozone
(smog). Nitrogen dioxide (NOi) is a pollutant that in concentr:ttions as low as 0.25 ppm for
one hour can blanket the horizon with reddish-brownish haze. Smog formation is initiated
by the photochemical decomposition of NO2 to NO + 0. The resulting oxygen atoms then
react with the more. abundant species 02 resulting in ozone (OJ). Oxygen atoms and Ozone
molecules are also highly reactive with hydrocarbons, and a variety of products are eventually
formed, including alcohols, ketones and aldehydes. The eye irritation, which is a familiar
feature of photochemical smog, is due to the presence of compounds such as formaldehyde
and acrolein. Both NO and NO2 can also react directly v..ith unsaturated hydrocarbons
resulting in Methyl Nitrate and Peroxyacetyl Nitrate (PAN), both of which are powerful eye
irritants23• 

4. Local airport traffic will also add to the problem of Carbon Monoxide (CO) emission. CO is
found at normal levels between 0.025-1 ppm. In major cities, it ranges from 10-50 ppm. 117.54 CO reduces the ability of the blood to transport oxygen though the body. The resulting
strain on the heart and lungs can be fatal. CO can also cause dizziness, blurred vision, and
distorted perception of time.

5. Sulfur Oxides, which occur chiefly as Sulfur Dioxide, Sulfur T rioxides, Sulfurous and
Sulfuric Acids, can damage vegetation, fabrics, metals, and ecosystems such as lakes and
ponds. Levels of 0.25 ppm or above cause irritation to hwnan beings. Concentrations
between 0.08 and 0.1 ppm for any length of time are considered unhealthy. It takes usually
about 5 ppm of S01 for 1 hour to cause irritation to human throat and lung tissue, with
accompanying bronchial constriction. But in individuals who suffer from chronic respiratory
diseases, a minor increase in the concentration of SO2 from 0.1 to 0.2 ppm can cause them
t0 start coughing and experience severe difficulties in breathing23

• Sulh1r Dioxide i� a heavy
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noxious gas that can very quickly combine with water to form Sulfurous Acid (H2SOJ). 
Also, Sulfur dioxide can absorb a photon of light and becomes "excited" so that if it collides 
with an 01 molecule, it forms sulfur trioxide (SOJ). lbis is much more toxic than SO2 and 
has much more affinity to water molecules in the atmosphere or lungs where it forms 
Sulfuric Acid (I-!2SO�), a highly corrosive acid. S01 emissions were not conducted since, 
according to the draft report, airports are not identified as significant sources of these 
emissions G:6-64). 

6. In addition, Sulfur compounds, Nitrogen Oxides, Lead, and various reactive volatile
hydrocarbons can form other chemical complexes that are deleterious to all forms of life.
These forms include a barrage of toxic and synthetic compounds whose effect on health
ranges from clear-cut to suspicious. For example, NOi can combine with reactive
hydrocarbons to form a wide range of pollutants including PAN, a major reactive pollutant.
Some of these compounds are mutagenic and lead to cancer. Substances known to be
cardiovascular irritants can directly be linked to emphysema, asthma, chronic bronchitis and
heart anacks.

7. Suspended particles or particulates are tiny bits of matter (technically less than 0.1
millimeter) floating in the atmosphere, such as diesel smoke, fine ash, and dust. Particles
which are smaller than 2.5 thousandths of a millimeter can pass through the primary, non
specific immune defenses such as nose hair and mucous membranes and may cause illness.
Over a period of years, these materials attack lung tissue and increase susceptibility to such
diseases as tuberculosis and lung cancer. And in urban areas, these particulates are believed
to be responsible for increased asthma attacks, aggravating existing heart and lung
conditions, lowering resistance to infection, and breathing problems in children. There is a
direct correlation between high particulate air pollution and risk of premature mortality from
heart and lung disease. The NROC estimates that at current levels of pollution,
approximately 64,000 premature deaths from cardiopulmonary causes may be attributable to
particulat� air pollution each year. That represents 6.5% of all cardiopulmonary deaths,
which.total 986,000 per year9

• 

8. Many suspended particles serve as niche sites for microorganisms and their spores, including
potential human pathogens.

9. High concentrations of suspended particles can cause reduced visibility caused by absorption
and scattering of light. Soiled clothing and soot-covered buildings are other symptoms that
are all too familiar.

10. Mixtures of atmospheric pollutants may show synergistic interactions, so that more
aggregate damage is done by even small amounts than otherwise be expected. For example,
the growth of pasture grasses is suppressed more by a mixture of SO2 and NOi than by that
of either alone t.

11. Benzene, dioxin, toluene, xylene, and formaldehyde are known to be toxic and carcinogenic
even at minute concentrations. None were monitored individually in the draft EIS/EIR
study.

12. Overall health probl'!ms due to noise and chemical pollution include mental health
problems, cardiovascular disease, gastrointestinal disease, compromised immune response,
pregnancy and birth defects, learning disabilities, respiratory problems, and cancer7

• 
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13. Table 5.6-1 Q:5-72) indicates that the reportable concentrations of St and S2 soil were
exceeded in some of the soil samples for arsenic, lead, and two polynuclear aromatic
hydrocarbon compounds Q:5-71). Lead is knovm to be toxic in trace amounts. St soil
category applies to those soils where there is a chance for a }-,jgh frequency and high intensity
of exposure to the soil by children and adults. While most of the lead assimilated comes
from food and drink, some is inhaled. The residence time of le2d in the bones is 78 years,
whereas that of blood and soft tissue is about 30 days6

• Lead emissions were not assessed by
the draft report Q:6-64). 

Ultimately, the lack of sufficient epidemiological and long-term health impact analysis due to 
these pollutants on people in affected communities is troubling. 

TABLE 3 -CO:MPARISONOF DRAFf EIS/EIR ESTIMATES OFMA ORAIR. POLLUfANfS 
Pollutant Total 1993 Predicted Predicted % change %d1:111ge 

Le\"cls of Low-Le\"cls Low-I.e,·cls from 1993 from 1993 
B:1sc1ine for 2010 (Alt for 2010 (Alt 1 l.c\"cls with l.c\·cls with
Emissions for ..J/No -All No Action Action (Ah.
Logan A1.."lion} A1.."lionsr} (Alt . ..J)t l)+
(kg/day} 

Gu-hon 16,043 14,355 13,976 -10.5% -12.9%
Monoxide 
Sulfur NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 

Oxides 
VOC 3,666 2,572 2,383 -29.8% -35%
Nitrogen 5,002 7,078 6,919 +41.5% +38.3%
Oxides 
Particulate 241 280 251 + 16.2% +4.2%
Maner 
Lead NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 

* No data was given for the actual proiect (Alt. IA) 
+ Negative data indicate a decrease in pollutant level while positive data ind.iate an increase. 

Construction Impact 

1. The report claims no more than 0.6% overall impact on daily traffic due to trucking to and
from the airport construction sites U:ES-29). But the use of Routes lA and the Ted
Williams Tunnel will surely exceed that limit as hundreds of daily trucks enter and exit these
roads. Furthermore, as to what roads are these trucks using to get to the aforementioned
gateways, the report purports that 'certain' designated routes on state highways should be
used to 'minimize' the impact on local streets Q:ES-29).

2. The draft report maintains that construction period traffic during the 2000-2004 period will
generate a daily average of 129 truck round trips (range 58-5801 day). The expected increase
in traffic load will go on for years and wil! add to the already overly congested roads that lead
to and from the airport. This will disrupt the normal flow of traffic on affected roads
causing traffic delays, increasing traffic noise to neighboring communities as well as
augmenting the existing pollution and particulate dust problem, and contributing to road
erosion and structural damage. Nighttime construction will also occur. Winthrop's Office
of the Board of Selectmen noted in a lener to Secretary Trudy Coxe, the Executive Officer
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of Environmental Affairs, that "Past experience with other Logan construction projects has 
demonstrated their capacity to severely interrupt sleep panems" {li: 17.6). 

• Endangered and Threatened Species of Flora and Fauna

1. The draft report mentions the loss of about 37 acres of existing grassland U:ES-5) which is
described in a later section as a net loss of 39.4 acres of "mowed grass" 0:ES-25), leaving
behind 440 acres of vegetation. Of the 39.4 acres lost, 28.5 acres is due to the taxiway
improvements, there is a 9% reduction in existing upland vegetation.

2. The loss of vegetation will result in loss of Upland Sandpiper
(Bartramia lmgicauda) habitat due to construction of the
Centerfield Taxiway between runways 4L/22R and 4R/22L.
There is a mitigation plan with the Massachusetts Natural
Heritage and Endangered Species Program (}v-fNHES) to save
the Upland Sandpiper. Michael Garanca, Natural Resource
Manager of the Massachusetts National Guard stated that " ...
you can't simply (physically) move these birds and their nests
to a different habitat." 17 Scon Melvin, from :MNHES,
concurred with Ciaranca that the current bird population and
its nests could not be relocated but added that another site at
the Massachusetts Military Reservation (Cape Cod) could serve as a new habitat that might
conceptually be beneficial for the birds21• 

• Delays

1. The draft.report chose 1993, a year in which flights peaked and Logan was overcrowded, as
a base year for statistical comparison. In the short term (circa 1999), 29 million passengers
were chosen to represent the fleet's annual passenger load. While for the long-term (circa
2010 and beyond), 2 sets were selected: 37.5 and 45 million passengers. At each passenger
volume two fleet scenarios were analyzed, representing low and high-range levels of
operation @:Appendix E, pl). The benefits of Alternative Actions 1 and 1A were 117 58 estimated to provide the greatest level of delay reduction v..ith plan 1 reducing delays by ' 

between 29.3% and 60.3% Q:ES-18, and !:4-30). The draft report states that "a comparison
of Peak Period Pricing {between 1 and lA) under near-term, low fleet conditions is only 2
percent" Q:4-30). Table 4.5-2 shows that to be true. But, given the time-line for completing
the runway, 1999 is not a realistic goal. Interestingly, the same table shows how the 'no
build' option 3 under a high fleet scenario (with either low or high passenger loads) is much
bener at reducing delays than the 'build' 1A alternative {10% bener for a low passenger load
and 6.5% bener for a high passenger load - see table 4.5-2, !:4-30). The EPA predicts a
doubling of passenger capacity by 2010 at Logan ffi:EPA Lener 1 dated Nov. 13, 1995), and
Massport sees a 35.5% increase by 2010 (29 to 45 million passengers, III:Appendix E, p 15),
in which case the proposed plan will do linle to alleviate congestion.

2. The Michael S. Dukakis Administration in 1989 imposed a torm of peak period pricing 117. 59which dropped congestion dramatically at the airport2
, thus, puning doubt on the draft

report's contention that Peak Pricing is not helpful.

9 



3. The US Department of Transportation statistics concurs 'With Massport's data on flight
delays. But according to the FAA standards for calculating delays, Logan has only about 3%
of its flights delayed 1°. The FAA sensibly does not account for delays of less than 15
minutes or those that end up in flight cancellation. But, even if short delays are excessive, the
US Department of Transportation confinned that delays are not unusual for major airports,
even for state-of-the-art facilities like Denver's Centennial airport, which had 29% of its

117.60 flights delayed last y�arll.

4. According to FAA data, the delay situation at Logan has improved since 1993 and is
essentially in equilibrium. Massport's Aviation Planning Director, Betty Desrosiers, admitted
that delays have declined irt recent years as airport planners improved scheduling 'With
airlines to.
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CONCLUSIONS 

• Massport often hides behind Federal aviation rulings and ignores community pleas to provide
relief from daily disturbances living next to the airport QI:9.1). Typically, the draft report gave
little to no serious anention to harmful noise and pollution impacts on the people in local
communities, including residential neighborhoods, schools, parks, homes for the elderly,
monwnents, plants, and historic and culrural land. The proposed runway would adversely affect
the noise and air quality in surrounding communities and seriously prevent or hamper many
redevelopment efforts currently underway.

• The -widespread broadening of flights over many neighborhoods would increase noise impact to
intolerable levels. Studies indicate that noise affects one's ability to concentrate and can cause
sleep deprivation, resulting in potentially deleterious effects on health and well being7

. James
Maas, professor of psychology at Cornell University and author of "Power Sleep", warned that
getting enough sleep is more important than diet, exercise, or any other factor in increasing
people's longevityU.

• The draft's conclusions are drawn based on data models that fail to analyze true health impacts
or to assess meaningful noise measurements. In fact, the Director of the Environment
Department of the City of Boston stated that •... none of the scenarios presented can be
considered to provide significant reductions in environmental impacts from airport operations.
In particular, the proposed nm.way 14/32, touted for its unidirectional over-water
approach/ departure, is only marginally effective at reducing noise" (II: 11.1).

• The EPA Regional Administrator stated that the region is currently in serious violation of the
National Ambient Air Quality Standards for ozone, and that arry increased traffic generated by
the airport will make the Commonwealth's job of attaining the ozone standard more difficult
ill:1).

• While implementation of Peak Period Pricing was initially considered, the report claimed that
"no US airport imposes a peak pricing system", and that "airline over-scheduling is not a
significant contributor to delay under low fleet conditions or in the current or near-term
environment at Logan" 0:ES-18). But, interestingly, the same report admits in a footnote that
both New York and New Jersey Port Authorities apply a 'surcharge' to general aviation aircraft
operating during peak hours. Furthermore, the Dukakis administration in 1989 imposed a form
of peak period pricing which dropped congestion dramatically at the airport2

• Recently, the
Conservation Law Foundation weighed in against the run-w-ay plan, arguing that Massport could
do more to alleviate flight delays by creating cost disincentives for airlines to fly at peak tirnes24

• 

• The Draft's attempt to 'divide and conquer' local communities by promising a balance in
overhead flights is ill advised. In fact, the new runway and taxiway will allow the airport to grow
beyond rational limits. Bennet Heart, a spokesperson from the Conservation Law Foundation,
stated that "the (environmental impact statement) paints a fairly frightening projection for
growth at Logan"25• Growth of Logan will augment existing noise and chemical polt1tion levels
for nearby communities. Most troubling is the disproportionate, biased, and significant increase
in air traffic over low-income and minority communities of East Boston, Chelsea, Everett, and
Roxbwy.
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• The report often failed to reference the appropriate tables for the graphs sho"Wll. Given the
amount of time we were allotted to provide a response, we spend precious time looking for raw
data that were not referenced in the shown graphs (see bar graph ES-4: l:ES-19).

• It is clear from the data that there is no significant decrease in congestion or delays due to the
proposed plan and that any minor decrease in delay is invalidated by the immense social cost to
the neighboring communities. US Representative Michael Capuano wisely stated that "if 14/32
will not permanently reduce delays, we shouldn't build it. The detrimental impact on our
neighborhoods is too great. The burden of proof is on Masspon to explain why there is a need
for 14/32 when it will drastically increase airplane noise in many communities and doesn't even
represent a permanent solution to the problem.• 16 Logan has reached its capacity. To obviate
the build option, a regional solution should be adopted. It involves moving cargo traffic to

regional airports, building a connector from Worcester Airport to MassPike, working to establish
Nonh/South rail link and services, and implementing Peak Period Pricing. Long term solutions
should look into planning and building a regional airport with an eye on the origin-destination
demand (fable 4).

TABLE 4 - LOGAN'S ORIGIN-DESTINATION DEMAND BY REGION 

Region % of Logan's origin-dcsti11:1tio11 
Vermont 0.4% 
Maine 2.8% 
New Hampshire 7.4% 
C.Onnecticut 0.3% 
Rhode Island 2.4% 
Massachusetts, west of 495 8.8% 
Massachusetts, between Rt 128 and I-4952 28.6% 

Massachusetts, inside Rt. US excluding Boston2 28.6% 

Massachusetts, City of Boston 20.6% 
Total 99.9 
1 Ad.i.ptcd from !:2·8 .nd Execuuve Swnnury R�n:ES-10. 
2 Combined 57.2% of Logan's origin and destin.ation passenger demand is drawn from these two regions. 

• Massport purports the draft: report to be a full disclosure document. But, it leaves many details
out and obscures the major issues that can potentially affect public health which deserves full
public scrutiny under The Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA). As the project
would significantly increase Logan's airside capacity, the environmental consequences would be
extraordinary. Failure to see the environmental impact of the build option will condemn
hundreds of thousands of local residents to living with deteriorating medical, social, and
environmental conditions. These communities have not been given fair consideration in this
matter.

• Given Masspon's history at keeping promises26, its current assurance22 that ruriway 14/32 will be
unidirectional is dubious at best U:ES-4). The FM and Massport can reverse this 'flight of
fancy' promise at any time following ruriway completion.

• In the final analysis, Mass port is putting a price on our heads. The Agency is gambling away the
public's health in favor of alleviating what are mostly minor delays. As the level and cost of
airport pollution climbs, Massport has made no apologies and has not addressed the long-term
and cumulative impact of pollutants on our health and the environment in a satisfactory manner.
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Massport's argument regarding the "Airside Improvement Project" is myopic: It concentrates 
more on the economics of cutting airline cost and business benefits but minimizes the 
tremendous environmental, social, and medical costs it is imposing on its neighbors. The true 
cost to society, in other words, is never measured properly. We respectfully submit that any 
permanent and long-term impact damage visited on local communities should not be brushed 
aside in favor of business 'profit' or for alleviating petty delays. And that any money earmarked 
for Logan expansion would be bener spent on alleviating current levels of noise and chemical 
pollution felt throughout the local commwuties. 
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Law and Education tor Environmcmal Justice 

F.ebruary 11, 1994, President Clinton signed Executive Order 12898, the Executive Order on 
ederaj Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income 
op�ions ("Executive Order on Environmental Justice,,). This precedent-setting measure for 
e � time in history requires all federal agencies to incorporate achieving environmental justice 
to their missions by identifying and addressing disproportionately high and adverse human health 

l
or e#onmental e�cts of their p:ograms, policies, and activities on minority populations and
low-mcome populations of the nauon. 

Follow,ing the directive of this Executive Order on Environmental Justice, the Department of 
Tran�portation ("DOT"), in concert with all other federal agencies, established its own 
"D�ent of Justice Order to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and 
Low�Income Populations." Binding on all DOT administrations, including the Federal Aviation 
Administration, this Order is a key component ofDOT's June 21, 1995 Environmental Justice 
Strategy (60 Fed. Reg. 33896) . 

. ·. 

[n sum, the Executive Order on Environmental Justice, DOT's Order on Environmental Justice, 
and:DOT's Environmental Justice Strategy require in no uncertain terms that disproportionate 
impacts on low-income and minority populations be avoided. 

It is the policy of DOT to promote the principles of environmental justice (as 
-- ·: embodied in the Executive Order) through the incorporation of those principles in

all DOT programs, policies, and activities. This will be done by fully considering 
, environmental justice principles through planning and decision-making processes in 

the development of programs, policies, and activities, using the principles of the 
National Environmental Pol.icy Act of 1969 (NEPA), Title VI of the Civil Rjghts
Act of 1964 (Title VI), ... and other DOT statutes, regulations and guidance that 
address or affect infrastructure planning and decisionmaking; social, economic, or 
environmental matters; public health; and public involvement. 

DOT Order to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income 
Populations. [OST Docket No. OST-95-141 (50125)]. 

The Order underscores the importance of Title VI, further stating that, "(u]nder Title VI, each 
Federal agency is required to ensure that no person, on the ground of race, color, or national 
origin, is ... denied the benefits of. or subject to discrimination under any program or activity 
receiving Federal financial assistance." ld 

oars position on environmental justice and fundamental fairness could not be clearer. 

Histopcally an Italian-American population, the community most drastically impacted by Logan 
International Airport, East Boston, has always been a low- to moderate-income community. 
However, East Boston is emerging ethnically and culturally as minority populations grow. East 
Boston now can boast of Italian-Americans living side-by-side with Latino and South East Asian 
immigrar.ts, for example. 



·But Blst Boston is not alone in receiving the impact of Runway 14/32 proposal. With stepped
up u� of Runway 27 as a part of the new scheme, the communities of Chelsea. Roxbury, the
Soutli;End, and Jamaica Plain, among others, will receive an appreciable increase in overhead air
traffic� and noise on the Runway 27 path.

These: are the same communities that have the highest asthma hospitalization rate in the state
(Roxbury), host the most trash transfer stations, the most brownfields sites, the most diesel buses,
:and o�er noxious uses than communities anywhere else in the Greater Boston area. Lt appears to
be no �oincidence that Massport and the FAA are planning a further assault on the health and
well-b,eing of these communities. . · the Logan expansion is perpetuating the unfair
paradigm that has plagued residents in these communities for decades.

-Chel�a is a "majority minority" community with the majority of its residents now people of color.
Roxl>ury continues to be largely populated by people of African descent, now with Haitian,
-Pu� Rican, Dominican, and Cape Verdcan populations along with African-Americans. The
So�End and Jamaica Plain have similar ethnic mixes that include Latino and African-American
populations and a variety of income levels including low-income. Each of these communities
includes the very populations that Congress sought to protect under Title VI of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964. President Clinton amplified that protection under his Executive Order on
Envirqnmental Justice, which was again heightened under the DOT Order on Environmental
Justice.

The FAA, by the federal Orders, and Massport, by Title VI, are mandated to make extraordinary
efforts to avoid impacts to communities of color as well as low-income communities by selecting
ap�priate alternatives. The FAA and Massport have failed to make even minimal efforts to 117. 7 2
a.voidpnpacts to these protected communities. The fact that a host of protected communities in
and .around Boston will be disproportionately impacted by the proposed expansion is glaring and
.raises·ihe specter of-discrimination prohibited by Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.

This proposed expansion is squarely against the letter and spirit of civil rights and environmental
justic� and in violation of the federal Orders and Title VI. Therefore, the proposed expansion
must.be stopped.
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P.O. Box 812392 -Wetlesley, MA 02482 
tel. 508-653-6588 fax. 508-653-0804 

Toxic Chemical Emissions, Releases and Storage 
Logan Airport Impact Area 

Summary of Emissions In Airport Expansion Impact Area 

Boston, Somerville, Winthrop and other Logan Airport-impacted communities 
receive a significant burden of toxic chemicals in their air from local concerns which 
use hazardous chemicals. Additional chemical compounds which are hazardous to 
health are contributed by air and ground traffic-related sources. These indude 
nitrogen and sulfur oxides, as well as hydrocarbon-based particulates and ozone
producing compounds. The full listing of specific sources included in the USEPA's 
records follows In an appendix. These records are available from the Toxic Release 
lnventory(TRI) and the Aerometric Information Retrieval System (AIRS). 

These host communities already experience a dose of hazardous air pollutants 
(HAPS) which measurably, and perhaps dramatically, harms their health. By 
concentrating airport bound ground traffic into the expanding Logan facility, residents 
exposure to HAPs increases. Measures whlch Increase this ground and air traffic, 
such as the expanded parking facilities and runway expansion, add to the air pollution 
burden. 

The host communities are exposed to hazardous air pollutants from stalled 
tunnel traffic, cars and truckS servicing Logan, local highways and airport aa;ess 
routes, and the airport and aircraft themselves. Given recent reports based on USEPA 
data that 60 % of these a1r toxics are being generated by transportation sources, it 
seems that consideration must be given to reducing traffic in the airport impact area, 
rather than increasing ll Reducing flight delays does nothing to reduce these air 
toxics Impacts. A regional approach to reducing the ground and air traffic loads is 
needed. 



Boston residents already experience lung cancer rates 18 % greater than 
statewide averages, with corresponding increases of 62 % for liver, 60 % for 
esophageal, and 24 % for stomach cancers. Revere residents have 80 % more than 
expected levels of non-Hodgkins Lymphoma. Everett lung cancer rates are 33 % 
higher than expected. Women in Hull have 91 % higher than expected levels of lung 
cancer. (AH data is from MADPH 1987 - 1994 figures for males, except where noted} 

Impact of Air Pollutants on Health 

Government estimates of toxic chemical concentrations in local air indicate that 
most Americans - over 220 million people - live in neighborhoods where the 
additional cancer risk from toxic chemicals in outdoor air was more than 100 times 
higher than the goal set by Congress a decade ago. For 11 million Americans, 
according to the new estimates, cancer risk from their neighborhood air is more than 
1,000 times higher than Congress' goal, the Environmental Defense Fund (EDF) 
announced on April 20, 1999. (Source: Environmental Defense Fund report based on 
USEPA data. see http://wYM.edf.org) 

The newty released government figures are based on 1990 data and 
represent the first-ever estimate of which toxic chemicals, in what amounts, are in local 
communities' air. EDF took the government figures and calculated the associated 
health risks for each community. The 1990-based government estimates come with 
official cautions about their use, and several accuracy checkS showing close 
comparability with measurements as recent as 1997. 

"The numbers show that cars, trucks, and small businesses tend to be 
responsible for much more of the airs toxicity than is generally recognized," said EDF 
attorney David Roe. ot the air cancer risk calculated by EDF for the US as a whole, 
60% is from mobile sources and 26% from small-business 'area' sources, with the 
remaining 14% from industrial 'point' sources. "Up to now, lack of information has 
meant lack of attention to some of the biggest causes of toxic air," Roe said. (see: 
http://www.edf.org/pubs/NewsReleases/1999/Apr/d_scorecard.html) 

Illustrating the point is the fact that the District of Columbia shows a higher per
capita cancer risk in its air than any of the 50 states, despite having virtually no major 
industrial facilities. Car and truck traffic and the Ronald Reagan (National) Airport were 
its main sources of air toxics. 



-j
Asthma Incidence 

New England has the highest number of hospital visits due to asthma per 
c.apita, 81% higher than the national average. (IMS) In fact, 10-20% of all summertime 
respiratory-related hospital visits in the Northeast are associated with ozone pollution. 
(EPA) 

Asthma is the 6th most prevalent chronic condition among adults and children. 
In the last 10 years the incidence of asthma has doubled, especially among minority 
populations living in urban areas. (ALA) 

Asthma Is the most common Chronic disease for children. It is the leading cause 
of school absenteeism: one third of all missed school days are attributed to asthma. 
For children, asthma Is the number one cause of doctor's office visits, emergency room 
visits, and hospital admissions(Data source: EPA, NEJM; Text source: MADEP) 

Role of Motor Vehlcle Traffic In Air Pollution 

Traffic on the road causes about 40°.4 of the pollutants that react with sunlight to 
produce ground-level ozone, the main ingredient in smog. {MADEP) Ozone irritates 
IMng tissue in lungs, eyes, nose. It burns your lungs the way the sun burns your skin. 
(ALA) 

There are over 4.2 million cars, and about 100,000 buses and trucks, registered 
In Massachusetts and driving on our roads. And another 500,000 commercial vehicles 
pass through our state on any given day. (Source: MA DEP web site: http:// 
www.dep.state.ma.us. 

Summation 

Any credible model for pollutant reduction includes efforts such as replacing 117 7 3 short haul air traffic and its associated ground automobile traffic with electrified high 
speed rail. This more efficient transportation system would have a positive effect on 
air pollution if it were given the same level of support from parts of the Community 
which have pressed for Logan runway expansion. 

The communities in the Logan Airport impact area already experience higher 
levels of cancer and asthma specifically because of the excessive burden of 
transportation emissions they experience. Increasing the pace of these emissions 
may wen add to this burden of exposure. 

Submitted by Marco Kaltofen, P.E. Civil 
Boston Chemical Data Corp. 
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Letter 117 

Green Works 

John T. O'Connor, President 

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

117.1 Air Quality Impacts It is probable that construction of a new runway will in fact 

117.2 Air Quality NAAQS 

--

117.3 Air Quality NAAQS 

117.4 Air Quality NAAQS 

117.5 Noise Impacts 

create new opportunities for growth in airport operations, 
and consequently, in aircraft and motor vehicle emissions. 
Viewed this way, Massport's assertion that air quality 
impacts from 14/32 are beneficial or negligible is just 

___ __ , __ do\\l��g�! �r��g
:_______ _ __ --

Massport pays scant attention to Logan's role in MA's ozone 
problem ... the DEIS explores the issue superficially, despite 
its own projection that Logan growth will cause significant 
increases in NOx emissions in coming years. 

. . . .. __ - - -

The DEIS fails to properly consider certain hazardous air 
pollutants (HAPs) like benzene and formaldehyde that are 
known or probable carcinogens, through its misleading use 
of overly-broad categories. 

Massport's own projections show significant increases in 
emissions of particulates with diameters less than 10 
microns ... the DEIS fails to adequately treat the special 
concerns associated with particulates of less than 
2.5 microns. 

... Massport's treatment of noise as largely a nuisance factor 
to be dealt with only within the confines of narrowly-drawn 
and ill-defined contours is unacceptable. 

Letter 117: Green Works, John T. O'Connor, President 

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 subseguent EDRs _lA�n�al ��atesl_ 
40 CFR 93 instructs parties to address ozone by quantifying its 
precursors, NO. and VOCs. This quantification was done for 
the EIS/EIR, comparing project-related NO. and voe
emissions to the de minimis values for this non-attainment area. 

_ The proj��t�relate� emissions were �ho� to �e d�_r_!linj�is . 
Although hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) are not specifically 
addressed, Section 6.8.7 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
includes a discussion of public health. Because VOCs and 
PM10 emissions are lower with the Airside Project than without 
it, it can be concluded that from these emissions will also be 
lower with the Airside Project Alternatives, when compared to 
the No Action Alternative. 
� - - -

Particulate Matter (PM) emission factors for aircraft are 
very limited, at best, and nonexistent in most cases. Therefore, 
as a conservative, worst-case assumption, the air quality 
analysis assumed that all PM is less than 10 microns in 
diameter. No emission factors or approximation methods are 
available for PM2.s. The emissions inventories for future 
conditions and alternatives are contained in Section 6.4 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and Appendix F. These inventories 
show that all Alternatives, including the No Action and Preferred 
Alternative, are well within acceptable criteria. In addition, 
dispersion modeling indicates no violation of the NAAQS for the 
pollutants analyzed (CO, NO and PM10) under any alternative 
and future year. 
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 taxes), combined with funds provided by Massport
through Passenger Facility Charges and landing fees, had fully
funded the sound insulation of all eligible dwelling units in
Massport's current sound insulation program. Despite this
accomplishment, Massport continues to seek means of
expanding its sound insulation program exclusive of FAA's
decision on this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR.11 the FAA approves
the Preferred Alternative, Massport is committed to expanding
the program to include all additionally eligible residences.

- - --- ----- ----- -----
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Code 

117.6 

117.7 

117.8 

117.9 

Topic 1 

Air Quality 

Air Quality 

Environmental 
Justice 

Public Health 

Topic 2 

Model 

Model 

Impacts 

Effects 

Comment 

' The DEIS appears to sharply understate these motor 
vehicle emissions, by assuming-inexplicably-that motor 
vehicle traffic growth will lag well behind passenger growth; 
the direct opposite of what has actually proven true in recent 
years. 

The DEIS analysis does not include aircraft emissions at 
altitudes of above 3,000'. 

... Massport's proposal clearly flouts President Clinton's 
Executive Order No. 12898, making environmental justice a 
key criterion. 

... Massport should be required to thoroughly assess 
potential health effects associated with existing levels of 
Logan operations on Massachusetts residents. 

Letter 117: Green Works, John T. O'Connor, President 

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). 

Emissions released above 3,000 feet are not expected to have 
any ground-level impact. Therefore, a mixing height of 
3,000 feet is considered acceptable for this analysis. 

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 
communities in the form of residential sound insulation. 

A discussion of the Environmental Justice analysis is presented 
in Section 6.8 of Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

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. 

------------ ··-----··--
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Code Topic1 
-�---· --------

--- -

117.10 Regional 

117.11 

Transportation 

Regional 
Alternatives 

117.12 General 
Opposition 

117.13 Regional 
Transportation 

Topic2 

Regional 
Airports 

Passenger Rail 

Regional 
Airports 

Comment 

Massport instead must be required to operate within the 
context of a true long-term transportation plan for our 
region, one that. .. makes maximum best use of other 
airports in our region like T.F. Green and Manchester •... 

.. . [a long-term transportation plan] shifts us away from ever
increasing reliance on air travel, and toward transportation 
alternatives like high-speed rail that have far lower 
environmental and human impacts. 

... demand ... A binding and legal agreement which halts any 
existing plans to expand Logan Airport in any way, shape or 
form. Including but not limited to the completion of the 
proposed Runway 14/32 and the centerfield taxiway. 

. . . demand ... a regional transportation plan that addresses 
New England's long-term transportation needs with less 
reliance on Logan. 

Letter 117: Green Works, John T. O'Connor, President 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Massport considers Logan Airport to be part of a 
regional system of airports that includes the 
T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 
Manchester airports. Service developments and 
increased traffic at these airports are a component of the 
region's long-term strategy to accommodate passengers and 
activity growth. By its agreement to assume 
operational responsibility and the eventual ownership of 
Worcester Regional Airport, Massport is working to increase air 
services at Worcester Regional Airport and its role in 
accommodating air travel demand generated in communities 
west of 1-95 and l-495. Greater use of the regional airports will 
relieve traffic growth pressures at Logan Airport, but will not 
eliminate the need for the Airside Project. 

Developments at the regional airports and their impacts on 
Logan Airport are described in Chapter 2 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. 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 wtth 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 Airside Project will not change Logan Airport's airfield 
capacity of approximately 120 aircraft operations per hour. 
Regarding caps on airport operations, federal constitutional 
provisions {preemption, commerce clauses, equal protection), 
federal aviation statutes and regulations, and contractual 
provisions related to covenants in connection with the Federal 
Airport Improvement Program grants which Massport receives, 
restrict Massport's ability to control the number of aircraft 
operations at Logan Airport. Massport has undertaken a 
comprehensive mttigation program, such as Logan 
Airport Noise Rules, for those areas that fall within its powers as 
proprietor of Logan Airport, which are not preempted under 
federal law. 

Refer to response to Comment 117 .10 . 
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Code 

117.14 

Topic 1 

Environmental 
Review 
Process 

117.15 Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Topic 2 Comment Response 
--- -----·---- ------ - ----- ----·---- - --

Blue Ribbon ... demand ... An outside evaluation of Logan Airport which In January 2000, in response to the FAA's review of the Draft 
Panel assesses performance and makes recommendations for EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft El! 

improvements within the existing infrastructure. to address specific issues ident�ied 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 o1 
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. 

Public Process ... demand ... Establishment of a citizen's advisory board to 
serve as a liaison between Massport and the effected 
communities. 

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 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 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. 

Letter 117: Green Works, John T. O'Connor, President 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
-�---�---· --- ---- -- - --� ---

117.16 Environmental · Public Process ... demand .•. Appropriation of funds to conduct an 
Review Environmental Impact Study which includes an in-depth, 
Process long-term study of Logan Airport's impact on all 

surrounding cities and towns within heavily traveled flight 
paths. 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

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. 

-- ----

117.17 Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Public Process ... demand ... Creation of a Good Neighbor Agreement Comment noted. 
between residents and Massport that requires Massport to 

----

117.18 AirQuality 

117.19 Air Quality 

117 .20 Analysis 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

117.21 AirQuality 

117 .22 Air Quality 

NAAQS 

NAAQS 

Passenger 
Forecasts 

Model 

Impacts 

provide a forum for good faith negotiations. 

The EIS fails to address the NOx/ozone question in a 
meaningful manner, for example, Massport has not 
included emissions caps in its preferred alternative. 

Hazardous Air Pollutants ... The EIS fails to assess or 
project emissions trends for this particularly dangerous 
component of VOC and fine particulate emissions. 

- -·-

... Massport data showing the relationship between 
passenger use and traffic volume over the past five years 
suggests that Massport is "low balling" the growth in traffic 
volume needed to accommodate its forecasts. 

The "emissions gap" problem is heightened by the EIS's 
neglect of emissions outside of 1-95/128 and aircraft 
emissions at altitudes greater than 3000 feet. 

... Massport's EIS fails to acknowledge that a new runway 
will act to stimulate new growth and allow for expansion 
and is deficient in its assessment of the environmental 
impacts of Logan expansion. 

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

Letter 117: Green Works, John T. O'Connor, President 

40 CFR 93 instructs parties to address ozone compliance by 
quantifying its precursors, NO. and VOCs. This quantification was 
done for the EIS/EIR. Emissions caps and other potential 
mitigation measures have been evaluated in the 1999 ESPR.

- - ··-·· --·--·-

Refer to Response to Comment 117.3. 

-

The proposed Airside Project will not stimulate additional growth 
in passenger activity levels at Logan Airport. Off-site motor 
vehicle emissions estimates are shown in Table 6.4-9 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Increases in the number of vehicles 
accessing Logan Airport are not analogous to increases in 
emissions. As indicated in the table, these emissions generally 
decrease in the future; as a result of improved motor vehicle 
emission standards. 

- - - - - - -

The air quality analysis was conducted for motor vehicle traffic 
that can be reasonably distinguished from background traffic on 
the regional roadway network. Both on-site and off-site roadways 
are analyzed in Sections 5.3 and 6.3 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. A mixing height of 3,000 feet is standard for aircraft 
�nalyses. . ..
The Preferred Alternative will not create additional passenger 
demand or flight operations at Logan Airport. The Preferred 
Alternative, and specifically unidirectional Runway 14/3 2, 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 _Log�n _Airport Airside analysis and GEi Rs.



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 

117.23 Regional 
Transportation 

117.24 Regional 
Transportation 

Topic2 

Regional 
Airports 

Regional 
Airports 

Comment 

Massport and state authorities should replace the current 
Logan expansion plan with a regional transportation based 
on energy-efficient inter-city rail and improvement of the 
many other New England airports. 

The state should initiate a true stakeholder involvement 
process to initiate the planning process for a regional 
transportation plan. 

·-· ·-----

Letter 117: Green Works, John T. O'Connor, President 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 
----

Refer to response to Comment 117.10. 

Since 1990, there have been several studies that have 
recommended regional initiatives to improve the efficiency of 
the region's inter-city transportation network. These studies 
reflect the cooperation of federal, state and local transportation 
agencies and stakeholders. Section 2.1 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR summarizes relevant regional planning studies and 
their conclusions. All studies have concluded that the Proposed 
Runway 14/32 and the other airside improvement projects at 
Logan Airport, along with increased use of the regional airports, 
including T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and 
Worcester Regional airports, and high-speed rail services, are 
all necessary for accommodating the region's future inter-city 
air travel demand. Refer to discussion of the role of regional 
alternatives and steps Massport has taken to foster increased 
use of these alternatives in Chapter 2 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 

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. A total of 12 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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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 
-�--

-- --- --··---· 

117.25 

117.26 

Environmental MEPA 
Review 
Process 

Air Quality Impacts 

Comment 

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 
should ensure that EIS[EIR] fully address signmcant 
environmental problems. 

... [The EIS] fails to consider the impact that the a new 
runway will have on growth-related emission 
trends ... Mas sport cannot back its assertion that "the overall 
impacts associated with the Airside Project Alternatives are 
beneficial or will remain imperceptible" from an air quality 
standpoint. 

--
·
--- - -·--- - . -----·-- .. - ·--"-· --- -- ··--·--

117.27 Air Quality Model 

117.28 Air Quality NAAOS 

117.29 Air Quality NAAQS 

117.30 Air Quality Impacts 

117.31 Air Quality Impacts 

117.3 2 Ground Access to 
Transportation Logan 

117.33 Regional Regional 
Transportation Airports 

... the analysis does not include aircraft emissions that occur 
at altitudes greater than 3000 feet. .. does not include 
emissions from motor vehicles driving to and from 
Logan Airport that lie beyond I-95/Route 128 ... does 
not...include specific hazardous air pollutants (HAP's) and 
PM2.5 ... 

One of the most glaring deficiencies of the EIS is its failure 
to address the potential impact of emission trends ... [it] says 
almost nothing about the impact of Logan emissions on 
ozone ... makes no estimates of the impact of precursor 
emissions on ozone ... fails to assess how the increases in 
NOx projected for Logan Airport will affect the state's ability 
to meet the new and stricter 8-hour average standard of 
0.08 ppm. 
- · - - - -

... the EIS fails to address a number a critical issues 
associated with NOx. These are ... NOx is an important 
precursor to acid rain ... NOx emissions to the atmosphere 
are an important source of nitrate deposition to coastal 
waters ... NOx emissions may also form secondary 
particulate matter, which can impact the respiratory 
system .... 

The EIS fails to present evidence on the particle size 
distribution of particles emitted from aircraft ... [It] should also 
consider how this particle size distribution is modified as it 
moves through the urban atmosphere. 

The Logan EIS presents no information on hazardous air 
pollutants and their potential impact on cancer rates in 
surrounding communities. 

The EIS does not sufficiently address the impact of its 
projected expansion rates on airport traffic. 

The EIS fails to develop a regional transportation plan as a 
serious alternative to a new runway and continued 
expansion. 

Letter 117: Green Works, John T. O'Connor, President 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

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) . 

The emissions inventories for future conditions and alternatives 
are contained in Section 6.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
and Appendix F. These inventories show that all Alternatives, 
including the No Action and Preferred Alternative, are well 
within acceptable criteria. In addition, dispersion modeling 
indicates no violation of the NAAOS for the pollutants analyzed 
(CO, NO and PM10) under any alternative and future year. 

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

A mixing height of 3,000 feet is standard for aircraft analysis. 
The air quality analysis was conducted for motor vehicle traffic 
that can be reasonably distinguished from background traffic on 
the regional roadway network. Both on-site and off-site 
roadways are analyzed in Sections 5.3 and 6.3 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Although HAPs are not specifically 
addressed, Section 6.8.7 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
includes a discussion of public health. 

Particulate Matter (PM) emission factors for aircraft are 
very limited, at best, and nonexistent in most cases. Therefore, 
as a conservative, worst-case assumption, the air quality 
analysis assumed that all PM is less than 10 microns in 
diameter. No emission factors or approximation methods are 
available for PM2.s. 

Ozone analyses are conducted on a regional level and are not 
feasible for a single project. NOx and VOCs, which are 
addressed in the Sections 5.3 and 6.3 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR, are lower with the project alternatives, when 
compared to the No Action Alternative. 

The assessment of NOx included in the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR shows a reduction in emissions from the 
Airside Project alternatives, when compared to the 
No Action Alternative. 

The FAA acknowledges that little or no information is known 
about the particle size distribution from aircraft emissions. For 
the purpose of this analysis, it was conservatively assumed that 
all particulate matter is less than ten microns in diameter. 

Refer to Response to Comment 117.3. 

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). 

Refer to response to Comment 117.10. 
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Code Topic 1 

117.34 Open Space/ 
Parkland 

117.35 General 
Opposition 

117.36 Alternatives 

117.37 General 
Opposition 

117.38 Noise 

117.39 Air Quality 

Topic2 

Impacts 

Preferred 
Alternative 

Sound 
Insulation 

NAAQS 

Comment 
·--- -·-

Runway 14/32 will triple the overflights and ruin the 
Arboretum for all our citizens. 

More runways mean more plane traffic which means more 
pollution and greater environmental damage. 

Why is it that I have to pay for an HOV lane on the 
Southeast Expressway that I can't use, but Massport says it 
can't limit puddle jumpers' access to Logan? Why not an 
"HOV airport?" 

Why does Massport calculate the value of passengers' time 
lost to delays, but ignore the economic costs Logan 
imposes every day on its neighbors? 

Massport sent us ... a letter telling us that we did not qualify 
for sound proofing. Massport says our home lies four 
houses away from the noise contour lines which Massport 
presently utilizes. 

Because of Logan, East Boston's air quality violates the 
Federal Clean Air Act.... 

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

Letter 117: Green Works, John T. O'Connor, President 

Response 
-- --- -

--· 

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 oontour 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 DN L 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. 

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

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. 

- .. ___ _ 

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. 

- --······- ····-- --·-

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. 

" -·-··--··-·-·- ····•-� .. --. 

Massport continues to pursue FAA approval of noise model 
adjustments that would permit expansion of its sound insulation 
program to include the effects of terrain. Massport also expects 
to extend eligibility lines to include boundaries that follow local 
streets rather than strict noise contour lines. Nevertheless, 
Massport continues to believe that the FAA's INM noise model 
used in the Airside Project noise analyses accurately 
represents expected noise exposure. 

To the extent that federal regulations permit and that funding is 
available, the proposed 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, but 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. 

The dispersion modeling results indicate no violation of the 
NAAQS (NAAQS) or, analogously, the CAA because of 
Logan Airport. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
-- -- - --�-------

117.40 Regional Regional Regional planning-not runway expansion-should be 
Transportation Airports implemented immediately. 

117.41 Noise Impacts What is Massport's plan to help abutters live with the 
present noise and contamination? 

letter 117: Green Works, John T. O'Connor, President 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Regional initiatives to improve the efficiency of the region's inter-city 
transportation network have been studied since 1989. Section 2.1 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR summarizes relevant planning studies 
and their major conclusions. A regional transportation strategy that 
includes the expansion of regional airports, the development of high
speed rail, and the construction of Runway 14/32 and other 
infrastructure improvements at Logan Airport has evolved from these 
important studies. All the major improvements to the regional 
transportation system have been implemented except for 
improvements to Logan Airport's airfield. The regional airports have 
been experiencing tremendous growth in services and 
passenger traffic since 1996 and Amtrak introduced its high-speed 
Acela train service between Boston and New York in 
December 2000. Massport considers Logan Airport to be part of a 
regional system of airports that includes the T.F. Green/Providence, 
Manchester and Worcester Regional airports. Service development 
and increased passenger traffic at these airports are an important 
part of the region's long-term strategy to accommodate growth in air 
travel demand. While greater use of the regional airports and 
high-speed rail will provide relief to Logan Airport, the proposed 
Airside Project provides clear benefits at current, as well as future, 
traffic levels. The benefits will only increase in the future, even as 
regional transportation developments act to reduce the rate of Mure 
growth at Logan Airport . 
... --- ·-····- ··· · ·- - - -

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. Chapter 8 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR summarizes 
Massporfs proposed project-specific mitigation program associated 
with the Preferred Alternative including: 

Runway 14/32 would be designed, constructed, and operated to 
handle over-water operations only. Massport would seek to construct 
Runway 14/32 to reflect unidirectional use. 

To the extent that federal regulations permit and that funding is 
available, the proposed sound insulation program will include: (i) not 
only all residences that fall within the Preferred Alternative's 65 dB 
Day-Night Sound Level contour when compared to the 
Airside Project's No Action Alternative's 65 dB Day-Night Sound 
Level contour, and also (ii) Massport and the FAA will continue to 
sound insulate and work to complete the current 2-year sound 
insulation program as presented in the Logan Airport 1999 ESPR. 
For the eligible residences, the FAA will fund building code 
upgrades, to the extent necessary, to implement sound insulation 
improvements. 

During the construction period an extensive array of traffic, air quality 
and noise mitigation measures will be employed to mitigate 
temporary construction impacts. 

A PRAS monitoring system to gather data and report on the actual 
achievement of PRAS. The objective of this system is to improve the 
F AA's achievement of the community's PRAS goals and to provide a 
broader platform for disclosure of the monitoring results. 

While not related to Airside Project impacts, Massport will commit to 
discussions with the FAA with the goal of instituting local or national 
restrictions on the use of hushkitted Stage 3 aircraft at Logan Airport. 
Massport reports the status of those consultations in the 1999 ESPR 
and subsequent EDR. 

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



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

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

117.42 Air Quality Impacts I'm also concerned about the air pollution from the planes 
overhead. Is anyone thinking about the effects of that? 

------

117.43 General Sixty thousand jets over the South End are going to cause 
Opposition air pollution and tt they want to fly any lower, there'll be no 

quality of life. 

--- - --

117.44 Air Quality Impacts Eight years ago when I moved into my house in Winthrop, I 
could hear the airport, but now with the increase in air travel 
I can also smell the jet fuel, and tires burning from the 
landings. 

117.45 General . . .  a family who grew up in the same house near the airport, 
Opposition at least three of us have gotten asthma. 

117.46 Noise Impacts The FAA's threshold of 65 decibels does not accurately 
assess how many people are disturbed by aircraft noise. 

117.47 Noise Mitigation No remedy was given [in the Draft EIS/EIR] for the 
structural damage due to low-flying aircraft vibrating homes, 
school buildings, monuments, and industrial infrastructures 
within the affected communities. 

Letter 117: Green Works, John T. O'Connor, President 

Response 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL Ell 

-----•-·------ - -

Aircraft emissions are evaluated to 3,000 feet. Beyond this 
height, emitted gases and particles are not expected to have 
substantial ground-level effects. 

------· --·---·-- - - - -

Emissions are shown to decrease with the Preferred Alterncii1 

when compared to the No Action Alternative. 

Implementation of Runway 14/32 would not result in substanti 
noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would enable the a 
traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the PRAS goals ar 
decrease the population that is most severely affected. For 
example, implementation of the Preferred Alternative will 
reduce the population affected by Day-Night Sound Level 
values greater than 70 dB by four percent with the 29 M Low 
Fleet scenario, by 67 percent with the 37.5 M High Fleet 
scenario, and by 39 percent with the High Regional Jet Fleet, 
while increasing the population exposed to 
Day-Night Sound Level values greater than 65 dB by 
two percent, zero percent and three percent for these three 
fleet scenarios, respectively. 

Refer to Section 6.2.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and 
population counts presented in Tables 6.2-3 through 6.2-12 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

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

The emissions inventory and dispersion modeling indicate 
better air quality conditions with Runway 14/32 and the 
Centerfield Taxiway than with the No Action Alternative. 

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

·- _ .. __ - - -···-···-· -

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 1999 Massachusetts budget included $150,000 to fund c11 
environmental assessment of the health impacts of Logan 
Airport on any community located within a five-mile radius of th 
airport. The final protocol for the study is being developed. The 
study is expected to be completed in summer 2002. 

A noise exposure of 55 to 65 dB DNL is believed to be 
generally compatible with residential land use, although the 
expected percentage of the population to be highly annoyed 
ranges from four percent at the 55 dB end of the range to 
15 percent at the 65 dB end. Exposure to 65 to 75 dB DNL is 
considered marginally compatible with residential land use with 
residential structures that have a 25 to 30 dB noise level 
reduction. In this higher noise exposure range, the expected 
percentage of the population to be highly annoyed varies from 
15 percent at 65 dB to 37 percent at 75 dB. 

Neither Massport nor the FAA is aware of any evidence to 
support the contention that structural damage has ever 
occurred due to overflights. Noise-induced vibration levels from 
aircraft, though they may cause rattling, are normally less than 
footfalls produced by people walking through their own homes. 

-

t# 

,1•! 
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Code 
------

117.48 

Topic 1 

Environmental 
Justice 

;-----; -

117.49 

117.50 

117.51 

117.52 

117.53 

Open Space/ 
Parkland 

Analysis 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

Air Quality 

Air Quality 

Air Quality 

Topic2 

Impacts 

Impacts 

Base Year 

Model 

Impacts 

Impacts 

Comment 

... n the plan is implemented, there will be a disproportionate 
and exorbitant increase in flights over poorer communities 
such as sections of Chelsea, East Boston, Everett, and 
Roxbury. 

The Harbor Islands recreational area will suffer significant 
noise impact. 

Response 

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. 

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. 

--- - -- -- - -·-·-- ---- ---·--· -

... emission predictor uses 1993 as a contrast item .. .the 
predicted emission reductions for year 2010 are 
undoubtedly minimized to favor a lesser environmental 
impact. 

... the proposed action model predictor uses alternative 1 to 
attain this analytical profile ... Since plan 1 was rejected in 
favor of plan 1A, these data do not necessarily fit the 
report's final conclusions .... 

The additional combustion of gasoline and oil will increase 
the total Volatile Organic Compounds or Hydrocarbons 
(VOCs) in the atmosphere. 

The projected increase in passenger volume to 45 million by 
2010 will have an adverse effect on the local transportation 
and air quality by increasing the overall level of ozone in the 
airport region and on roads leading to the airport. 

The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR includes updated operational 
and environmental analyses of 1998 conditions similar to that 
contained in the 1998 Annual Update prepared in October 
1999. While the 1999 ESPR published in December 2000 
includes updated analyses for 1999, the differences between 
the two study years are small. Between 1998 and 1999, 
operations declined by 2.5 percent, primarily due to a decline in 
regional carrier operations. Since the fleet mix and runway use 
varied little, the shape of the noise contours and the population 
impacts were also similar, with slightly less impact in Winthrop 
and Boston and slightly more impact in Chelsea and Revere in 
1999 compared to 1998. The air quality and other 
environmental analyses also yielded similar results. Since the 
relevant comparison for evaluating the proposed airside 
improvements is the comparison between the No Action and 
Preferred Alternatives, and since 1998 and 1999 are similar in 
terms of passengers, operations, and environmental impacts, 
this Supplemental DEIS/FEIR maintains the 1998 modeling 
analysis as a representation of recent conditions at 
Logan Airport. 

The air quality assessment was conducted for the No Action 
Alternative (Alternative 4) and Alternative 1 (the Preferred 
Alternative with PPP) because the full range of potential air 
quality effects is bracketed by Alternatives 1 and 4. Alternative 
1 results in the same air quality conditions as the Preferred 
Alternative (Alternative 1A). 

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. 

Although ozone dispersion modeling is not possible for the 
Airside Project (because ozone, which is not directly emitted but 
formed through reactions, modeling must be done on a regional 
basis), emissions and dispersion of ozone precursors were 
calculated. The NOx and voe emissions from the 
Airside Project have been compared to the federally set 
de minimis levels for an ozone non-attainment area. 
Project-related emissions, which include local transportation 
emissions, have been found to be de mmimis.

Letter 117: Green Works, John T. O'Connor, President 
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Code Topic 1 

117 .54 Air Quality 

117.55 Air Quality 

117.56 Air Quality 

117.57 Ground 
Transportation 

117.58 Analysis 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

117 .59 Alternatives 

117.60 Purpose and 
Need 

Impacts 

NAAQS 

Impacts 

Impacts 

Base Year 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Delay 

Local airport traffic will also add to the problem of Carbon 
Monoxide (CO) emission. 

Benzene, dioxin, toluene, xylene, and formaldehyde are 
known to be toxic and carcinogenic even at minute 
concentrations. None were monitored individually in the 
draft EIS/EIR study. 

Lead emissions were not assessed by the draft report . . .  the 
lack of sufficient epidemiological and long-term health 
impact analysis due to these pollutants on people in 
affected communities is troubling. 

The expected increase in traffic load will go on for years and 
will add to the already overly congested roads that lead to 
and from the airport. 

The draft report chose 1993, a year in which flights peaked 
and Logan was overcrowded, as a base year for statistical 
comparison. 

The Michael S. Dukakis Administration in 1989 imposed a 
form of peak period pricing which dropped congestion 
dramatically at the airport, thus, putting doubt on the draft 
report's contention that Peak Pricing is not helpful. 

... even if short delays are excessive, the US Department of 
Transportation confirmed that delays are not unusual for 
major airports, even for state-of-the-art facilities like 
Denver's Centennial airport, which had 29% of its flights 
delayed last year. According to FAA data, the delay 
situation at Logan has improved since 1993 and is 
essentially in equilibrium. 

Letter 117: Green Works, John T. O'Connor, President 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

The Airside Project does not result in additional aircraft 
operation or passenger demand for ground access services, 
since the project will not induce additional passenger demand. 
Refer to the Logan Airport1994/95 GEIR which includes 
Massport's Ground Access Management Plan and forecasted 
Vehicle Miles Traveled for the 37.5 million and 45 million 
passenger levels that were studied in the Airside Project 
analysis. 

--- -·•-------·--·· 

Toxic or hazardous air pollutants are discussed in Section 6.4 
of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

Lead, in general, is not associated with airport emissions. The 
phasing out of leaded gasoline in motor vehicles means that 
this compound is no longer a problem in most of the United 
States. Issues related to health are discussed in Section 6.8 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

- - �------

Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not increase 
capacity, but rather rt 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). 

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. 

The impacts of the Program for Airfield Capacity Efficiency 
(PACE) are described and evaluated in Section 3.5.1 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

Delays occur when wind or weather conditions require the use 
of configurations with fewer than three active runways, when 
poor weather requires increased separation distances between 
aircraft, or when airlines schedule more flights than 
Logan Airport can handle. The Airside Project is designed to 
reduce delays at Logan Airport from adverse winds and taxiway 
congestion by addressing constraints at Logan Airport. Delays 
caused by conditions at other airports or other factors, such as 
mechanical failure, are not addressed since Massport cannot 
influence these delays. Section 1.4 and Appendix C of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR also contains a discussion of the FAA 
and U.S. DOT delay measures and historical data, along with 
comparisons of Logan Airport with other United States airports. 

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. 
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Code Topic 1 Topic2 Comment Response 
--- - - ---- - --

117.61 Noise, Air Impacts The proposed runway would adversely affect the noise and Implementation of Runway 14/32 would not result in substantial 
Quality air quality in surrounding communities and seriously prevent noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would enable the air 

or hamper many redevelopment efforts currently underway. 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. 

No alternatives violate the NAAOS. The Preferred Alternative 
shows better air quality results than the other alternatives . 

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

117.62 Noise Impacts The widespread broadening of flights over many There is no change in the flight paths over most of the 
neighborhoods would increase noise impact to intolerable neighborhoods. The only changes in flight paths are associated 
levels. with new Runway 14/32 and these changes occur primarily 

over water, not over neighborhoods. 

117.63 Noise Impacts The draft's conclusions are drawn based on data models The models used for the air quality analyses (emissions 
that fail to analyze true health impacts or to assess inventory and dispersion modeling) are EPA- , DEP-, and FAA-
meaningful noise measurements. approved. The dispersion modeling allows impacts to be 

compared to the NAAOS (NAAOS), which are designed to 
protect human health and welfare, including sensitive groups. 
There were no violations of the NAAOS for any alternative. 
Differences between measured and modeled sound levels have 
been reported in Logan Airport's various GEi Rs and Annual 
Updates for a number of years. Differences at close-in locations 
were significantly reduced in 1996 through modification of 
source levels to better account for over-water sound 
propagation and apparent use of higher engine power settings 
than are normally assumed in the noise model's database 
(Refer to Appendix F of the Logan Airport 1996 Annual 
Update). 

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

At sites having exposure levels of 60 dB or more, this 
improvement to the monitoring system brought measured and 
modeled DNL values to within 0.2 dB of each other. (Refer to 
Chapter 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 ofTerrain 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. 

117.64 Air Quality NAAQS The EPA Regional Administrator stated that the region is DEP recently submitted a demonstration of an ozone (one-hour 
currently in serious violation of the National Ambient Air average) attainment plan to the U.S. EPA. This plan indudes 
Quality Standards for ozone, and that any increased traffic current Logan Airport-related emissions and all other emissions 
generated by the airport will make the Commonwealth's job in Massachusetts. It is expected that DEP will be able to 
of attaining the ozone standard more difficult.. . .  continue to include airport-related emissions, which show 

Massport's emission reduction measures, in the ozone 
attainment plan. 

Letter 117: Green Works, John T. O'Connor, President 
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Code 

117.65 

Topic1 

Alternatives 

117.66 Environmental 
Justice 

117.67 Noise 

117.68 Regional 
Transportation 

Topic2 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Impacts 

Studies 

Regional 
Airports 

Comment Response 
--·---·-·- ·- -- - - --·-··-- - ---- ----•- --- -- -- - - - ---- - - ·--·-- - ---------··- ···---

Peak Period Pricing [should be] considered. 

---� 

Most troubling is the disproportionate, biased, and 
significant increase in air traffic over low-income and 
minority communities of East Boston, Chelsea, Everett, and 
Roxbury. 

The report often failed to reference the appropriate tables 
for the graphs shown. 

To obviate the build option, a regional solution should be 
adopted. 

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 analysi: 
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. See Section 4.5.4 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

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

A discussion of the Environmental Justice analysis is presented 
in Section 6.8 of Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

Refer to the new graphics in Chapters 4, 5 and 6 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. 

Letter 117: Green Works, John T. O'Connor, President 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 
--- ----

117.69 

117.70 

117.71 

117.72 

Topic 1 Topic2 
--- ·--- ·-- -

Public Health Effects 

Comment 
---- --

Failure to see the environmental impact of the build option 
will condemn hundreds of thousand of local residents to 
living with deteriorating medical, social, and environmental 
conditions. 

Alternatives Runway 14/32 Given Massport's history at keeping promises, it current 
assurance that runway 14/32 will be unidirectional is 
dubious at best.... 

Public Health Effects ... Massport ... has not addressed the long-term and 
cumulative impact of pollutants on our health and the 
environment in a satisfactory manner. 

Environmental Impacts The FAA and Massport have failed to make even minimal 
Justice efforts to avoid impacts to these protected communities. 

----·-·- ·--· - --- ·--·--··--- -· -

Letter 117: Green Works, John T. O'Connor, President 

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 1999 Massachusetts budget included $150,000 to fund an 
environmental assessment of the health impacts of Logan 
Airport on any community located within a five-mile radius of the 
airport. The final protocol for the study is being developed. The 
study is expected to be completed in summer 2002. 

Emissions are shown to decrease with the Preferred Alternative 
when compared to the No Action Alternative. 

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

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

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

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

Refer to response to Comment 117.9 . 

Refer to response to Comment 117.66. 
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Code 

117.73 
Topic 1 

Regional 
Transportation 

Topic 2 Comment Response 

Regional-- - · A ;gion�l�ppro;hto reducing th� gro�nd and-air t;affic- --Mas;port has actively encouraged regional transportation I Airports loads is needed ... Any credible model for pollutant reduction alternatives to Logan Airport, including rail. Massport supports 
includes efforts such as replacing short haul air traffic and intercity rail planning through its membership in the Boston 
its associated ground automobile traffic with electrified high Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO). The MPO is a 
speed rail. cooperative planning board whose membership also includes 

MassHighway, Metropolitan Area Planning Council; MBTA, a,-i 
MBTA Advisory Board. As members of the MPO, Massport a,-j 
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 MBT A's North-South Rail Link Project. 
The CAC met monthly and provided a forum for Massport ard 
the MBTA to coordinate their ridership estimates and 
assessments of the relationship of the North-South Rail Link oo 
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 percert 
of Logan Airport's total annual traffic. 

Letter 117: Green Works, John T. O'Connor, President 



Thomas A Kershaw Remarks 
April 7, 1999: 6:00 pm 

State Transportation Building : Conference Room 5 & 6 

LETTER 118 

Hampshire House restaurant calls for action on Logan Airport 
unidirectional runway 14/32 

• The proposed Logan Airport runway 14/32 is critical to 118.1 
the health of Boston's future convention and business
travel - and restaurants that depend on the visitor industry
-and I urge state and federal officials to move forward on
approval of this project.

• If we do not act on this now we will be making a multi
billion dollar mistake on Boston's future

• Our competitive position as a leading visitor destination is
directly tied to the ability of Logan Airport to handle the
region's air service needs. ·The new 14/32 runway will be
critical in reducing delays and making Logan Airport more
efficient

• The success of the new $700 million convention center, that
will open in the Seaport District in late 2003, depends on the

efficiency of Logan Airport.

• If the delay problem is not addressed, it will cripple our
efforts to attract and retain conventions, meetings and
business travelers to Boston. At the very time when the
new convention center will open delays at Logan
International Airport will have grown to the point that will
be unacceptable to meeting planners. As the new center
reaches peak efficiency - attracting more than 300,000
visitors a year - Logan will become a national disgrace
with delays up to 54 minutes per flight!



- . ..

• I support the development of a comprehen�ive regional 118.2
airport system and the growth of Providence, Manchester
and Portland Airports--as well as the high-speed rail
system from New York to Boston that debuts later this 118.3
year.

• Nevertheless- Logan remains the hub of the region's
transportation system for business travelers and for the
convention and meetings market and the success-or
failure of the industry and restaurants like Hampshire
House depend on an efficient Logan Airport.
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Letter 118 
Thomas A. Kershaw 

Hampshire House 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 
------

Comment ________ Response

118.1 Purpose and Delay ' The proposed Logan Airport runway 14/32 is critical to the Comment noted. 
Need 

118.2 Regional 
Transportation 

118.3 Regional 
. Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

health of Boston's future convention and business travel -
and restaurants ... Our competitive position as a leading 
visitor destination is directly tied to the ability of 
Logan Airport to handle the region's air service needs. 

I support the development of a comprehensive regional 
airport system and the growth of Providence, Manchester 
and Portland Airports .... 

--- - - - - -

Passenger Rail ... [I support the] the high-speed rail system from New York 
to Boston that debuts later this year . 

----·-·--·--- ---
-------------

Letter 118: Thomas A. Kershaw, Hampshire House 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. 





LUvAL 4 

IN TERNATIONAL UNION OF OPERATING ENGINEERS 

AFL-CIO 

William P. Ryan, Business Manager 

�1r. Arthur Pugsley -EOEA No. 10458 
ME PA Office 
100 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor 
Boston, MA 02205 

Attention: Secretanr of Environmental Affairs 

Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

120 Mount Hope Street 
Roslindale, Massachusetts 02131 
Area Code (617) 323-9300 
FAXphone (617) 323-7821 

LETTER 119 

April 22, 1999 

The International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 4, is wnttng today in support of the 
119 1 Massachusetts Port Authority's Airside Improvement plan for Logan International Airport. Local 4 • 

firmly believes this project is necessary to reduce delays, improve the quality of life of our memgbers 
and provide much needed employment opportunities. 

Delays at Logan are consistently among the worst in the United States. These delays are not only 
inconvenient, they are costly. In 1998 delays at Logan cost airlines and their passengers nearly S310 
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 A.irside Improvement Project, Runway 14/32, provides significant noise 119.2 
relief 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 taxi\vay 
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 International Union of Operating Engineers. 



Mr. Arthur lJugsley -2- April 22, 1999 

It is therefore, without reservation, that Local 4 wholeheartedly supports Airside Improvements at 
Logan Airport and eagerly looks forward to the projects approval. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter 

Sincerely yours, 

William P. Ryan, 
Business Manager 
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Code Topic 1 

119.1 General 
Support 

Topic 2 

Letter 119 
International Union of 

Operating Engineers - Local 4 
William P. Ryan, Business Manager 

Comment 

Local 4 firmly believes this project is necessary to reduce 
delays, improve the quality of life of our members and 
provide much needed employment opportunities. 

Response 

Comment noted. 

--------�--

119.2 Noise Runway Use ... 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 Casije Island area. 

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

Letter 119: International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 4, William P. Ryan, Bus iness Manager 

Comment noted. 





lnt@mational AssotjJt;ion.P,f Bridg�. Structural 
I OCAI No. 7 
Boston. MA .'. - - Ill� 

&Oma�

Mi
t

n 

LOCAL No 501 
Boston, MA 

· •  II· 
I OCAI. No )7 
Prov1dcncc. RI. 

JOSEPH M... 
. . IDEl\ff

� I •. • 

444 Washington S�t •�l• Woburn, MA 01801 

LOCAL No. 523 
Pawtucket, JU. 

I OC /\I. No 57 
Wor.:C':,tcr, MA Tel· (781) 937,8070 • (7A1}93�R067 • Fax (781) 937-8370 LOCAL No 745 

Port,mouth. NH 

l .OCJ\l. No. 357
Sprangh<'ld, MA LETTER 120 

LOCALNo WY/ 
Win,low, Matn• 

l.OCAI. No 474
M.anches�r. N H 

I.OCAI. No 496
Portl.md. M.iine 

Mr. John C. Silva 
Manager, Environmcnta Programs 
Airports Division 
New England Region 
I 2 New England Execut ,vc Park 
Burlington, MA 0 1803 

Dear Mr. Silva: 

April 22. 1999 

I am writing tod 1y on behalf of the I nlemational Association of Bridge, Structural, Ornamental 
and Reinforced Iron Workers to voice our strong support for the Massachusetts Port Authority's Airside 
Improvement plan for L,,gan International Airport. The Iron Workers District Council firmly believe 120.1 this project is necessary to reduce delays, improve the quality of life of our members and provide much 
needed employment opportunities. 

I personally have had many problems getting into Logan. In my last si:\ (6) flights into Logan Airport, 
my plane was put into a holding pattern just flying around waiting for a runway to open. On a trip from 
Denver, we were in a holding pattern so long that we staned to run out of fuel and had to go to Rhode 
Island to refuel. 

This is not the way a bi� City like Boston can encourage people to visit our fair city if they are 
continuously held up by delays, etc. 

Logan Airport is constaritly building and expanding. Those who have built hotels, etc., depend on the 
growth of this airport. They can neither grow or expand if traffic is re-routed to another airport. 

Mayor Menino worked hard trying to get the National Dcmocn1tic Convention. J f he was successful,
how would we have ha

.
ndled the many people coming from all over the Country. Would we send them to

Manchester. N.H. or Prcvidencc, R.I. and tell them to drive from there? 

I know that many of the residents in the town surrounding the airport arc concerned and arc opposed to a 
third nmway. However. people in those towns still buy homes and open businesses knowing fully well 
that the airport is there. 

The new unidirectional �unway shifts 75,000 flights over water rather than over communities. It also 
allows noise impacts to be spread more equitably across communities, in accordance with community 
nois� goals. The propo�ed centerfield taxiway and other taxiway improvements would funher enhance 
air quality by reducing llircraft idling and queuing on the airfield and reduce ground noise from taxing 
aircraft too close in neithborhoods. 

120.2 

120.3 



Mr. John C. Silva 
April 22, 1999 
Page 2 

Logan International Airi: ort is directly responsible for creating more than 15,000 jobs in this area, many 
of which are the hard wcrking men and women of rhe Jron Workers Union. 

It is therefore, without rc:servation. that the Iron Workers District Council wholeheartedly support's 
Airside Improvements a· Logan Airport and eagerly looks forward to the projects approval. 

With bcsl wishes, I rcm,,in 

JMQ/gf 

. Sincer��n / /J. 
�)/Y#:d-

Joseph M. Quilty a 
President 
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Code Topic 1 

120.1 

120.2 

120.3 

General 
Support 

Noise 

Air Quality 

Topic2 

Letter 120 
Iron Workers District 

Council of New England 
Joseph M. Quilty, President 

Comment 

' The Iron Workers District Council firmly believe this project 
is necessary to reduce delay, improve the quality of life of 
our members and provide much needed employment 
opportunities. 

Response 

Comment noted. 

---� ----- ------------ ---

Runway 14/32 

Taxiway 
Improvements 

The new unidirectional Runway shifts 75,000 flights over Comment noted. 
water rather than over communities. It also allows noise 
impacts to be spread more equitably across communities, in 
accordance with community noise goals. 
--· -··-···· ----· - ---- - --- - ·- -

The proposed centerfield taxiway and other taxiway Comment noted. 
improvements would further enhance air quality by reducing 
aircraft idling and queuing on the airfield and reduce ground 
noise from taxing aircraft too close in neighborhoods. 

Letter 120: Iron Workers District Council of New England, Joseph M. Quilty, President 





April· 2 ! . 1999 

'Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
ATfENTION MEPA OFFICE 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley #10458 
100 (',.1mbridgc SLrccl, Room 2000 
Boston, MA 02202 

Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

Clo Ms. l<.'lren M Madd1.lena 
.1 T ., 1ncnn <::tr,.,., LETTER 121 

F.:1c;t Roc.ton MA 02128 

On Monday, February 8, 1999, the JefTries Point Neighborhood had its monthly meeLing. PeLer BluLe, ExecuLive 
Director of Massport :md his stafT \\'ere present :it this mcc!ing. They g:i,·c :i prcscn�ticn on the proposed New 
Runway and Ta:\iway 14/32. After the presentation an open dialogue took place between Mr. Blute, his staff, and 
the p.m.icipants. 

A motion was made to oppose the construction of the New Runway and Taxiway 14/32 a ,·ote was taken, (there was 
1 �n rpt� pres:�nt) th� ,•nt� n,.,c- 11n.,ni ""'"S. 

TI1e Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association has united with other neighborhoods and other conllllmlities in strong 
Oppt'cition tn th� ""n.o f"'J"�'"'!'/t•n·in·'l:• r,.nr'"'"I �ing n,.,r1� h�r Ji,,1'-,ccpt'rt P�pr....,�n,.,,i,·�c frnm th� TP1\J A -,,vi 

citizens h .. 1ve been actively meeting witl1 our st..1te and federal govenuuent legislators to discuss our concerns 
reg:m!ing this specific propo£-l!, � �,·el! :15 the core problem of de.:lEng 1:rith the projections for signific.:i.!!! inere.:1ses 
in air traffic demand for the region. 

M:15sport h.1s pitched the Runw1y ! 4/J2 prcpos:il .:i.s providing some relief to some 2.reas of E:1st Bostorr .:i.rrd 
distrihuLing Lhe impacL all over East BosLon WinLhrop al Lhe expense of Boston and oLher communities Even ir Lnre , 
"",-4 11,,... I,.,,," C'l'rin11C' r4n11h1c-

, 
ii u,n11lr4 nnly h" c-linrl-lt"rn, rt'"'li,...f \XT,... 'lrl' t'"'l'\T'\l'l'rnl'r4 "M11f ,1,,.. f'ntirl" 'Anc-lnn 'lT"t'"''l "IC' 

,vell as the surrounding communities. Regardless of a new runway, and according to Massporf s o,,,, projections, 
rl,-n,.,nrl fnr p"cc,-ng,-rc .,,,r1 .,;.,,.....,ft tn t"'l'\mt' tn ,1,,.. .,.,,..., ic "'"P""t,-rl tn grnw ci�nifi,..-,ntl�,. -,nrl fli

g.
ht rl,-1-,�-c .,.,,..

expected Lo soar. As a physically small inner-city airport, Logan has exceeded reasonahle capacity and cannoL 
h'lnrUI' ,h,... r4r'\n,..,.lil' T"'ITf\itv"'tt'"'t-4 ,-4,...m,..nr4 ,,.;,J,n11I ru,ll;nn 'Rnc-tnn ,1,,... U.-,ri"v'\r "",-4 c-11rrn11nriinn t'"'nn1T"t111nilil'C' in �"fr"ID-r"n� 
••-••-•- •••- --•••-••- 1• ... --•- -• .. •-••- .......... ..,_. • ......... .::, -v...-•..,••, •••- • • -•-..,• -••- ... -• •v-••-•••t, """"" ........ •-•••••-v ••• --•• -•••-

danger! 

P1,...,c,.. t.,,,n,,, th'1t 1Vt' C11nl'Vlrt f't"'l'\nl'\n,ir OTl'\'!'1."lh fnr Rnctnn th,- rnn,n11'\t1H'f''1hh .,,,r1 N,-,,, J:nohnrl \V,- .,.,,.. ,i•nrl.-ino· ·--- ·--- ·· -- · · - --rr-· · ---··-··-- :::,- - ·- ·-- --- - _____ .. _ -·- --------·· ·· --·-· --- · ·- ·· -··- ---· · · - -- ·· _____ .. _ 

closely Mayor T11omas Menino; CiLy Councilors P Scapacchio, P Mullen, F. Roche, S. Murphy, Senator 
Tr,..,·,..g1�ni

, 
r'nngT"t"C'C'l'\'"t'lT'\ �A.,rlr":'

, 
r'nngrt"CC'n'\'ln r ... r,,.,.,n "",-4 nlhf'rC' ;,., C'••py" nf P"lrnti.,1 c-nl,,finnC' t" ,1,,... rf"'g;n,,.,1 

air transportation problenL such as secondary airports, etc. There are answers to the problem, which could bring 
P>l'nnnn,i,... �n�fit n11tc-iri� nf Rnc-tnn. l-,nt •�•ing tn !.11,...r�"lC'� ,.,.,p.,,...i�,. .,, T n�n ic- nnt th� "lnc-,,·�r. ,,,,.,h ., t"nnrC'� ,,-n,.1r4 

be severely detrimental to those of us who call the Boston area home and. ironically, to those visitors ex�ted to fly 
l,.,.r� '1C .,,�11. (),,r 1,�.,111, ., .. r1 C'lf��- '>r� ... 1 .. �.,�- .,, g!""'"' riclr (),,r h11rrl�n l,.,c int"'r�.,c� �.,,..1, �-,,..,r_ Vile ".::?.!!!?O! .:i.ceep!
more! 

l ic,.,.rl �Inn• '1r"' th� cnn,� nf r�'1cnnc 11•� 11',j.,t,. ,1,.,, l',,f-,ccpt'rt'c rll"'ltt �nvirnnm�n,.,J imp,..,�•�· (J:;'f,/t=TP() !£
f!:1,.,.·ed: 

• 

• 

• 

M:issport supported its conclusions with outd1ted sn1dies and figures . 
TI,,-.,,..""" ht- nnt g"""""'"" nf"'11nirlir,-,..tinn-,I ncl"" nf'Rnn,i•-,,r 1.111'>. TI,ic ic "" J:"t. t. rl,-ricinn '1nrl ,1,,.. l=t. t. ic 
making no such guarantee 
F.6 .. &. !?1CdC!i!?g •.•:� nc! used. J:& & ,-4.,,., c-hn11•C' rll'l'l�• T",...,-4 .. ,...,inn c-int'"'I' 1993.
inflated. 

�A"1C'CTV'\T1 'C' ,-4r,..I,.., · fi 011T"f'C' .,r,... ···-..,...,.1.,-·• . ., --·-.. ··o-·-·, -·-

Aff�,..t�rl t'nmm:1nitt1>" n,,..,.,.. nnt �;,.,..n f'li,- l'nn"i,t,..,-.,tir.n "'"" will h�t "\000 mnrP night" n,,,..,. nn,. hP<>ri" 

annually. Soundrroofing cannot mitigate the impact of this increase in noise anll air pollution. 

Huge i��ucs such �s �ir pollution �nd rcspir�tory h�lth, uneq�I imp:iets, sccondl!")· grcund !�!Tic and c!hcrs .:i.rc 
ignored or glossed over, enough so that in trnth, on might well ask if there is an�1hing good to be said about it. Y 

Sfr. 1.1:e need Y""" 'lttf'ntinn II'\ thic iccnl". ,vc '1Ck ,1,,,, �•l'\11 lictt"'n fl'\ "U! cnnf'f'T'n<" '>nrl prnlt't"'I ,1,,.. Q11-,lit�· nf f if� in 

our C.ommunit" hear our concerns reeardine our health and the environmenLal imrocL of Lhi� oronosal. T11ere :1re 
�rrinus nu�t:tjn,:t: r�o�rr4ino th� .,,i�n,,.,�. nn:;lih· �nri r�I i�hil ih• nf i nfnr,n�tinn t:nn&nl i�,-4 h,• � ,..,:f:C:�rt A r4r4itin,1�1 
··-· ••• • "'l --· -··- ·-::r--·:- -·- ---..,_--_. "'I.-··. -·- ·-··--····. -· ··--· ··---·· --rr··---. ··---r-· ·· · ·----·-

121.1 

121.2 
121.3 
121.4 
121.5 
121.6 



------- --- u.u1i..1�� ..wc::.1uy cauSaJ oy Lo_gau Aupon. We ask you to

nr-. · ·,-.,Mnri th,., th"' q,•'>li�, "flif,. nfR"""" ,.,.,.,. ,.,.c-iri.,,ntc- ic- th.-..,u,.n,-,i W,- n,-,-,i 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFr EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 
--

121.1 General 
Opposition 

121.2 Environmental 
Review 
process 

121.3 Analysis 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

Letter 121 
Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association 

Karen M. Maddalena, Chairperson 

Topic2 
--···-· ----

MEPA 

Base Year 

Comment 
- --- ••-w-•-•-•-

A motion was made to oppose the construction of the New 
Runway and Taxiway 14/32 a vote was taken, (there was 
150 people present) the vote was unanimous. 

Massport's draft environmental impact study (EIS/EIR) did 
not rigorously explore all reasonable alternatives. 

Massport supported its conclusions with outdated studies 
and figures. 

Response 

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. 

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. 

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 121: Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association, Karen M. Maddalena, Chairperson 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code 

121.4 

121.5 

Topic 1 

Alternatives 

Delay 

Topic2 

Runway 14/32 

Model 

Comment _______ Res�onse 
_________ 

There can be no guarantee of 'unidirectional use" of The Runway 14/32 concept under review in the Supplemental 
Runway 14/32. This is an FAA decision and the FAA is DEIS/FEIR allows unidirectional operations only (i.e., all aircraft 
making no such guarantee. 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. 

FAA modeling was not used. FAA data shows delay 
reduction since 1993. Massport's delay figures are inflated. 

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 weste�y operations on Runway 14/32 is the lack 
of available facilities to allow aircraft to taxi to the Runway 32. 

The unicirectional 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 unicirectional limitations 
intended for Runway 14/32. 

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 am 
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. 

Letter 121: Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association, Karen M. Maddalena, Chairperson 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

__ c_ode ___ Topic_! ___ To�c_2 ____ c_omment ______ Response

121.6 Noise 

121.7 Public Health 

Sound 
Insulation 

Effects 

Soundproofing cannot mitigate the impact of this increase in While sound insulation does not mitigate exterior sound levels, 
noise and air pollution. rt is a widely accepted measure considered appropriate for 

Huge issues such as air pollution and respiratory health, 
unequal impacts, secondary ground traffic and others are 
ignored or glossed over, enough so that in truth, one might 
well ask if there is anything good to be said about it. 

--· 

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 
crrteria for inclusion in the sound insulation program, the inside 
of these homes will have lower noise levels than they would 
have had wrthout sound insulation under the 
No Action Alternative. 

The emissions inventories for future conditions and alternatives 
are contained in Section 6.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
and Appendix F. These inventories show that all Alternatives, 
including the No Action and Preferred Alternative, are well 
within acceptable criteria. In addition, dispersion modeling 
indicates no violation of the NAAOS for the pollutants analyzed 
(CO, NO and PM,o) under any alternative and future year. 

- ·-··- ··· ····· · .. -... 

Noise was identified as the only off-airport impact from the 
Preferred Alternative (refer to Section 6.2 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR for a discussion on noise impacts). Because of 
improved airfield efficiency and shorter delay periods, the 
Preferred Alternative is projected to slightly reduce air 
emissions when compared to the No Action Alternative. The 
available public health studies for communities adjacent to 
Logan Airport were reviewed and are presented in Section 
6.8.7 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. A review of the available 
information did not indicate any causal relationship based on 
proximity to the airport. Construction will be managed to 
minimize air, noise and other impacts to the adjacent 
communities. All construction vehicles will be required to use 
designated truck routes and avoid local streets. 

Letter 121: Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association, Karen M. Maddalena, Chairperson 





Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association 
Clo Ms. K2ren M M.lddalena

4 Lam.sen Street 
fast Boston, M1\ 02128 

April 21, 1999 

E:�ccutivc Office of Environmental Affairs 
ATTENTION MEPA OFFICE 
Mr. Arthur Pug.sky #10458 
I 00 Cambridge Street, Room 2000 
Boston, MA 02202 

Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

LETTER 122 

Enclosed in lhis IXlCbgc Jrc pclilions :?nd lcucrs from the Jc!Trics Point community Jnd impxtcd 
communities. TI,e people who signed these petitions and letters are concerned about the expansion of 
Logan Airport and the environmental issues caused by this c:-..-pw..£ion .. 

Listed below are the some of reasons we think tb.1t Massport' s draft environmental impact study (EIS/EIR0 
is fla"·ed: 
• Massporf s draft en"ironmental impact study (ETS/ETR) did not rigorously explore all reasonable

alternatives.
• Massport supported its conclusions with outdated studies and figures.
• TI1crc can be not gUJrJntcc of "unidirectional use" of Runway 14/32. This is �m FAA decision �md the

FAA is making no such guarantee
• FA . .A.. n1odeling ,., .... c: nnt nc:,>,f f A A ...f'lt'I c:hnn,c: ,4,.1�, r .. ...f .. rtinn cine .. 1()()1_ ,.,foc:cpi--rt'c: ,f,-hy fignr,.c:

:?re i..n..fb!.ed.
• Affrrtcd cmnmunitics were not giYen fair eomidc!"!!!fon we ml! he! 23,000 mn!"c flight.'! m·c!" m.1!"

heads annually. Soundproofing cannot mitigate the impact of this increase in noise and air
pnllu�inn .

• 
Huee issues such as air pollution and respiratory health, w1equal imf'}cts, secondary ground traffic and 
nthf'rC' rerf' 1nnnrrv-4 nr nlnc-cf'rl n,,f'r rnn11nh en thret �n truth nn Tn1nht ,.,"II reel,. ;fthf'rf'\ ;C' rern,th;nn nnnrf In J.v.. 
........ _ . ..., -•- ·o•·..,•-- ..., . .::,•...,�- ...,,..,.., -••v-o•• ...,..., ••-• ••• ••-•, .., .• ••••;:)••• ••-•• -• .. •··-•- ..... -••

., 
............ ::, ;:)""...,_ •- --

said about it. 

Sir. 1•·c !!<:<:d �·our !!!.!<:ntion to ll'i£ !.S�.lC. w,- �cir th�t �•nu lic:tf'n tn nnr rnnf'f'"1C 'Inti �ntf'rt th,- Qn�lit�- nf
Life in our Community, hear our concerns regarding our health and the environmental impact of this 
r\rnf"V\c'll Th,...r'"" "'lrf' 1.•o...:n111.• 1'11u'"C'f1nnc-rf'nrerr41nn thr ,..Arv, .. ,..,..,, nurel1tv renrl rf'li'lh;l1t" nf 1nf,.._...,.,..,,..,tnn ,_...,.l_,...,.._., • ........... -•- ...-••--.., ---i--..,. •• ..., •• ..., •""":::,-,-,•-··•o •••- ...__..,_- .. , '!-•••

., 
-•·- •-••--••••

., 

..., . ........ .., ...... _ •• ..., •• 

supplied by Massport. Additional health/environmental studies are needed to access the damage already 
,-,..,c,-rl h:• f "g:!.!' Airpi--rt. w,. 'lc:lr �•nn tn ,,.,...f,.rc,,.n...f th-w ,1,,. q11,.li�, nfljf,. nf 'Rnc:tnn '>r,.,. r,>c:i...f,-ntc: ic:
threatened. We need your help! 

Karen r,., t M1ddalen.1 
r1v1i�rC'r\l\ 
-·-.--·--·· 

122.1 
122.2 
122.3 

122.4 

122.5 

122.6 



Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association and Impacted 

Communities 
SUPPORT: REGIONAL TRANSPQRTATION l'LANNINLi 

rail development 
use of alternate regional airports 
NO LOGAN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT EXPANSION!

Massport is pushing for major expansion at Logan International Airport which will 
eventually lead to increased flights, noise and pollution dver, and in, our neighborhoods 
and surrounding communities. The new projects will further erode our quality of life. It 
will also be inadequate to handle the increased demand soon after it is built. We, the 
undersigned, demand that Massport and do the necessary regional transportation planning 
fully, including high-speed and other rail development for the Greater Boston area before 
enbarking on any expansion project. If Logan Airport is an "economic engine" for New 
England, then let the rest of New England share in its impact. 

Name Address City or town 



Comm unities 

We the undersigned are opposed to M Logan Airside Improvement Plan" (the proposed 

construction of Runway 14/32, the Centerfield Taxiway at Logan Airport. and the lowering of the 

minimum.) There are far too many unanswered question to allow the runways to be built. The 
proposed runways will affect our Quality of Life. The people who currently reside in the impacted 

communities currently experience traffic congestion, noise, and a polluted environment from the 
planes, automobiles, trucks, busses and other Massport related operations . 

.. 

NAME ADDRESS 
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�n.-•.1.1 •�� .1 u111L P,�1gnoornooct Association and Impacted 

Communities 

SUPPORT: REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 
rail development 
use of alternate regional airports 
NO LOGAN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT EXPANSION! 

Massport is pushing for major expansion at Logan International Airport which will 
eventually lead to increased flights, noise and pollution over, and in, our neighborhoods 
and surrounding communities. The new projects will further erode our quality of life. It 
will also be inadequate to handle the increased demand soon after it is built. We, the 
undersigned, demand that Massport and do the necessary regional transportation planning 
fully, including high-speed and other rail development for the Greater Boston area before 
enbarking on any expansion project. If Logan Airport is an "economic engine" for New 
England, then let the rest of New England share in its impact. 

Name Address City or town 

(
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Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association and Impacted 

Communities 

We the undersigned are opposed to • Logan Airside Improvement Plan" (the proposed 
construction of Runway 14/32, the Centerfield Taxiway at Logan Airport, and the lowering of the 
minimum.) There are far too many unanswered question to allow the runways to be buill The 
proposed runways will affect our Quality of life. The people who currently reside in the impacted 
communities currently experience traffic congestion, noise, and a polluted environment from the 
planes, automobiles, trucks, busses and other Massport related operations. 

NAME ADDRESS 



T: 

Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association and Impacted 

Communities 

We the undersigned are opposed to • Logan Airside Improvement Plan· (the proposed 
construction of Runway 14/32, the Centerfield Taxiway at Logan Airport, and the lowering of the 

minimum.) There are far too many unanswered question to allow the runways to be built. The 
proposed runways will affect our Quality of Life. The people who currently reside in the impacted 
communities currently experience traffic congestion, noise, and a polluted environment from the 
planes, automobiles, trucks, busses and other Massport related operations. 

' 
' 

NAME ADDRESS 
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Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association and Impacted 

Communities 
SUPPORT: REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 

rail development 
use of alternate regional airports 
NO LOGAN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT EXPANSION! 

Massport is pushing for major expansion at Logan International Airport which will 
eventually lead to increased flights, noise and pollution <1ver, and in, our neighborhoods 
and surrounding communities. The new projects will further erode our quality of life. It 
will also be inadequate to handle the increased demand soon after it is built. We, the 
undersigned, demand that Massport aiitl do the necessary regional transportation planning' 
fully, including high-speed and other rail development for the Greater Boston area before 
enbarking on any expansion project. If Logan Airport is an "economic engine" for New 
England, then let the rest of New England share in its impac_t.

------------------------------------------
-
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Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association and Impacted 

Communities 

We the undersigned are opposed to "Logan Airside Improvement Plan� (the proposed 

construction of Runway 14/32, the Centerfield Taxiway at Logan Airport, and the lowering of the 
minimum.) There are far too many unanswered question to allow the runways to be built. The 
proposed runways will affect our Quality of Life. The people who currently reside in the impacted 
communities currently experience traffic congestion, noise, and a polluted environment from the 
planes, automobiles, trucks, busses and other Massport related operations. 

NAME ADDRESS 



Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association and Impacted 

Comm unities 

We the undersigned are opposed to u Logan Airside Improvement Plan· (the proposed 
construction of Runway 14/32, the Centerfield Taxiway at Logan Airport, and the lowering of the 

minimum.) There are far too many unanswered question to allow the runways to be buill The 
proposed runways will affect our Quality of Life. The people who currently reside in the impacted 
communities currently experience traffic congestion, noise, and a polluted environment from the 
planes, automobiles, trucks, busses and other Massport related operations. 

NAME 
� 

ADDRESS 



Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association and Impacted

Communities 

We the undersigned are opposed to • Logan Airside Improvement Plan
ft 

(the proposed 
construction of Runway 14/32, the Centerfield Taxiway at Logan Airport, and the lowering of the 
minimum.) There are far too many unanswered question to allow the runways to be built. The 

proposed runways will affect our Quality of Life. The people who currently reside in the impacted 
communities currently experience t;affic congestion, noise, and a polluted environment from the 
planes, automobiles. trucks, busses and other Massport related operations. 



Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association and Impacted 

Communities 

We the undersigned are opposed to • Logan Airside Improvement Plan" (the proposed 
construction of Runway 14/32, the Centerfield Taxiway at Logan Airport, and the lowering of the 
minimum.) There are far too many unanswered question to allow the runways to be built. The 
proposed runways will affect our Quality of Life. The people who currently reside in the impacted 
communities currently experience traffic congestion, noise, and a polluted environment from the 
planes, automobiles, trucks, busses and other Massport related operations. 
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Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association and Impacted
Communities 

SUPPORT: REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 
rail development 
use of alternate regional airports 
NO LOGAN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT EXPANSION! 

Massport is pushing for major expansion at Logan Interqational Airport which will 
eventually lead to increased flights, noise and pollution over, and in, our neighborhoods 
and surrounding communities. The new projects will further erode our quality of life. It 
will also be inadequate to handle the increased demand soon after it is built. We, the 
undersigned, demand that Massport and do the necessary regional transportation planning 
fully, L'1cluding high-speed and other rail development for the Greater Boston area before 
enbarking on any expansion project. If Logan Airport is an "economic engine" for New 
England, then let the rest of New England share in its impact. 

------------·----------------------------------------�---------
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Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association and Impacted 

Communities 

rail development 
use of alternate regional airports 
NO LOGAN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT EXPANSION! 

Massport is pushing for major expansion at Logan International Airport which will 
eventually lead to increased flights, noise and pollution o.ver, and in, our neighborhoods 
and surrounding communities. The new projects will further erode our quality of life. It 
will also be inadequate to handle the increased demand soon after it is built. We, the 
undersigned, demand that Massport and do the necessary regional transportation planning 
fully, including high-speed and other rail development for the Greater Boston area before 
enbarking on any expansion project. If Logan Airport is an "economic engine" for New . 
England, then let the rest of New England share in its impact. 

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

----------------------------------------------
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Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association and Impacted
Communities 

SUPPORT: REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 
rail development 
use of alternate regional airports 
NO LOGAN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT EXPANSION! 

Massport is pushing for major expansion at Logan International Airport which will 
eventually lead to increased flights, noise and pollution dver, and in, our neighborhoods 
and surrounding communities. The new projects will further erode our quality of life. It 
will also be inadequate to handle the increased demand soon after it is built. We, the 
undersigned, demand that Massport and do the necessary regional transportation planning 
fully, including high-speed and other rail development for the Greater Boston area before 
enbarking on any expansion project. If Logan Airport is an "economic engine" for New 
England, then let the rest of New England share in its impact. 



Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association and Impacted 

Comm unities 

We the undersigned are opposed to N Logan Airside Improvement Plan· (the proposed 
construction of Runway 14/32, the Centerfield l"axiway at Logan Airport, and the lowering of the 
minimum.) There are far too many unanswered question to allow the runways to be built. The 

proposed runways will affect our Quality of Life. The people who currently reside in the impacted 
communities currently experience traffic congestion, noise, and a polluted environment from the 
planes, automobiles, trucks, busses and other Massport related operations. 

, .... ··, . . ·· 



Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association and Impacted 
Communities 

We the undersigned are opposed to " Logan Airside Improvement Plan· {the proposed 
construction of Runway 14/32, the Centerfield Taxiway at Logan Airport, and the lowering of the 
minimum.) There are far too many unanswered question to allow the runways to be built. The 
proposed runways will affect our Quality of Life. The people who currently reside in the impacted 
communities currently experience traffic congestion, noise, and a polluted environment from the 
planes, automobiles, trucks, busses and other Massport related operations. 

NAME 
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Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association and Impacted 

Communities 

We the undersigned are opposed to • Logan Airside Improvement Plan· (the proposed 
construction of Runway 14/32, the Centerfield Taxiway at Logan Airport, and the lowering of the 
minimum.) There are far too many unanswered question to allow the runways to be built. The 
proposed runways will affect our Quality of Life. The people who currently reside in the impacted 
communities currently experience traffic congestion, noise, and a polluted environment from the 
planes, automobiles, truck

z

, sses and other Massport related
� 
operations.
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Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association and Impacted 

Communities 

We the undersigned are opposed to • Logan Airside Improvement Plan" (the proposed 
construction of Runway 14/32, the Centerfield Taxiway at Logan Airport, and the lowering of the 
minimum.) There are far too many unanswered question to allow the runways to be built. The 
proposed runways will affect our Quality of Life. The people who currently reside in the impacted 
communities currently experience traffic congestion, noise, and a polluted environment from the 
planes, automobiles, trucks, busses and other Massport related operations. 
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Jettries Point Neighborhood Association and Impacted 

Comm unities 

SUPPORT: REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 
rail development 
use of alternate regional airports 
NO LOGAN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT EXPANSION! 

Massport is pushing for major expansion at Logan International Airport which will 
eventually lead to increased flights, noise and pollution over, and in, our neighborhoods 
and surrounding communities. The new projects will further erode our quality of life. It 
will also be inadequate to handle the increased demand soon after it i� built. We, the 
undersigned, demand that Massport and do the necessary regional transportation planning 
fully, including high-speed and other rail development for the Greater Boston area before 
enbarking on any expansion project. If Logan Airport is an "economic engine" for New 
England, then let the rest of New England share in its impact. 

Address City or town 

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

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

---------------------------------------------------------------
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Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association and Impacted 

Communities 

We the undersigned are opposed to • Logan Airside Improvement Plan" (the proposed 
construction of Runway 14/32, the Centerfield Taxiway at Logan Airport, and the lowering of the 
minimum.) There are far too many unanswered question to allow the runways to be built. The 
proposed runways will affect our Quality of life. The people who currently reside in the impacted 
communities currently experience traffic congestion, noise, and a polluted environment from the 
planes, automobiles, trucks, busses and other Massport related operations. 

' 

NAME ADDRESS 
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- ---- �. -•6 u uui uuuu Association and ImpactedCommunities

SUPPORT: REGIONAL TRANSPORTATIUN rLn.1'll1un� 

rail development 
use of alternate regional airports. 
NO LOGAN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT EXPANSION! 

Massport is pushing for major expansion at Logan International Airport which will 
eventually lead to increased flights, noise and pollution over, and in, our neighborhoods 
and surrounding communities. The new projects will further erode our quality of life. It

will also be inadequate to handle the increased demand soon after it is built. We, the 
undersigned, demand that Massport and do the necessary regional transportation planning 
fully, including high-speed and other rail development for the Greater Boston area before 
enbarking on any expansion project. If Logan Airport is an "economic engine" for New 
England, then let the rest of New England share in its impact. 
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Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association and Impacted 

Comm unities 

SUPPORT: REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 
rail development 
use of alternate regional airports . 
NO LOGAN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT EXPANSION! 

Massport is pushing for major expansion at Logan International Airport which will 
eventually lead to increased flights, noise and pollution over, and in, our neighborhoods 
and surrounding communities. The new projects will further erode our quality of life. It 
will also be inadequate to handle the increased demand soon after it is built. We, the 
undersigned, demand that Massport and do the necessary regional transportation planning 
fully, including high-speed and other rail development for the Greater Boston area before 
enbarking on any expansion project. If Logan Airport is an "economic engine" for New 
England, then let the rest of New England share in its impact. 
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Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association and Impacted

Communities 
SUPPORT: REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 

rail development 
use of alternate regional airports 
NO LOGAN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT EXPANSION! 

Massport is pushing for major expansion at Logan International Airport which will 
eventually lead to increased flights, noise and pollution dver, and in, our neighborhoods 
and surrounding communities. The new projects will further erode our quality of life. It 
will also be inadequate to handle the increased demand soon after it is built. We, the 
undersigned, demand that Massport and do the necessary regional transportation planning 
fully, including high-speed and other rail development for the Greater Boston area before 
enbarking on any expansion project. If Logan Airport is an "economic engine" for New 
England, then let the rest of New England share in its impact. 
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Commuizit!ies Against Runway(/ Expansion 

SUPPORT: REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 
rail development 
use of alternate regional airports 
NO LOGAN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT EXPANSION! 

Massport is pushing for major expansion at Logan International Airport which will 
eventually lead to increased flights, noise and pollution 6ver, and in, our neighborhoods 
and surrounding communities. The new projects will further erode our quality of life. It 
will also be inadequate to handle the increased demand soon after it is built. We, the 
undersigned, demand that Massport and do the necessary regional transportation planning 
fully, including high-speed and other rail development for the Greater Boston area before 
enbarking on any expansion project. If Logan Airport is an "economic engine" for New 
Engiand, then let t!--.c rest of New England share in its impact. 

Name Address City or town 
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L,u1n1nun1tzer A.ti/inst Runway Expansion 

surPORT: REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 
rail development 
use of alternate regional airports 
NO LOGAN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT EXPANSION! 

Massport is pushing for major expansion at Logan International Airport which will 
eventually lead to increased flights, noise and pollution o.ver, and in, our neighborhoods 
and surrounding communities. The new projects will further erode our quality of life. It 
will also be inadequate to handle the increased demand soon after it is built. We, the 
undersigned, demand that Massport and do the necessary regional transportation planning 
fully, including high-speed and other rail development for the Greater Boston area before 
enbarking on any expansion project. If Logan Airport is an "economic engine" for New 
England_. then let the rest cf New England share in its impact. 





LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFr EIS/FINAL EIR 

Letter 122 
Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association 

Karen M. Maddalena, Chairperson 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
---,------------�, -----

----··---· -- ···--

122.1 Environmental MEPA 

122.2 

Review 
Process 

Analysis 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

Base Year 

Massport's draft environmental impact study (EIS/EIR) did 
not rigorously explore all reasonable alternatives. 

Massport supported its conclusions with outdated studies 
and figures. 

Letter 117: Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association, Karen M. Maddalena, Chairperson 

Response 

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 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 contex1 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. 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

122.3 

122.4 

Topic 1 

Alternatives 

Delay 

Topic2 

Runway 14/32 

Model 

Comment 

There can be no guarantee of 'unidirectional use" of 
Runway 14/32. This is an FAA decision and the FAA is 
making no such guarantee. 

FAA modeling was not used. FAA data shows delay reduction 
since 1993. Massport's delay figures are inflated. 

Letter 117: Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association, Karen M. Maddalena, Chairperson 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL Ell 

Response 

The Runway 14/32 concept under review in the Supplementa! 
DEIS/FEIR allows unidirectional operations only (i.e., all aircrc 
arrivals would occur over Boston Harbor to the Runway 32 
approach and all departures would initiate from the Runway 1· 
heading out over Boston Harbor). State approval under MEPP 
and federal approval under NEPA will allow Runway 14/32 to 
proceed only on a basis consistent with the stated unidirection 
limitations. Consistent with any such approvals, Massport will 
light and stripe Runway 14/32 to accommodate unidirectional 
operations only. 

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

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

- - -

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 hours are over five times the FAA's 
20,000-hour threshold for a severely delayed airport. 

-
. -

-

.,,: 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code 

122.5 

122.6 

Topic 1 

Noise 

Public Health 

Topic 2 

Sound 
Insulation 

Effects 

Comment 

Soundproofing cannot mitigate the impact of this increase in 
noise and air pollution. 

Huge issues such as air pollution and respiratory health, 
unequal impacts, secondary ground traffic and others are 
ignored or glossed over, enough so that in truth, one might 
well ask if there is anything good to be said about it. 

Letter 117: Jeffries Point Neighborhood Association, Karen M. Maddalena, Chairperson 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

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. 

The emissions inventories for future conditions and alternatives 
are contained in Section 6.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
and Appendix F. These inventories show that all Alternatives, 
including the No Action and Preferred Alternative, are well 
within acceptable criteria. In addition, dispersion modeling 
indicates no violation of the NAAQS for the pollutants analyzed 
(CO, NO and PM10) under any alternative and future year. 

Noise was identified as the only off-airport impact from the 
Preferred Alternative (see Section 6.2 of the Supplemental 
Draft EIS/Final EIR for a discussion on noise impacts). Because 
of improved airfield efficiency and shorter delay periods, the 
Preferred Alternative is projected to slightly reduce air 
emissions when compared to the No Action Alternative. The 
available public health studies for communities adjacent to 
Logan Airport were reviewed and are presented in Section 6.8 
of the Supplemental Draft EIS/Final EIR. A review of the 
available information did not indicate any causal relationship 
based on proximity to the airport. Construction will be managed 
to minimize air, noise and other impacts to the adjacent 
communities. All construction vehicles will be required to use 
designated truck routes and avoid local streets. 





GOULSTON & STORRS 
A PllOFESSIONAL COUOllATION 

COUNSELLOU AT LAW 

400 A TI.ANTIC A VENUE

BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02110-3333 

(617)482-1776

TELECOPY/FAX i617l 57'-�l 1� 

BY OVERNIGHT COURIER 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEP A Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOEA No. 10458 
I 00 Cambridge Street 
20th Floor 
Boston, Massachusetts 02202 

John C. Silva 
Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 
New England Region 
12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA DI.803 

April 21, I 999 

Re: Comments to Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
and Draft Environmental Impact Report ("Draft EIS/EIR") 
Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project (Februarv 1999) 

Dear Messrs. Pugsley and Silva: 

LETTER 123 

These comments are submitted on behalf of our client, LaSalle Hotel Operating 
Partnership, L.P. ("LaSalle"). Pursuant to LaSalle's Ground Lease with Massport, LaSalle 
owns the Hyatt Harborside Hotel located at 101 Harborside Drive at Logan International 
Airport. As the owner of the Hyatt Harborside Hotel, which in addition to providing 
conference center services, provides accommodations for visitors, tourists and business 
travelers alike, LaSalle ·is interested in the proposals set forth in the Draft EIS/EIR that would 
enhance travel and tourism in Boston and the greater New England region. LaSalle believes 
that first-class hotel accommodations and conference center facilities play a vital role in 
attracting anj accommodating visitors to the Boston area and have wide-ranging positive 
economic affects on the region. On behalf of LaSalle' s guests, including those from the 
surrounding communities, we appreciate this opportunity to pose some concerns and 
questions regarding certain aspects of the Draft EIS/EIR. 



Mr. Arthur Pugsley 
Mr. John C. Silva 
April 21, 1999 
Page -2-

LaSalle wishes to voice its opposition to Layout Option A, which according to the 
Draft EIS/EIR places Runway 14/32 in such close proximity_to the Hyatt Harborside Hotel as 
to raise significant safety, noise and operational concerns th:i.t cannot be mitigated. 
Moreover, Layout Option A would remove 174 parking spaces (or 71 % of available parking) 123.1 
from the Hyatt Harborside Hotel, significantly hampering LaSalle's ability to attract guests 
and operate the Hotel. Such a layout would effectively eliminate LaSalle's ability to attract 
guests for the conference facilities and operate guest accommodations. As stated in the Draft 
EIS/EIR, no viable option for parking for the Hyatt Harborside Hotel would be available if 
Layout Option A moved forward. Layout Option A would, in effect, destroy LaSalle's 
multi-million dollar investment at Logan. 

In general, LaSalle supports Mass port's goal of improving service at Logan through 12 3. 2 
means other than Layout Option A. It would, however, be helpful to have the proponent 
address certain issues more specifically or direct us to the existing studies that address these 
issues. In particular, the issues are as follows: (i) the noise impact on the Hotel; (ii) the light

123.3 impact on the Hotel; (iii) the impact on air quality surrounding the Hotel; (iv) any mitigating 
steps that might be available to lessen the noise, light, or air quality impacts on the Hotel and 
who is responsible for the costs of such actions; (v) the area to which airplane parking 
positions would be relocated; (vi) safety factors for the Hotel's premises and mitigating 
actions that may be necessary; and (vii) access to and from the Hotel and any possible 
relocation of Harborside Drive. 

LaSalle would appreciate the opportunity to review the above matters with Massport 
prior to Massport filing its Final EIR/EIS so that we can understand the impacts of 
Massport's proposal and are satisfied that Massport is committed to providing adequate 
mitigation measures. 

Respectfully submitted, 

��t) 
as attorney for and on behalf of LaSalle Hotel 
Operating Partnership, L.P. 

cc: Peter Blute, Massport Executive Director 
/Betty J. Desrosiers, Massport Director, Aviation Planning & Development 

Todd Noonan, LaSalle Vice President 
• 

David J. Martin, Hyatt General Manager 
GSDocs-757865-3 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 

123.1 Alternatives 

123.2 Alternatives 

123.3 Alternatives 

Letter 123 
LaSalle Hotel Operating Partnership 

c/o Goulston & Storrs, Michael J. Haroz 
(as attorney on behalf of LaSalle Hotel 

Operating Partnership, L.P.) 

Topic2 

Runway 14/32 

Runway 14/32 

Runway 14/32 

Comment 

LaSalle wishes to voice its opposition to Layout Option A, 
... Layout Option A would remove 174 parking spaces ... 
significantly hampering LaSalle's ability to attract guests ... 
no viable option for parking for the Hyatt Harborside Hotel 
would be available if Layout Option A moved forward. 

In general, LaSalle supports Massport's goal of improving 
service at Logan through means other than Layout 
Option A. 

Issues affecting the Hyatt Harborside Hotel such as noise, 
light, air quality, mitigation, airplane parking positions, safety 
factors, and access to and from Harborside Drive should be 
addressed more specifically. 

Response 

Refer to Section 8.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FElR, which 
clearly states that Option C is the preferred layout for 
Runway 14/32. 

Refer to response to Comment 123.1. 

The Airside Project Draft EIS/ElR 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. 

Letter 123: LaSalle Hotel Operating Partnership, c/o Goulston & Storrs, Michael J. Haroz, 
(as attorney on behalf of LaSalle Hotel Operating Partnership, LP.) 





_LO_g_an __ Air_· _li_·n_e_s_._M_an_a_g_e_m_e _n _t_C_o_u_n_c_il_ uuc�� �

April 7, ��99 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attn.: tviEPA 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley 
EOEA #10458 
100 Cambridge St. - 20th Floor 
Bosto� MA 02205 

Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

LETTER 124 

We, the undersigned executive board members ofLAMCO (Logan Airlines Management 
Council), wish to express our support for the series of airside improvements currently 
proposed by MASSPORT. In an effort to reduce delays and improve efficiency on 
Logan's airfield, we support the following projects: 

*Co:nsiruction of a uni-directional runway 14/32 for over the water operations.

*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
industry standards.

The Logan Airlines Management Council is comprised of the following member carriers: 

Aer Lingus Air Canada 
Air-F ranee America West 
Alitalia American 
Atlantic Coast Airlines 

124.1 



LOgan Airlines Management Council 

�-
________________________ o.Mco 

� 

British Airways 
Cape Air
Delta 
Eastwind 
Icelandair 
LufthansaMidway 
Northwest 
Sun Country 
TAP/Air Portugal 
Trans States 
USAirways 
US Airways Express 

Business Express 
Continental 
Delta Shuttle 
Frontier 
Korean 
Midwest Express 
Olympic Airways 
Swissair 
TWA 
United 
USAirways Shuttle 
Virgin Atlantic Airways 

On behalf of the over 26 million customers using Logan Airport, we strongly reiterate our 
support for EOEA #10458. 

Sincerely, 

Charles Ferrar� President 
Speros Frangules, Vice President e�� £Lk��Z--
Robert Costello, Secretary/Treasurer / - · 
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Letter 124 
Logan Airlines Management Council 

Charles Ferrara, President 

Code 

124.1 

Topic 1 

Purpose and 
Need 

Topic 2 

Delay 

Comment 

We, the undersigned executive board members of 
LAMCO (Logan Airlines Management Council), wish to 
express our support for the series of airside improvements 
currently proposed by Massport ... to reduce delays and 

. improve efficiency on Logan's airfield .... 
------ --- ----- ---- - • -- - - --- --------------·-----·- - -·--·- ---·- ·----�- ------- �-----·---- ---

Letter 124: Logan Airlines Management Council, Charles Ferrara, President 

Response 

Comment noted. 





Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
ATfN:MEPA 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley 
EOEA#l0458 
I 00 Cambridge St. - 20th Floor 
Boston, MA 02205 

Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

April 7, I 999 

LETTER 125 

We, the undersigned co-chairpersons of the LAMCO (Logan Airlines Management Council) 
Cargo sub-committee wish to express our support for the series of airside improvements 
currently proposed by Massport. In an effort to reduce delay and improve efficiency on 
Logan's airfield, we support the following projects: 

⇒ Construction of an uni-directional runway 14/32 for over the water operations.

⇒ Construction of a centerfield taxiway to reduce taxiway congestion.

⇒ Realignment and extension of existing taxiways to enhance airfield safety.

⇒ Reduction of approach minimwns on runways to upgrade Logan Airport to industry
standards.

On behalf of our Customers, who annually ship over 814 million tons of cargo and mail in and 
out of Logan Airport, we strongly reiterate our suppon for the Logan Airside Improvement 
Planning Project (EOEA # 10458). 

Sincerely. 

Jeff Ealy Enrico Miranda 
Co-Chairperson ___ Co-Chairperson 

C �/?,.✓ ,!7----

William Taylor 
Co-Chairperson 

CARGO SUBCOMMITTEE 

125.1 
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Code Topic 1 

125.1 Purpose and 
Need 

Topic 2 

Delay 

Letter 125 
Logan Airlines Management Council 

Cargo Subcommittee, Co-Chairpersons 

Comment Response 

· We, the undersigned co-chairpersons of the LAMCO Comment noted. 
(Logan Airlines Management Council) Cargo sub-
committee wish to express our support for the series
of airside improvements currently proposed by 
Massport ... to reduce delay and improve efficiency on 
Logan's airfield .... 

-··· .. -·---········-·· -· 

Letter 125: Logan Airlines Management Council, Cargo Subcommittee, Co-Chairpersons 





Manchester Airport 
One Airport Road 

Su,te 300 
Manchester. NH 

03103-3395 
Tel: 603-624-6539 
Fax: 603-666-4101 

1t!.p•l/www flymanchester com 

Alfred Testa, Jr. 
Director 

02 April 1999 

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

Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

LETTER 126 

Please accept this letter as a comment on Logan Airport's Airside Improvements 
Project. There have been many comments made by various officials regarding 
Massport's dedication and commitment to a regional approach for the mitigation 
of impacts. 

I wish to assure you as Director of Manchester Airport that for the past five years 
Massport has worked diligently with the regional airports of New England in an 
effort to find some regional solutions to the congestion at Logan Airport. These 
meetings have resulted in various approaches for many of the regional airports 
depending upon their ability to take on more traffic, and their proximity to Logan 
Airport. Massport's work with Worcester Airport is well noted and I need not 
comment on it here. 

The unprecedented growth at T.F. Green in Providence and Manchester Airport 
in New Hampshire is a testament to the regionai approach we all have been 
taking. However, one must understand that Logan's Airside Improvements are 
complimentary to the hundreds of millions of dollars of improvements already 
done at T.F. Green and Manchester Airport. One will not work without the 
other. For airports that are further away in distance from Logan, peak hour 
pricing is a very viable and supportable solution. 

I cannot reiterate strongly enough how much Massport has been involved in the 
regional attempt to mitigate traffic congestion, but, I must also strongly emphasis 
that no matter how much increased air traffic Providence and Manchester may be 
able to manage, :._ogan must still improve its airside efficiency. 

126.1 

126.2 

126.3 

126.4 



I am moving on to become the Director of Philadelphia International Airport 
where, by the way, a uni�irectional commuter runway is under construction for 
exactly the same reasons Logan is seeking to do the same. 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call me at Philadelphia 

International Airport. 

ly, 
"'-

es£;�
Director 

AT/ds 

cc: Betty Desrosiers/Massport 
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Code 

126.1 

126.2 

-

126.3 

126.4 

Topic 1 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Transportation 

---- -

Regional 
Transportation 

Purpose and 
Need 

Topic 2 

Regional 
Airports 

Regional 
Airports 

Regional 
Airports 

Delay 

Letter 126 
Manchester Airport 

Alfred Testa Jr., Airport Director 

Comment 
-- ---- - - -

I wish to assure you as Director of Manchester Airport that 
for the past five years Massport has worked diligently with 
the regional airports of New England in an effort to find 
some regional solutions to the congestion at Logan 
Airport. 

... Logan's Airside Improvements are complimentary to the 
hundreds of millions of dollars of improvements already 
done at T.F. Green and Manchester Airport. One will not 
work without the other. 

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

For airports that are further away in distance from Logan, 
peak hour pricing is a very viable and supportable 
solution. 

·-·-·----- -··-· ... 

. .. no matter how much increased air traffic Providence 
and Manchester may be able to manage, Logan must still 
improve its airside efficiency. 

--

Response 

Comment noted. 

�----�------ ---

Comment noted . 

----·--··-·---- - -

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. See Section 4.5 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 

Comment noted. 

Letter 126: Manchester Airport, Alfred Testa Jr., Airport Director 





LETTER 127 

Roben Durand, SecreUI.I}' 

Massachusetts Audubon Society 

208 South Great Road 

Lincoln, Massachusetts 01773 

(781) 259-9500 April 22, 1998

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Anhur Pugsley, EOEA #10458 
HX> Cambridge Sr., 201h Aoor 
Boston, MA 02202 

Attention: MEP A Unit 

Re: EOEA #10458, Logan Almde Improvements, Boston and Winthrop 

Dear Secretary Durand: 

On behalf of the Massachusetts Audubon Society, I submit the following comments on che Draft

Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (DEIR/EIS) for che above-referenced 
project. 

Toe Massachusetts Audubon Society has not conducted an in-depth review of this document, 
therefore our comments will be limited to two aspects: general transportation planning issues and proposed 
rare spedC5 impact mitigation. 

Transportatlop PlannJng .-

Massport has proposed these alrs!de improvement to alleviate current and future delays at Logan. 
Meanwhile. other related planning and transportation activlUes are ongoing, inciuding the proposal for 
Massport to take over management of Worcester Airport. discussion of the roles of regJonaJ airports boch 
wirhln Massachusetts and in neighboring states, provision of high speed rail service to New York. and the 
Nonh-South Rail Link projecL All of these projects and activities have some hearing on the congestion 
!iituation ar Logan. There are also environmental and community impacts �sociated with many of the 
alternatives under consideration, particularly the aviation alternatives. Decisions on the future 
c.onfiguration of the commonwealtll's and New England's transportation networks have huge implications 
for land use and environmental quality. These dedslons should not be based only on an unccnrdinated 
series of independent envfronmental reviews fer specific alternative projects. There should be some more 
centralized., organized approach which fully engages the public. 1be Massachusetts Environmental Policy 
Ace (MEPA) process is a good mechanism for public participation, and we urge you to dererntine mean� of 
hener coordinating the state's transportatlon improvement planning processes Ch.rough ME.PA. 

'The Draft EIR/EIS shows that alternatives to aviation travel, indud.ing increa.scd reliance on rail 
and vJdeo conferencing, may divc::rt up to 7.3 rrultion passengers away from Logan in the year 2010 (Table 
2.4-9). Nearly half of this diversion amount is attributed to diversion to other regional airports. which will 
transfer some of the impacts to other sit.es wil:hout fundamcnWly alleviating aviation impacts such as noise 
impacts on neighborhocx1s. Howevc:r, this analysis does indlcate that Logan passenger demand In 2010 
may only increase to 30.2 mJlllon compared to 29 milllon today. Thus, Jt is clear that alternatives analysis 

127.1 



is critical for finding the rcglon • s most environmentally sound traruportation solutions, and that this 
. 12 7. 2 analysis must include consideration of otha modes including the c:ffccts of two major rail irojccts: high 

speed rail to New York and the Nath-South Rall Unk. Other options such as peak pricing deserve funhcr 
consideration as well. At the same time, It should be recognized that some options, like me proposed 
expansion of the New Bedford airport, will have insignificant impacts on Logan's congestion situation 12 7. 3 
(potentially diverting nne cargo flight per day) while resulting in rrerncndous environmental impacts. The 
New Bedford project entails the largest wetland fill ever proposed in Massachusetts since the Wetlands 
Protection Regulations were promulgated in 1983. The relative utilicy and impacts of the full range of 12 7 4 alternatives (aviation and non-aviation) should be considered and subjected to public review through the 
MEPA process. 

Rare Specie, 

Habitat of rare grassland birds, notably the state-endangered upland sandpiper, would be destroyed 
by the proposed central taxiway. The DEIR/EIS mentions the possibility of restoring grassland habitat ar 
Camp Edwards on Cape Cod as pan of a mitigation package for these impacts. One rational for off-site 
mitigation (or off-site mitigation combined with on-sjte mitigation) is the high risk of bird/aircraft collisions 
due co the high volume of flights at Logan. However, chls off-s.ite mitigation proposal requires substantial 
additional consultation among Massport, Massachuserts Narural Herjtage and Endangered Species 
Program (MNHESP), and the military officials who control Camp Edwards. While off-site mitigarion has 
the potential to benefit rare grassland birds, there are many details which remain unresolved, including 

12 7. 5permission for Massport to undertake such activities on Camp Edwards land and reqwrements for 
undertaking, monitoring, and maintaining grassland restoration. Masspon should be required to pursue 
those consultations actively, and to  submit a near-final, detailed mitigation plan with the Final EIR/EIS. 

Conclµ.sfon 

Many transportation improvement projccts, including the proposed Logan expansion and some of 
the alternatives proposed to avoid the expansion. have large impacts of concern to the affected 
communities. These issues should be addressed in a fair manner, with a level playing field that allows 

127 6 comparison of relative in;ipacts of various alternatives. The FEIR for th.is project should be required 10 • 
more fully evaluate th,e role of Logan within a regional transportation system and to seek options which
mirtimii:e environmental impacts at all locations. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincc::rely, 

tzl�� 
E. Heidi Rodd.is
Environmental Policy Specialist

cc: Ma.ssport 
Robert Bananowicz, FAA 
Elizabeth ffigg1ns Congram, U.S. EPA 
MNHESP 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code 

127.1 

127.2 

Topic 1 

Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Regional 
Transportation 

Topic 2 

MEPA 

Regional 
Airports, 
Passenger Rail 

Letter 127 
Massachusetts Audubon Society 

E. Heidi Roddis,
Environmental Policy Specialist 

Comment 

Decisions on the future configuration of the 
commonwealth's and New England's transportation 
networks have huge implications for land use and 
environmental quality. These decisions should not be 
based only on an uncoordinated series of independent 
environmental reviews for specific alternative projects. 
There should be some more centralized, organized 
approach which fully engages the public. The 
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) process 
is a good mechanism for public participation, and we urge 
you to determine means of better coordinating the state's 
transportation improvement planning processes through 
MEPA. 

... [An] alternatives analysis is critical for finding the 
region's most environmentally sound transportation 
solutions, and that this analysis must include 
consideration of other modes including the effects of two 
major rail projects: high speed rail to New York and the 
North-South Rail Link. Other options such as peak pricing 
deserve further consideration as well. 

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 MST A'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 . 

Refer to response to comment 127 .1. 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; MST A, 
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 MST A 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. 

Letter 127: Massachusetts Audubon Society, E. Heidi Roddis, Environmental Policy Specialist 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL Ell 

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

127.3 

127.4 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

Environmental MEPA 
Review 
Process 

... the proposed expansion of the New Bedford airport, will 
have insignificant impacts on Logan's congestion situation 
(potentially diverting one cargo flight per day) while 
resulting in tremendous environmental impacts. 

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

The relative utility and impacts of the full range of 
alternatives (aviation and non-aviation) should be 
considered and subjected to public review through the 
MEPA process. 

Letter 127: Massachusetts Audubon Society, E. Heidi Roddis, Environmental Policy Specialist 

Comment noted. 

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 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 Advisol') 
Committee (with representatives from 24 communities 
surrounding Logan Airport), and 11 businesses and industry 
organizations. Massport also funded independent consultant! 
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. 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. 

.,.,J' 

-
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 

127.5 

127.6 

Ecosystems 

Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Topic 2 

Rare Species 

MEPA 

Comment 

While off-site mitigation has the potential to benefit rare 
grassland birds, there are many details which remain 
unresolved, including permission for Massport to 
undertake such activities on Camp Edwards land and 
requirements for undertaking monitoring, and maintaining 
grassland restoration. Massport should be required to 
pursue those consultations actively, and to submit a near
final, detailed mitigation plan with the Final EIR/EIS. 

The FEIR for this project should be required to more fully 
evaluate the role of Logan within a regional transportation 
system and to seek options which minimize environmental 
impacts at all locations. 

Letter 127: Massachusetts Audubon Society, E. Heidi Roddis, Environmental Policy Specialist 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

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

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

- -





April 7, 1999 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEP A Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOEA #10458 
100 Cambridge Street 
20th Floor 
Boston, MA 02205 

RE: Draft EIR/EIS 
Logan Airsides Improvement Project 

Dear Sirs: 

LETTER 128 

John C. Silva 
Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Div�ion, ANE-600 
New England Division 
12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 

The Board of Directors of the Massachusetts Business Roundtable, a statewide 128 1 organization of seventy-five of Massachusetts' leading chief executives, has 
recently voted unanimously to strongly support the opening of runway 14/32 
and the creation of a new taxiway at Logan International Airport. 

Over the last decade, the Governor and the Legislature have accomplished a 
great deal to improve the ability of Massachusetts' businesses to grow, create 
jobs, and compete with companies based in other states and around the world . 

.. 

Howevei;-, the growth of our current economy will not continue forever and, not 
withstanding the efforts of the Legislature and the Governor, Massachusetts has 
higher costs of living and of doing business than almost any other state in the 128.2 
country. Predictable and efficient air travel for employees, customers and goods 
are a key component of any company's ability to grow and to compete. This 
runway will help our state leaders to prepare for the future and to ensure that 
Massachusetts businesses have a level playing field to compete and create jobs, 
even in less positive economic times. 

This proposal is not an expansion of Logan and will not result in an increase in 
flights. The reduction of weather related delays will enhance safety, allow 
Massport to utilize Logan's existing allowable daily capacity to its utmost, and 
have a positive ripple effect on other airports on the East Coast. It will reduce air 
and noise pollution over surrounding residential areas, and move a greater 
number of takeoffs and landings over the harbor. 

The ability of Massachusetts' businesses to expand and to create jobs, in good 
times and bad, depends on their ability to move employees, customers and 
goods into and out of Massachusetts. The efficient use of Logan's existing 



Massachn�tts Business Roundtlble 
RE: Draft EIR/EIS 
Logan Airsides Improvement Project 
April 7, 1999 

capacity, through this runway and taxiway, will allow our businesses to continue 
to create jobs here in Massachusetts and to compete nationally and around the 
world. 

The Massachusetts Business Roundtable would be pleased to work with you in 
any way to address this critical issue. 

Sincerely, 

CJi>'" 

Nader F. Darehshori 
Chairman 
Massachusetts Business Roundtable 
Chairman, President and Chief Executive Office 
Houghton Mifflin Company 
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Code Topic 1 

128.1 Alternatives 

Topic 2 

Runway 14/32 

Letter 128 

Massachusetts Business Roundtable 

Nader F. Darehshori, Chairman 

Comment Response 

· The Board of Directors of the Massachusetts Business Comment noted. 
Roundtable ... has recently voted unanimously to strongly
support the opening of runway 14/32 and the creation of a
new taxiway at Logan International Airport.

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

128.2 Purpose and 
Need 

Economic 
Impacts 

Predictable and efficient air travel for employees, Comment noted. 
customers, and goods are a key component of any 
company's ability to grow and to compete . ... [The 
proposed new] runway will help our state leaders to 
prepare for the future and to ensure that Massachusetts 
businesses have a level playing field to compete and 

____ create jobs, even in less positive e�onomic times.

Letter 128: Massachusetts Business Roundtable, Nader F. Darehshori, Chairman 





MA.SSACHUSETTS SIERRA 

LETTER 129 

CLUB 

100 Boyhton St ree t Boston MA 02116 (617) 423-5775 fax (617) 423-5858 

Bob Durand, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs, Attention: MEPA Office 
Mr. Authur Pugsley, EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street, Room 2000 
Boston, MA 02202 

John C. Silva. Manager 
Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE - 600 
New England Region 
12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA O 1803 

April 22, 1999 

Re: Massachusetts Port Authority (MPA) Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 
("Project") DEIS/DEIR - EOEA No. 10458 

Boston-Logan International Airport 

The Massachusetts Chapter of the Sierra Club (the Club) with over 20,000 members, including 
the Greater Boston Group with over 7,000 members, request that the Secretary of Environmental 
Affairs (the Secretary) and the FAA detennine that significant planning deficiencies exist in the 
DEIS/DEIR of the Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project ("Project") that must be 
addressed; that the document be found "INADEQUATE"; and that a new Draft document be 
required. Each of the major three parts; the proposed runway 14/32, the centerfield taxiway 
between the 4/22 runways, and the lowering of the minimum have major environmental impacts 
for the greater Boston metropolitan area which have not been adequately addressed. In addition, 
the data and studies used are outdated and a 1998 base year should be required with the planning 
period extended from 20 IO to at least 2020. 

The Club furthers wishes to go on record concerning the conflict of interest that exists for the 
FAA to be a proponent for the Project and then also one of the deci!;ion makers in detennining 
the Project's adequacy. We strongly request that the EPA take the lead role for any decision 
making because of this conflict. 

Please note our major concerns: 

129.1 

129.2 

129.3 

129.4 

1. A comprehensive Northeast regional transportation plan, including all forms of 12 9. 5 
transportation, needs to be developed and subjected to public review before any further
airport expansion is allowed

The study area must include the Federal Aviation Administration's Eastern and New England 129.6 
regions with a goal of identifying and quantifying long range airside, landside and groundside 
demand requirements. The present system of piecemeal airport expansion throughout the 
Northeast has become counterproductive, with each airport justifying projects seemingly based 
on parochial competition rather than regional cooperation. 

The Club realizes that we are asking for a drastic remedy for what is supposed to be a local issue. 
but this isn't just a local Massachusetts issue and the answers won't come from just looking at 
Logan Airport. All throughout the Northeast, the same questions and concerns are being raised 
by more and more residents and groups as to the environmental and economic consequences of 



polices that were put into place many years ago before airline deregulation and the enormous 
growth of airline traffic. As the DEIS/DEffi. reminds us, over 100 homes and a church are to be 
taken for the expansion of the Manchester, NH airport. 

The scope for such a study should include, but not be limited to: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

an inventory of all airports and associated planned regional airside and landside projects . 

existing and planned rail passenger services(both Amtrak and commuter rail) . 

an inventory of underutilized railroad rights of way and potential uses . 

an analysis of future high speed rail initiatives . 

an inventory of the existing interstate highway system and any planned system expansion .•

•

• 

an analysis of regional air cargo demand 129 7 
a discussion of how airports with constrained landside expansion potential deal with airside • 

capacity issues.
• all environmental impacts on wetlands, waterways, flora. fauna. and human, including health

studies as well as air, noise and odor impacts.
• potential for future reduction in peak time business trips due to improvements in

teleconferencing.
• The implications on regional airside planning of NLA • s(New Large Aircraft) - more later.
• The implications on regional groundside planning of the cons�ruction of the North/South Rail

Link - more later.

This study should be accomplished with the cooperation of all interested parties including, but 
not limited 10, residents, businesses, and organizations. 
The goal of the above study would be to determine the least invasive environmental impacts of 
future transportation developments needed to meet the region's requirements for future long term 
growth. Segmental planning cannot and should not be tolerated. 

2. The North/South Rail Link must be a integral part of the planning process for Logan or
any other regional airport expansion projects.

The ridership figures referenced in Massport's DEIS/DEIR for the proposed North/South Rail 
Link project are in draft form and have not been reviewed by the Rail Link CAC (Citizen's 
Advisory Committee) established by EOEA as part of an ongoing process to evaluate the 
MIS(Major Investment Study)/DEIS/DEIR(EOEA 10270) for the Rail Link project. Members of 

129.8 

the Rail Link CAC have serious concerns with the intercity(Amtrak) numbers for trips 
129 9 originating and terminating north of Boston, as well as potential diversions from airside demand. • 

The Club feels that the low estimates for Rail Link airside Logan diversions have more to do 
with artificial constraints, primarily parking supply, than with actual Northeast Corridor ridership 
potential. For example, lack of sufficient parking for Amtrak riders at Route 128 Station has 
long been considered to be a formidable disin�entive for potential rail passengers. The provision 
of adequate parking at the new Woburn Transportation Center(tentatively identified in the draft 
Rail Link MIS/EIS/EIR as the initial terminus of Amtrak's high speed service) should generate 
significantly more airside diversions from Logan than presently referenced. 

With the Rail Link in place, New York City will be accessible in about three and one half hours 
from Woburn! With the Rail Link in place, proposed T.F. Greene commuter rail service from 
Boston could be extended to any number of Northside destinations! With the Rail Link in place, 
some Amtrak Northeast Corridor services will be extended to Portland Maine and beyond; while 
others could be extended into Nashua. New Hampshire and beyond! 

In any case. Massport's DEIS/DEIR should be withdrawn pending the completion of the Rail 129 1 Q Link MIS/DEIS/DEIR. and the incorporation of its findings into a regional transportation study. • 

The Rail Link CAC is also concerned that the MIS/DEIS/DEIR for the Rail Link project is 
significantly behind schedule. This sorry state of affairs seems to be due more to internal 



3 

Massachusetts political squabbling over funding for future local Boston transit projects, rather 
than as a judgment of the potential value of the Rail Link. 

The Rail Link has always been recognized as a project of "Regional and Natwnal Significance" 

and not just as a local Boston transit project. Funding for the Rail Link must be on a regional 
basis and be based on the benefits accruing to the entire Northeast, as well as Massachusetts, 
from the extension of Amtrak's Northeast Corridor to the north of Boston. 

3. The impact of New Large Aircraft (NLA) must be quantified as to their impacts on 129.11 
Logan and other regional airports.

There is another trend that impacts the 14/32 runway project. 

According to sources in the aviation community, 2003 will see the start of commercial 
availability of NLAs from Boeing and Airbus lndustrie, i.e. New Large Airplanes with a capacity 
of up to I 000 persons per airplane and needing runways up to 11,000 feet in length. It is 
inconceivable that Massport is not engaged in some sort of internal planning process with the 
aim of accommodating NLAs though so far there has been no mention. Since NLAs take a lot of 
space on the ground, 14/32 might be important to provide more runway and taxiway space for the 
safe and efficient operation while NLA aircraft use existing runways. These existing runways 
would need to be extended for the NLAs and many small to medium aircraft would be diverted to 
14/32. In short, 14/32 would help clear the way for NLAs at Logan. 

It follows that the accommodation of NLAs at Logan will affect tenninal building -layout and 
construction, and all aspects of ground transportation. 

It is important to ask Massport to describe what plans, if any, have been made to address the 
impacts of NLAs. And if such an effort is ongoing, the result is segmentation of the EIS/EIR 12 9 .12 
process which is not legal, especially when the runway 14/32 project would be a small part of an 
EIS/EIR looking at Logan expansion as a whole. 

4. The reopening of a discussion regarding the construction of a second major airport is
12 9 13 counterproductive at this time and would preclude the discipline necessary for any true

analysis of transportation alternatives.

5. Any discussions of future regional airport development must be based on reality and
not just on wishful thinking.

The Sierra Club and others are presently contesting New Bedford's proposed airside expansion 
due to the significant amount of wetlands filling invoived. Because of our environmental 
concerns, the Club has had to review the "purpose and need" justification for this project, and we 
have yet to find any overwhelming economic "need" that would necessitate the proposed action. 
Yet, New Bedford, as well as other regional airports, continue to pop up as potential candidates 
for everything from commuter to air cargo operations. 

Additional concerns are as follows. 

The MPA makes the claim in their transmission letter of February 19, 1999 that, " ... the lapse of 
time between the publication of the ENF and the publication of notice availability of this Draft 
EIR has no adverse environmental consequences ... " This is very much open to discussion as 
weather conditions alone have dramatically changed over the last five years because of the El 
Nino and La Nina effects. FAA delay data (DELAYSIM) shows that Logan's delay situation has 129.14 
improved since 1993 and is essentially in equilibrium. The entire analysis in the document needs 
to be updated. 

The Sierra Club urges the Secretary and FAA to require the MPA to change the base year for 
planning for the project to calendar year 1998; to revise all presentations in the DEIS/DEIR, 12 9 .15 
including the appendices thereto, to reflect the changes: to extend the planning period to 2020 
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from 2010 with concomitant revisions in projected levels of activity and impact and to require 
that the DEIS/DEIR be republished. 

Massport has not met the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act ( 40 CFR Part 
1502 Environmental Impact Statements) which requires: 

1. the DEIS/DEIS to "Rigorously explore and objecti11ely evaluate all reasonable a!Jernatives,
and for alternatives which were eliminated from dda.iled study, briefly discuss the reasons
for their having bun eliminated". 1 

A reasonable person could expect the DEIS/DEIR alternatives to include, but not be limited to, 
the following: 

• Consideration of Implementing a High-Density Rule (Slots).

• Consider Implementation of FAR Part 161 regulations to provide aircraft noise and access
restrictions for Stage 2 and Stage 3 operations at Logan in order to provide noise relief to
affected communities.

• Thorough regional transportation planning, including rail, and that all environmental impacts
be addressed

2. regarding methodology and scientific accuracy, that," ... They shall identify any
methodologies used and shall make explicit reference by footnote to the scientific and the
sources relied upon for the conclusions in the statement". ;;

The DEIS/DEIR does not indicate the detailed methodology used to develop the levels of 
passenger forecasts presented. 

3. the environmental consequences regarding the following, "The discussion will include the
environmental impacts of the alternatives includint the proposed action, any adverse
environmental effects which cannot be avoukd should the proposal be implemented, the
relationship of long-term productivity, and any irre11ersible or irretrievable commitments
of resources which would be involved in the proposal should it be implemented. It shall
include discussions of: ... (g) Urban quality, historic and cultural resources, and the design
of the built environment ... ,,_w

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. Although Peak Hour 
Pricing in Alternate 1 clearly shows to be the most beneficial for delays and thus, noise 
reduction, the MPA continues not to consider this alternative except as a future option. 

4 "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 (PP 1508.23) 
so that preparation can be completed in time for the final statement to be included in any 
recommendation or report on the proposal Tiu statement shall be prepared early enough 
so that it can serve practically as an important contribution to the decision making process 
and will not be used to rationalize or justify decisions already made." PP 1508.23 
describes 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." iv 

The ENF Cenificate was issued November 22, 1995. The MPA and the FAA have not complied 
with the required timing of the DEIS/DEIR document. Furthermore, the analysis uses baseline 

129.H

129.17 

129.18 

129.19 

129.20 

129.21 



5 
data of 1993 for a document submitted in 1999. Weather, as well as aircraft and major regional 
infrastructure and have occurred to the point where a 1998 base year should be required. 

A lack of "reasonable alternatives" exists because of the lack of an assessment of the entire 
Northeast regional transportation system, the documentation of the history of PRAS and the 
problems of implementation. The surrounding communities cannot continue to absorb the 
landside growth that would accompany the proposed airside growth at the airport. 

There should be a detailed analysis of the causes of the delays in the document which show 
aircraft mechanical problems, crew caused delay, and weather causes both at Logan and those 
caused by weather at other airports. This analysis is outdated and inadequate. 

Lowering of the minimum on run way 22L is an additional concern of the Sierra Club for the near 
in neighborhood of the Saratoga Street area of East Boston. Not only does this allow for an 
increased number of flights to land at Logan Airpo� it also will spread the noise from the missed 
approach aircraft more horizontally thus impacting the neighborhood at the end of runway 22L 
with increased noise. Further computer modeling does not present the real life occurrence in the 
surrounding communities and a more accurate analysis needs to be done. Communities 
constantly challenge the 65 db contour lines with regards to soundproofing which does not 
include air conditioning and which requires that the residence meet current code guidelines. 
That can cause financial stress on the already noise impacted residents. 

The proposed centerfield taxiway between runways 4U22R and 4R/22L leads to further 
increased operations at Logan Airport and increased noise for the close in residents of Winthrop, 
Revere, and East Boston. This taxiway will allow for additional queuing of aircraft very close to 
the surrounding neighborhoods and Constitution Beach, increased operations which will increase 
noise and further degrade the quality of life for these residents. 

Boston as an historic city will suffer the brunt of negative impacts from the proposed Project and 
will lose a quality of life that will never be recaptured! The additional number of flights, as well 
as increased traffic, that the Project would allow and encourage will do irreparable harm to the 
historic city of Boston and the greater metropolitan area. Development of high speed rail 
connections to other airports and the connection of Boston's two rail stations with the 
North/South Rail Link could help reduce these impacts. Convention locations and tourist 
destinations are not determined by the accessibility of an airport, rather they are determined by 
the quality of the experience of the location. No other major city around the world has had loss 
of tourists or conventions because of the convenience or inconvenience of the locality's airport. 
For the MPA to claim that the additional runway and centerfield taxiway are needed for the 
proposed new convention center is nothing more than an exaggeration. Time and again the MP A 
has claimed the need for the Project for the good of the city of Boston. With the proposed 
growth for Logan Airport needless adverse impacts will continue to grow over one of the most 
historic cities in the country. Mayor Menino does not agree with the MPA hypothesis and 
neither does the Sierra Club. 

Massport and the FAA both 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 resulJ in some increase in noise at specific historic areas while at the same 
time decreasing noise aJ other historic areas." " 

The Sierra Club believes that changes to Logan's operating conditions are not any more 
important than the cultural, historical and urban quality of life in the m�tropolitan Boston area. 

The state listed endangered upland sandpiper habitat which would be disrupted by the enterfield 
taxiway is not adequately addressed and there is no agreement with the Massachusetts Natural 
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Heritage and Endangered Species Program although this has been a known area of concern since 
1993. 

A primary concern for the newly created Boston Harbor Islands National Recreation Area is the 
proposed construction of runway 14/32 and the resultant 75,000 proposed flights over the newly 
created Boston Harbor Recreational Area. This impact. one of environmental injustice, would 
occur to mostly inner city residents who frequent the islands to get away from the noise and 
hubbub of city life. This is, and should continue to be, a time for them to experience nature, to 
hear and smell the harbor and study the skies. These sensory experiences would be severely 
impacted by the exorbitant number of flights over the harbor. 
Children from school groups, Boy and Girl Scout troops, Inner City Outings groups, and many 
other groups camp and explore the islands and enjoy learning experiences from the skies to the 
flora and fauna of the islands to the marine life and water quality. All of this will be degraded by 
the subject project. 
The roar of the overhead planes will make a camping experience a horror rather than the 
wonderful enjoyment of sleeping under the stars. The fuel emissions and dumping from the 
airplane engines will contamin.?te the islands and the wildlife, not to mention the humans who 
will be much more exposed by being out of doors rather than at home or work. 

In conclusion, The Sierra Club sees this proposed Project as the first step in further major 
development aJ Logan airport, sees a lack of guarantee of the unidirectional use of the proposed 
14/32 runway, and believes the lack of future plans and analysis for the airport over the next 20 
years must be found and the current document declared inadequate. In addition, the public has 

not been given fair consideration of the proposed Project. It is merely an interim solution to a 
much bigger and more complex problem which must be addressed before allowing the project to 
go forward. In addition the projected growth of jet operations is horrifying. Other alternatives 
must be assessed. 

Because none of these impacts has been adequately addressed or, in some cases, even mentioned 
in the DEIS/DEIR, the Sierra Club requests that the Secretary of Environmental Affairs (the 
Secretary) and the FAA determine that significant planning deficiencies exist in the DEIS/DEIR 
of the Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project ("Project") that must be addressed, that the 
document be found "INADEQUATE" and that a new Draft document be required 

you
r:,

hAortunity to comment.

. l:J/� 
Greater Boston Group 

cc: John Devillars, Director, Regional EPA 
Robert Bartonowicy, Regional Director, FAA 

' Council on Environmental Quality, 40 CFR Part I 502. l 4(a) 

"Council on Environmental Quality, 40 CFR Part 1502.24 

111 Council on Environmental Quality, 40 CFR Part 1502.16 

,v Council on Environmental Quality, 40 CFR Part 1502.5 

v DEIS/DEIS Section 8.6.1.2 "Assessment of Impact" 
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Code 

129.1 

129.2 

129.3 

129.4 

Letter 129 
Massachusetts Sierra Club 

John F. Deacon, Chair, Greater Boston Group 

Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 

Environmental FANNEPA, : The Massachusetts Chapter of the Sierra Club ... requests 
Review MEPA · the Secretary of Environmental Affairs (the Secretary) and 
Process the FAA determine that significant planning deficiencies

exist in the DEIS/DEIR of the Logan Airside
Improvements Planning Project ("Project") that must be 
addressed; that the document be found "INADEQUATE",
and that a new Draft document be required.

Alternatives Preferred Each of the major three parts: the proposed runway 
Alternative 14/32, the centerfield taxiway between the 4/22 runways, 

and the lowering of the minimum have major 
environmental impacts for the greater Boston metropolitan 
area which have not been adequately addressed. 

Analysis Base Year ... the data and studies used are outdated and a 1998 
Assumptions/ base year should be required with the planning period 
Methodologies extended from 2010 to at least 2020. 

Environmental FANNEPA The Club further wishes to go on record 
Review concerning ... [there is a] conflict of interest. . .for the FAA to 
Process be a proponent for the Project and then also one of the 

decision makers in determining the Project's adequacy. 
We strongly request that the EPA take the lead role for 
any decision making because of this conflict. 

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. 

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. 

··----- - · ·--- - ----------- -----

Refer to response to comment 129.1. 
----- ·- --·---

The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR provides updated "information fo·r-
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 37.5 and 45 million passengers 
represent a range of future activity at Logan Airport expected in 
the 2010 to 2020 time frame. Analysis of 1981 to 90 weather 
with 1989-98 weather identifies no significant differences in 
. statistical properties ... 
Comment noted. 

Letter 129: Massachusetts Sierra Club, John F. Deacon, Chair, Greater Boston Group 
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Code Topic 1 

129.5 

129.6 

129.7 

Regional 
Transportation 

Analysis 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

Regional 
Transportation 

Topic2 

Regional 
Airports 

Passenger 
Forecasts 

Regional 
Airports 

Comment 
---.--

A comprehensive Northeast regional transportation plan, 
including all forms of transportation, needs to be 
developed and subjected to public review before any 
further airport expansion is allowed. 

Response 
____________ _ 

Massport's analysis of regional alternatives is comprehens 
and reflects all the major recommendations of various regic11 
planning studies that have been conducted over the last 
decade. These include expansion of the regional airports a 
development of high-speed rail in the Boston-New York me!!, 

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

The study area must include the Federal Aviation The proposed Logan Airport Airside Project is necessary and pro e 
Administration's Eastern and New England regions with a dear benefits at current traffic levels. Massport has long recogriz, 
goal of identifying and quantifying long range airside, that selVice development and increased passenger traffic at the 
landside and groundside demand requirements. regional airports are an important part of the region's 

long-term strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growt 
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 airJ s 
and their potential impacts on Logan Airport. The regional airports 3 
expected to accommodate an increasing share of the overall grov 
in air travel demand within the greater Boston area. This will prow 
some relief to the growth pressures at Logan Airport but will not 
eliminate the need for airside projects. 

---- - -----·· --·-----·-··---··----

The scope for such a study should include, but not be 
limited to: 
■ an inventory of all airports and associated planned

regional airside and landside projects.
■ existing and planned rail passenger services (both

Amtrak and commuter rail).
■ an inventory of underutilized railroad rights of way and

potential uses. 
■ an analysis of future high speed rail initiatives.
■ an inventory of the existing interstate highway system

and any planned system expansion.
■ an analysis of regional air cargo demand.
■ a discussion of how airports with constrained landside

expansion potential deal with airside capacity issues.
■ all environmental impacts on wetlands, waterways,

flora, fauna, and human, including health studies as 
well as air, noise and odor impacts.

■ potential for future reduction in peak time business trips
due to improvements in teleconferencing.

■ The implications on regional airside planning of NLA's
(New Large Aircraft) • more later.

■ The implications on regional groundside planning of the
construction of the North/South Rail Link. 

The discussion of alternatives in the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR responds t< 
federal and state scoping directives and provides appropriat 
analytical context for assessing the need for the 
Preferred Alternative. 

Letter 129: Massachusetts Sierra Club, John F. Deacon, Chair, Greater Boston Group 

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

129.8 Regional Passenger Rail The North/South Rail Link must be a integral part of the Massport has actively encouraged regional transportation 
Transportation planning process for Logan or any other regional airport alternatives to Logan Airport, including rail. Massport supports 

129.9 Analysis 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

129.10 Regional 
Transportation 

129.11 Analysis 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

129.12 Alternatives 

129.13 Regional 
Transportation 

Passenger 
Forecasts 

expansion projects. 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 

Members of the Rail Link CAC have serious concerns with 
the intercity (Amtrak) numbers for trips originating and 
terminating north of Boston, as well as potential diversions 
from airside demand. The Club feels that the low 
estimates for Rail Link airside Logan diversions have 
more to do with artificial constraints, primarily parking 
supply, than with actual Northeast Corridor ridership .... 

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. 

The analysis of regional alternatives presented in the Airside 
Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR relies 
on air to high-speed rail diversion estimates published in the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR and Section 4(1) Statement, 
Northeast Corridor Improvement Project, prepared by the 
Federal Rail Administration in October 1994. In preparing the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR, Massport contacted Amtrak for more 
recent estimates, but Amtrak did not have any 
updated ridership estimates that could be released to 
Massport. Amtrak's written response to Massport's request for 
updated ridership numbers is contained in Appendix B of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. See Appendix B for the latest status 
of the North-South Rail Link diversion estimates. 

Passenger Rail In any case, Massport's DEIS/DEIR should be withdrawn 
pending the completion of the Rail Link MIS/DEIS/DEIR, 
and the incorporation of its findings into a regional 
transportation study. 

Refer to response to Comment 129.9. 

·----·-··-·· - -··-·-·-- - - -··-· 

Fleet Mix The impact of New Large Aircraft (NLA) must be 
quantified as to their impacts on Logan and other regional 
airports. 

So-called New Large Aircraft (NLA) carrying up to 
1,000 passengers are still just in the discussion phase. No 
manufacturer has undertaken serious development of such 
aircraft yet, which would be a multi-year process. These aircraft 
would probably require modifications to existing airport jetways 
and apron areas along with increases in taxiway width and 
turning area. Their use would be limited to extremely high
density markets, and it is not likely that Boston would be among 
these. In fact, the number of "jumbo jets" serving Logan Airport 
has declined in recent years. Consequently, the NLA was not 
included in the Future Fleet scenarios. 

Runway 14/32 It is important to ask Massport to describe what plans, if Refer to response to Comment 129.11. 
any, have been made to address the impacts of NLAs. 
And if such an effort is ongoing, the result is segmentation 
of the EIS/EIR process which is not legal, especially when 
the runway 14/32 project would be a small part of an 
EIS/EIR looking at Logan expansion as a whole. 

Passenger Rail The reopening of a discussion regarding the construction Comment noted. 
of a second major airport is counterproductive at this time 
and would preclude the discipline necessary for any true 
analysis of transportation alternatives. 

Letter 129: Massachusetts Sierra Club, John F. Deacon, Chair, Greater Boston Group 
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Code Topic 1 

129.14 Analysis 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

129.15 · Analysis 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

129.16 Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Topic2 

Planning 
Period 

Base Year 

NEPA 

Comment 

FAA delay data (DELAYSIM) shows that Logan's delay 
situation has improved since 1993 and is essentially in 
equilibrium. The entire analysis in the document needs to 
be updated. 

The Sierra Club urges the Secretary and FAA to require 
the MPA 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 the changes; to extend the planning period to 2020 
from 2010 with concomitant revisions in project levels of 
activity and impact and to require that the DEIS/DEIR be 
republished. 

Massport has not met the requirements of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (40 CFR Part 1502 
Environmental Impact Statements) which requires ... the 
DEIS/DEl[R] 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". 

Letter 129: Massachusetts Sierra Club, John F. Deacon, Chair, Greater Boston Group 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Section 1.4 and Appendix C of this 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 an 
rising again. Arrival delays, which would be directly affected I 
Runway 14/32, have risen steadily since 1994. In fact, 
Logan Airport is the second most delayed airport in the natiol 
for arrivals. 
The projections of future airfield delays at Logan Airport are r 
based on analysis and modeling of delays which occurred 
during 1993. The analysis for 1993 was included in the Airsid 
Project Draft EIS/EIR to provide historical perspective to the 
delay problem at Logan Airport and for use in model calibratic 
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. 
Current traffic trends at Logan Airport and the regional airport 
indicate that Logan Airport may not reach 29 million 
passengers, presented in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR as 
"1999" projection, until 2003. Continued air service expansion 
at the regional airports and the introduction of high-speed rail 
New York in December 2000 is expected to further slow Loga 
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 forecast! 
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 th! 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a complete discussion of the 

_J)lanning forec�?�· _ 
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 January 2000, in response to the F AA's review of the Draft 
EIS, the FAA called for preparation of a Supplemental Draft El: 
to address specific issues identified by the FAA following inpu 
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 o 
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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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
- ---�---

- - --�----- -- - - �

129.17 Alternatives Other Non- ... the DEIS/DEIR alternatives ... [should) include, but not Neither federal nor state scoping directives required an 
Construction be limited to, the following: analysis of slotting. Imposition of slot controls constitutes a 
Alternatives ■ Consideration of Implementing a High-Density Rule federal policy that has been preempted to the FAA under 

(Slots). federal law and is not within Massport's jurisdiction. Congress 

■ Consider Implementation of FAR Part 161 regulations determined that the slot program has a number of significant 

to provide aircraft noise and access restrictions for problems. The U.S. DOT has studied options for reducing slot 

Stage 2 and Stage 3 operations at Logan in order to controls at airports. As a result, the AIR-21 Act, which was 

provide noise relief to affected communities. enacted in March 2000, eliminates all slots at three of the 

■ Thorough regional transportation planning, including nations slot controlled airports. Slots at the Chicago O'Hare 

rail, and that all environmental impacts be addressed. 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. 

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. 

129.18 Analysis Passenger The DEIS/DEIR does not indicate the detailed The 29 M level was developed in the Logan Airside 
Assumptions/ Forecasts methodology used to develop the levels of passenger Improvements Feasibility Study. It represented the growth from 
Methodologies forecasts presented. 1993 level at the historic ( 1960 to 1993) average growth rate of 

approximately three percent annually. The 37.5 M and 45 M 

levels have been used historically in other planning studies at 
Logan Airport and represent estimates of future demand under 
constrained and unconstrained growth scenarios. More 
information can be found in Passenger Forecast for Logan 
International Airport, Massport, 1991 and in Logan Airside 
Improvements Feasibility Study_Phase 1 Report, Massport, July 
1995. 

Letter 129: Massachusetts Sierra Club, John F. Deacon, Chair, Greater Boston Group 
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Code 

129.19 

Topic 1 

Open Space/ 

Parkland 

.-.. .; ... -..... -... -. .  - -

129.20 Alternatives 

129.21 Environmental 
Review 
Process 

129.22 Analysis 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

129.23 Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Topic 2 

Impacts 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

FAA/NEPA, 
MEPA 

Base Year 

NEPA 

Comment Response 
----�•-•- ·--·--·-

·1
The DEIS/DEIR discusses the preferred alternatives effect The proposed projects evaluated under each of the altemath, 
on historic districts but does not comment on the urban are located on the existing airfield. Implementation of any of 
quality, or the design of the built environment. 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 

Although Peak Hour Pricing in Alternate 1 clearly shows 
to be the most beneficial for delays and thus, noise 
reduction, the MPA continues not to consider this 
alternative except as a future option. 

--·· · ·-- -- ·· ·--· -·· - ---

The MPA and the FAA have not complied with the 
required timing of the DEIS/DEIR document. 

.•. a 1998 base year should be required. 

A lack of 'reasonable alternatives" exists because of the 
lack of an assessment of the entire Northeast regional 
transportation system, the documentation of the history of 
PRAS and the problems of implementation. 

Preferred Alternative are discussed in Section 6.2 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

See Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

Massport and FAA have complied with all applicable state an 
federal requirements. 

Refer to response to Comment 129.15. 

The improvement concepts evaluated in the Airside Project 
Analysis evolved from prior studies including the FAA's Logar 
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 Repo 
published in July 1995. The FAA evaluated a numerous 
physical, operational, and administrative concepts for reducini 
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 weri 
rejected and the most promising concepts were combined into 
the Alternatives considered in the Airside Project Draft EIS/Elf 
The alternatives analysis in the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR ii 
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. 

Letter 129: Massachusetts Sierra Club, John F. Deacon, Chair, Greater Boston Group 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
- - -·--·------------------------ ---- ----------

129.24 

129.25 

129.26 

Cumulative 
Impacts 

Delay 

Alternatives 

Landside 
Improvements 

Model 

Reduced 
Approach 
Minima 

The surrounding communities cannot continue to absorb 
the landside growth that would accompany the 
proposed airside growth at the airport. 

There should be a detailed analysis of the causes of the 
delays in the document which show aircraft mechanical 
problems, crew caused delay , and weather causes both 
at Logan and those caused by weather at other airports. 

Lowering of the minimum on runway 22L (will cause 
increased noise] ... the near in neighborhood 
of...Saratoga Street area of East Boston. 

Letter 129: Massachusetts Sierra Club, John F. Deacon, Chair, Greater Boston Group 

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

' The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that " ... the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on this project 
adequately and property complies with the Massachusetts 
Environmental Policy Act. .. ". Refer to the Certificate of the Secretary of 
Envi ronmental 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. 

Reducing the current landing minimums for Runways 15R, 22L and 27 
at Logan Airport will not increase noise levels. Aircraft will follow the 
same arrival paths, at the same altitudes as today, but the location at 
which a missed approach decision must be made will be moved doser 
to the airport. Since missed approaches rarely occur, they have 
no discernible effect on the cumulative noise. For example, reducing the 
Runway 22L decision height to 200 feet moves the maximum noise 
point to approximately 3,CXXl feet from touchdown whch 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 eartier agreement among Massport, the FAA and 
the City of Boston. 
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Code 

129.27 

Topic 1 

Alternatives 

129.28 Open Space/ 
Parkland 

129.29 Regional 
Transportation 

129.30 Ground 
Transportation 

129.31 Ecosystem 

Topic2 

Taxiway 
Improvements 

Impacts 

Passenger Rail 

Access to 
Logan 

Rare Species 

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

-- --

The proposed centerfield taxiway between runways Section 6.2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR shows that then 
4U22R and 4R/22L. .. will increase noise and further are small noise benefits from the construction of the 
degrade the quality of life for [residents of Winthrop, Centerfield Taxiway. The principal effect of the 
Revere, and East Boston].... Centerfield Taxiway is to reduce the number of aircraft waitir 

on the taxiways reducing ground noise and emissions for clc 
in residents of East Boston and Winthrop. It also should 
eliminate aircraft landing on Runway 4R from waiting to cros 
Runway 4L and aiming their intake noise toward 
Constitution Beach. Section 6.4 of the Supplemental DEIS/FE 
discusses the air quality benefits of the Centerfield Taxiway. 

Boston as a historic city will suffer the brunt of negative 
impacts from the proposed Project. ... 

Development of high speed rail connections to other 
airports and the connection of Boston's two rail stations 
with the North/South Rail Link could help reduce these 
impacts. 

[The convenience level of a city's airport has no effect on 
tourism or convention business.] 

The state listed endangered upland sandpiper habitat 
which would be disrupted by the centerfield taxiway is not 
adequately addressed and there is no agreement with the 
Massachusetts Natural Heritage and Endangered Species 
Program .... 

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

Massport advocates increased use of the regional airports ar 
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 development: 
at the regional airports and high-speed rail to New York act to 
reduce the rate of future growth at Logan Airport. 

- - -

The delay analysis presented in the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR and in the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR clearly 
indicates that delays will increase in the future if Runway 14/3 
is not built. Section 1.2 of the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR an 
Section 1.3 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR discuss the 
importance of Logan Airport to the regional economy. Refer 
also to Section 4.6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a 
discussion of the delays that would occur under 
future scenarios if no actions were taken, and the 
delay reduction benefits of the Preferred Alternative. 

Massport has developed a comprehensive on-site and off-site 
Upland Sandpiper habitat mitigation plan in close coordination 
with the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and Endangered 
Species Program (NHESP) for loss of such habitat at 
Logan Airport from construction of the Centerfield Taxiway. Th 
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 ol 
former Upland Sandpiper habitat at Camp Edwards on 

Co 

1Z 

Cape Cod will be restored to grassland habitat by removing r 
woody and shrub vegetation to encourage enhancement of the 
Upland Sandpiper regional population. This restoration effort 
provides a unique opportunity to expand grasslands in the 
Commonwealth far exceeding the ±40 acres to be lost at 
Logan Airport. In the event that such a program at Camp 
Edwards is not available, an appropriate alternative program 
acceptable to the NHESP will be developed and implemented. 
Additional details of the Upland Sandpiper mitigation plan are 
presented in Section 6.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

Letter 129: Massachusetts Sierra Club, John F. Deacon, Chair, Greater Boston Group 
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Code Topic 1 
------
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129.32 ' Alternatives 

Topic 2 
-- - --

Runway 14/32 

��- -··-· · 

129.33 Environmental Public Process 
Review Process 

129.34 Environmental MEPA 

Review Process 

Comment 
-·- -· ---- -------- - ---- ----·· --- - ----- ----

[The proposed new runway will have a very adverse impact on 
the Boston Harbor Islands National Recreation Area including 
increased noise, scenic, water quality, and wildlife impacts.] 

... the lack of future plans and analysis for the airport over the 
next 20 years must be found and the current document declared 
inadequate . In addition, the public has not been given fair 
consideration of the proposed Project. It is merely an interim 
solution to a much bigger and more complex problem which 
must be addressed before allowing the project to go forward. 

Because ... impacts ... [have not) been adequately 
addressed .... the documents [should] be found 'INADEQUATE' 
and ... a new Draft document [should] be required. 

Letter 129: Massachusetts Sierra Club ,  John F. Deacon, Chair, Greater Boston Group 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

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 DEISifEIR for add'itional 
discussion of parklands relative to the Preferred Alternative . 

.. _ .. _____ --··· -

· Current traffic trends at Logan Airport and the regional airports incfJCate
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 miltion 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.

There was an extensive public participation and review process during
the preparation of the Airside Project Draft EIS/BR. 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 ccnsists 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 neigtt>oring 
communities, and Massport held 45 meetings with ccmmunity 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/El R, 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 prtject
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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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Improvements at Logan Airport Badly Needed. With an annual economic 
impact of $5 billion, Boston Logan International Airport is at the heart of the 
region's economy. But in 1998, Logan experienced more than 120,000 hours 
of delay, making it the sixth-worst airport for delays in the nation. The annual 
cost of those delays to airlines and passengers? An estimated $310 million. 

Surprising Reason for Logan Delays: Wmd. The layout of Logan's four major 
runways means that when strong winds blow from the northwest, only one or 
two of the existing runways can be used. The normal of capacity 120 takeoffs 
and landings per hour drops to 90 or even 60, causing huge traffic delays. 

'Tew Over-Water Runway Is the Key to Improvement. Massport has pro-
>scd a series of airside improvements to reduce delay and improve efficien

-Y on Logan's airfield. 1be centerpiece would be a new 5,000-foot com
muter aircraft runway with all arrivals and departures occurring over water. 
The new runway would reduce delays up to 90 percent on northwest wind 
days, by more than 50 percent on good weather days. and by up to 25 percent 
annually. 

Other Airports Can Help But Not Enough. Passenger growth in 1998 was 
up 75 percent at Manchester Airport and 14 percent at T.F. Green Airport 
(R.1.), making them two of the fastest growing regional airports in the coun
try. Hanscom Field already is the second largest New England airport in 
landings and takeoffs. This growth helps to siphon off some of Logan's con
gestion but is not enough to make a serious dent in Logan's delays. 

Public Overwhelmingly Favors Airport Improvements. 70 percent of cit
izens statewide consider Logan Airport very important to the region's well 
being, and 88 percent of the public favors a program to modernize Logan. 
62 percent of Massachusetts residents and 52 percent of those in Boston sup-
port the new runway construction, specifically. 

Logan Upgrade Helps Residents and Job Growth. A more efficient and 
hassle-free Logan made possible by airside improvements will support busi
ness expansion and job growth, the new convention center and Boston's Sea
port District. At the same time, the nrw runway will spread noise impacts 
more equitably across communities near the airport and shift 75,000 flights 

-:r water-and that benefits everyone. The new runway also will improve 
quality by reducing aircraft queuing, idling and circling overhead. 

uaaersmp Jjrtejlngs Jor Massachusetts 

LETTER 130 

State of the State: 

The Need for Logan 

Airport Improvements 

,,outlined by Alan Macilonald;':cxccutive direc- -
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Pag� 2

Afr1feld Improvements 
at Logan 

Delays Create More Noise for 
Logan's Neighbors. Residents 
in communities surrounding the 
airport suffer from delays. Late 
daytime schedules mean planes 
continue operations later at 
night. The lack of a third east 
west runway forces the FAA to 
rely heavily on Logan's north
south oriented runways, signifi
cantly impacting communities to 
the north and south. This also 
limits how often planes can 
takeoff and land over the water. 

Realign 
Taxiway 

November 

. -

,-- ·.•·· 

�Jiti;: 
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THE ISSUE: LOGAN AIRFIELD LAYOUT LEADS 

TO POOR SERVICE-AND THE PUBLIC SUFFERS 

Delays at Logan Are Five Times the Congestion Mini
mum and Costly. Logan's 120,000 hours of delay in 
1998 were at five times the FAA threshold for congestion. 
Delays cost Massachusetts businesses, passengers, and air
lines more than $300 miili�n annually. High-growth 
industries in particular depend on Logan-business. man
agement and financial services, high tech and communica
tions. 78 percent of local businesses expect their demand 
for air travel to increase over the next five years. 

Wind and Airfield Layout the Culprits. Logan has four 
major runways. The FAA tower uses three runways at a 
time to accommodate 120 takeoffs and landings per hour. 
Under these conditions, demand can be accommodated 
with little delays. But when strong winds come from the 
northwest, one or two of the runways become unusable, 
making operations plunge to between 60-90 per hour. 
Even when the weather is clear, airplanes at Logan can 
end up taking off late, and planes in other airports embark
ing for Boston remain grounded. 

The Public Sees Logan as Non-Competitive. 43 percent 
of Massachusetts residents feel that Logan Airport is 
worse than other airports, 27 percent feel it is better, and 
14 percent believe it is about the same as other airports. 
Among airport users, negative ratings jump. 53 percent of 
lCOple using Logan one to five times in the last year say it 
. worse than other airports. 

LOGAN IMPROVEMENT IS 

CRmCAL TO THE REGION'S 

COMPETITIVE ADVANTAGE 

Job Growth Hinges on 
Improvements. Boston-area 
businesses surveyed said that 
dependable and frequent air ser

vice is the second-most important factor when considering 
where to locate a business. A delay-prone airport alienates 
executives considering Massachusetts as a home base and 
undermines Boston's new convention center and Seaport 
District No si6nificant improvements have been made to 
Logan's airfield in more than 25 years. Other major U.S. 
cities are investing in new runways to enhance their air
ports; Boston must do the same to remain competitive. 

Logan Airport Creates Jobs and Revenue Directly. 
Logan supports more than 100 airport-related businesses 
and provides jobs for more than 15,000 employees. Air
port payroll, local purchases. and taxes translate to $1.4 
billion, while visitor expenditures, travel commissions and 
related revenue generate another $3.6 billion. 

Public Sees Logan's Importance to Residents and Busi
nesses. More than half (56 percent) of Massachusetts resi
dents have used Logan airport in the past year. 86 percent of 
the public consider the airport to be important to the eco
nomic well being of the region; the number is even higher 
in Boston . One-third of state residents consider Logan to be 
important to their employers. In Boston, nearly half (47 
percent) see the airport as important to their business. 

OVER-WATER RUNWAY 14.132: THE KEY TO 

IMPROVEMENT 

New Over-Water Runway Is the Critical Element. One 
of the key solutions Massport has proposed to increase 
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efficiency at Logan is the uni-directional over-the-water 
runway 14/32. The new runway 14/32 would reduce 
delays up to � percent on northwest wind days . Flights to 
Logan are expected to grow at about 1.5 percent annually. 
That's because Boston has a vibrant economy and is one 
of the most popular destinations for business and leisure 
travel in the U.S. Runway 14/32 will allow the FAA to 
better manage the traffic that is coming anyway and dis
tribute flights more equitably over nearby neighborhoods, 
reducing persistent noise over any one community. 

Page3 

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ARE NOT ENOUGH 

Relief Provi<iea by Other Airports Necessary But Not 
Sufficient. Hanscom Field is already the second busiest 
New England airport in operations, serving the corporate 
market. Passenger growth in 1998 was up 75 percent at 
Manchester, N.H., Airport and 14 percent at T.F. Green 
(Providence) Airport, siphoning off some of Logan's con
gestion. Planned expansion at Worcester and New Bedford 
airports can help. However, Logan will remain the 

How important do you think Logan airport is 
to the economic well-being of this region? 

region's hub airport, and none of these develop
ments will sufficiently decrease delays at Logan. 

Peak-Period Pricing Doesn't Addres.s the Problem. 
Pricing landing/takeoff fees higher at peak-travel times 
will not address weather-related delays, which are the 
principal cause of slowdowns at Logan. In addition, 
the costs to important regional carriers, such as Cape 

Air and Business Express, could be devastating. 

100 .. 
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PUBLIC SUPPORT, EVEN IN BOSTON, FOR 

THE PROJECT 

Very imporuat lmportul Seiuwbal lmportaal Nel imporuat 

Public Strongly Favors Modernization. 88 per
cent of the public favor a program to improve 
Logan. The public strongly supports the construc
tion of a new runway: 62 percent are in favor, 19 
percent oppose it, and 19 percent are unsure. Even in 
Boston, the majority (52 percent) are in support of a 
new runway, while 27 percent oppose iL 

[Having heard arguments for and against 
the proposed runway at Logan] 

Do you favor or oppose the plan? 

52% 

I 
Fa•or Oppose 

■ Statewide 

D Boston 

Not sure 

Other Airside Improvements Support the New Run
way. Proposed improvements to Logan also include a 
centerfield taxiway, which would reduce taxiway conges
tion and ease movement of aircraft between terminal areas 
and runways. Proposed changes would also lower 
approach minimums-the point at which a pilot must 
decide whether to abort a landing-for Logan's runways. 
Reduced minimums will further case delays, enhance safe
ty and improve operational flexibility by giving air traffic 
controllers a choice of runways under poor weatha- condi
tions. 

Gaining Momentum for the Project. Massport 
has filed the Environmental Impact Statement 
Report for the Logan Airside Improvements Plan
ning Project, as it is called. to the appropriate state 
and federal agencies and hopes to have the project 
permitted by the end of 1999. In early 2000, Mass
port will seek relief from a 1975 court injunction, 
which was based on a petition filed by a community
based organization opposing construction of the 
new runway. Design and construction of the run
way is planned for 2000-2001 and should be com
pleted within a year. Other improvements will take 

an estimated three to five years to complete. 

Public and Business Support Crucial. The support of 
business and community leaders is critical at public hear
ings and in the media. A partial list of hearings includes 
the NEPAIMEPA hearings on April 7 at 6:30 PM at the 
State Transportation Building in Boston and on April 8 at 
6:30 PM at the Holiday Inn. Route IA North in East 
Boston. The Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce is 
coordinating an effort involving the Mass. Business 
Roundtable, A.IM. and other advocates. 
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Letter 130 
Mass Insight, 

State of the State Executive Summary 

Code Topic 1 

130.1 General 
Support 

Topic 2 Comment 

State of the State: The Need for Logan Airport 
Improvements. 

Briefing Report in support of improvements at Logan 
Airport including the new runway. 

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

Letter 130: Mass Insight, State of the State Executive Summary 

Response 

Comment noted. 





■MASSPIRG
Massachusetts Public Interest Research Group 
:?9 Temple Place. Boston. MA 02111-1350 (617) 292-4800 
http://www.p1rg.org/ massp1rg 

TO: Secretary Bob Durand 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor 
Boston, MA 02202 

FR: Rob Sargent, Legislative Director 

Date: April 23, 1999 

Attn: MEP A Unit 
Re: Logan Expansion/Runway 14/32 

Dear Secretary Durand, 

LETTER 131 

MASSPIRG urges you to reject the Massachusetts Port Authority's (MASSPORT) current 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on their proposed runway expansion as 
insufficient. The EIS fails to adequately take into account existing pollution from the 
airport and the increased pollution from the planned expansion in light of their projected 
increases in passenger load. The EIS fails to specifically address past commitments that 
have been made to contain the environmental footprint of the airport. 

You will hear from many commenters, well documented accounts of the level of current 
air, water and noise pollution. You will also receive many comments making an 
assailable argument that MASSPORT has neglected many factors which will contribute 
to increased pollution resulting from the airport expansion. Therefore, MASSPIRG will 
limit its comments to a number of conceptual considerations which must be taken into 
account bcfo.c �pprcving this EIS or a..'!y expa��i01J �t Logc1n Airport 

Existing Burdens on the Environment and the Health of the Surrounding 

Communities 

Logan Airport already poses an overwhelming air pollution burden on the communities 

surrounding it. It is directly responsible for very substantial emissions of smog-causing 
Nitrogen Oxides, hazardous air pollutants, including known and suspected carcinogens 
such as benzene and formaldehyde, and fine particulate pollution, a fine soot for which is 
increasingly known to be directly responsible for premature deaths. 

Additionally, the airport is responsible for polluted runoff and other pollution of the 
surrounding harbor. 

131.1 

131.2 

131.3 

131.4 



Past Assurances of No Net Increase in Environmental Impacts 

MASSPORT has made statements in the past that it woul�not expand the "environmental 131.5 
footprint" of the airport. The EIS neglects to address these ·past commitments. The EIS 
states that the runway expansion will make the airport more efficient resulting in reduced 
congestion, idling and circling planes. Yet, it completely ignores the accompanying 
projections of growth in air traffic. The new runway must be considered in the context of 

131 _6 the projected growth. In that light, the new runway can only be seen as an enabler to 
increased traffic in the absence of a commitment to cap air traffic at existing levels. 

MAS SPORT should not even consider a new runway without adopting policies which 131. 7
incent more efficient use of the runways. 

Any increase in emissions and other environmental and health impacts must be offset by 
equivalent or greater reductions those impacts in the neighborhoods most directly affected 131.8 
by airport pollution. MEPA should reject any MASSPORT plan which does not contain 
clearly enforceable plans which adhere to this principle. 

A Clear Accounting for Resources Committed For Past Environmental Mitigation 

Commitments 

Consideration of the assumptions about and promises about future environmental impacts 
currently being made by MASSPORT cannot be done without a tough look at what has 
happened in past mitigation efforts. 

Past mitigation commitments have included commitments continually increase the mix of 
passengers reaching the airport by public transit. Substantial resources were have been 131. gearmarked for this and other mitigation commitments. MEPA should demand a full 
accounting where those resources have been spent and where they intend to spend them in 
the future. 

Flaws in State Transportation Planning 

Lastly, the debate over the runway has fueled a much needed debate on transportation 
planning in the Commonwealth and in the region. This runway, nor any other changes in 131.1 Q our tranportation infrastructure, should be considered with a comprehensive assessment 
of transportation options. 

This must include a well thought out and coordinated regional plan including rail and a 
balanced use of the region's airports. 
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Letter 131 
MASSPIRG 

Rob Sargent, Legislative Director 

Code 

131.1 

Topic 1 

Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Topic 2 

MEPA 

Comment 

The EIS fails to adequately take into account existing 
pollution from the airport and the increased pollution from 
the planned expansion in light of their projected increases 

---�--- ___________ in passenger load. _ __ _ __ _ ______ _ __ _ 
131.2 

131.3 

131.4 

131.5 

131.6 

131.7 

Environmental FANNEPA, 
Review MEPA 
Process 

Air Quality Impacts 

The EIS fails to specifically address past commitments 
that have been made to contain the environmental 
footprint of the airport. 

Logan Airport already poses an overwhelming air pollution 
burden on the communities surrounding it. 

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

Water Quality Impacts ... the airport is responsible for polluted runoff and other 
pollution of the surrounding harbor. 

Environmental FANNEPA, 
Review MEPA 
Process 

Alternatives Runway 14/32 

Alternatives Runway 14/32 

Massport has made statements in the past that it would 
not expand the "environmental footprint" of the airport. 
The EIS neglects to address these past commitments. 

. . .  the new runway can only be seen as an enabler to 
increased traffic in the absence of a commitment to cap 
air traffic at existing levels. 

Massport should not even consider a new runway without 
adopting policies which incent more efficient use of the 
runways. 

Letter 131: MASSPIRG, Rob Sargent, Legislative Director 

Response 

The air quality analysis includes all existing sources and 
future grow1h at Logan Airport. 

Massport's airport-wide mitigation commitments are well 
documented and tracked in the Environmental Status and 
Planning Report and its annual updates. The Airside 
Improvements Planning Project proposed recommendations 
does not include the expansion of the footprint of Logan 
Airport. Extensive analysis of impacts of the 37.5 million 
scenario is discussed in detail in Chapters 5 and 6 of the 

_ Suppl�mental D§�/F�JR: 

Modeling of air emissions shows no violation of the NMQS in 
any areas surrounding Logan Airport. 

•MO-H -

Massport presents data regarding outfall monitoring in its 
GEIR/ESPRs and its subsequent Annual Updates. Similarly, 
Massport has developed extensive documentation regarding 
its development of the new salt marsh restoration area along 
Taxiway November. The Airside Project has been designed in 
a manner to avoid any wetland or harbor construction and a 
mitigation program has been developed to ensure that the 
project will not adversely affect water resources. 

----· -- - -··-··- · - - --�- - -

See Response to 131.2. Extensive analysis of impacts of the 
37.5 million scenario is discussed in detail in Chapters 5 and 
6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Extensive analysis of 
impacts of the 37.5 million scenario is discussed in detail in 
Chapters 5 and 6 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

The goals of the Airside Project are to reduce delay, increase 
the airport's efficiency, and improve airfield safety in an 
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 Preferred Alternative is a delay reduction program that 
promotes the efficiency and safety of airfield operations at 
Logan Airport. Runway 14/32 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. 
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Code Topic 1 

131.8 

131.9 

131.10 

Public Health 

Ground 
Transportation 

Regional 
Transportation 

Topic 2 

Effects 

Access to 
Logan 

Regional 
Airports 

Comment 

Any increase in emissions and other environmental and 
health impacts must be offset by equivalent or greater 
reductions [to) those impacts in the neighborhoods most 
directly affected by airport pollution. 

Past mitigation commitments have included commitments 
[to] continually increase the mix of passengers reaching 
the airport by public transit. Substantial resources were 
(to) have been earmarked for this and other mitigation 
commitments. MEPA should demand a full accounting [oij 
where those resources have been spent and where they 
intend to spend them in the future. 

... [The proposed new runway and] any other changes in 
our transportation infrastructure, should be considered 
with a comprehensive assessment of transportation 
options. 

Letter 131: MASSPIRG, Rob Sargent, Legislative Director 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL Ell 

Response 

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. 

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

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

Massport's analysis of regional alternatives is comprehensiv 
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 airport!' 
and development of high-speed rail in the Boston-New York 
market. 
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April 22, 1998 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
arm: Arthur Pugsley �� EOEA #10458 
100 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor 
Boston, Mass. 02205 

LETTER 132 

Re: New Runway at Logan Airport; Expansion at S. Weymouth & Hanscom 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

1 wish to offer some comments regarding the runway expansion at Logan 
Airport, as well as further observations regarding alternatives for expanded airport 
capacity in Eastern Massachusetts. This is a matter that is viral to the future of 
our company-as well as many other growing businesses in Eastern Massachusetts. 

1 write on behalf of MJ Research, Inc., which is a biorech manufacturing firm 
in Waltham. Our company employs about 250 people in a wide variety of 
disciplines, and we are a world leader in our area of DNA analysis technology. We 
have distributors in over forty nations, we have been two years an "Inc. 500" 
company, and we were recently honored with a "Business Excellence" award from the 
Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce. In short, I chink we are the sort of business 
chat Massachusetts wishes to develop (and keep). 

PROBLEM FOR MASSACHUSETTS BUSINESS 

A significant problem MJ Research frequently experiences is the slow (and 
exceedingly expensive) airline travel in and out of Boston. The biotech business 
requires that executives, scientists, service personnel, etc. frequently fly to other 
cities for one�day meetings or service calls, leaving in the morning and returning in 
the evening. Bur chat is almost impossible to do in a reliable fashion from Logan 
Airport, because even on clear days, you will often find yourself sitting for two hours 
on the tarmac at Newark Airport, for example, waiting for a landing slot at Logan. 
This can be very imposing upon the time of the employees of MJ Research, 
diminishing our corporate efficiency and morale considerably. 

PROBLEM REGARDING CONVENTION CENTER EXPANSION 

This persistent "delay" problem is going to be exacerbated extraordinarily by 
the construction of a new convention center. We typically exhibit at 20+ 
conferences at such convention centers each year. Believe me, flying in an out of a 
convention city with 20,000 other attendees jams the airport in every convention 
city in the U.S. on the days chat a major convention begins or ends ( which typically 
composes three or four days in a week). Those individuals who advocate a vastly 
expanded convention business in Boston, while simultaneously opposing a runway 
expansion, are na·ive at best. 

NEED FOR NEW RUNWAY; SYPMPATHY FOR EAST BOSTON RESIDENTS 

In the short term, 1 see no alternative but to open the proposed new runway 
at Logan Airport. Ir is the central airport of New England, and the fact is, the 
current runways are oversubscribed the instant a land breeze begins to blow towards 
Boston Harbor. We need a new runway at Logan, period. 

132.1 

132.2 
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But I am sympathetic to the concerns of the citizens of East Boston, Roxbury, 
Chelsea, Quincy and elsewhere, and I don't think these communities deserve to 
have every jet airplane flying in and out of Boston passing over their heads for the 
next fifty years. Rather, I wish to advocate in addition ,to the Logan expansion 
increased commercial service at Hanscom Field. But more importantly, I believe we 
should develop the old South Weymouth Naval Air Station as a new Boston airport. 

INCREASED CO?viMERCIAL SERVICE AT HANSCOM FIELD 

As our company is located on Route 128 in Waltham, increased commercial 
service at Hanscom Field would be exceedingly convenient for us (as well as everyone 
else on Routes 128 and 2 and along the Interstate 93 corridor). Hanscom has the 
advantages of having existing highway approaches from both Routes 2A, 4 and 
225-which should give adequate capacity for a moderate expansion. In particular,
if there were simply increased commercial service to the New York, Chicago, and
Washington D.C. airports, a large fraction of the highly-profitable business traffic
could be diverted to this airport, without imposing excessively on the local citizens
or the highway infrastructure. These three cities represent major hubs both
nationally and internationally, and it would be greatly helpful to have Hanscom as
a viable airport alternative for the Route 128 and the Metrowest crowd.

FORMER SOUTH WEYMOUTH NAVAL AIR STATION 

Perhaps the biggest unrealized opportunity for improving commercial air 
service in New England lies in the property that was once the South Weymouth 
Naval Air Station (NAS). This is an existing large airport, it has long runways 
capable of handling heavy jet traffic, and it has been used until quite recently for 
heavy military jet traffic (most of the approaches to the former NAS are over forest, 
highways or industrial buildings). Although the South Weymouth NAS Re-Use 
and Planning Committee has studied the matter for some time and has decided 
upon making the property into a shopping mall -- this old air base is potentially a 
resource of extraordinary value for ALL of New England. Thus I think its 
redevelopment should be more carefully considered, with the needs of the whole 
region in mind (and I hear the shopping mall plan is in trouble anyway). 

The decisions being made today will affect all of New England for decades to 
come. It is inconceivable to me that more attention has not been given to the South 
Weymouth alternative, for this a unique opportunity to address fundamental 
problems with the New England infrastructure that are causing this ages-old Logan 
debate in the first place. The former NAS is well located on Routes 128 and Route 
3, it would give good access to the South Shore and Cape Cod, and it is located along 
the new South- Shore Commuter Rail Line. Furthermore, a short extension of the 
Red Line could easily bring MBTA subway service, which would conveniently 
connect a new airport to all of central Boston. 

I have heard some argue that use of the old NAS as a commercial airport 
"interferes with Logan flight paths." As a licensed pilot of fifteen years experience, 
I simply don't understand this argument. The Navy's heavy use of this airport for 
decades didn't interfere-and military flight paths are typically considerable. 
Even if there were some limited interference-surely the flight paths of Logan could 
be adjusted to accommodate an airport a dozen miles away, if these same paths can 
be adjusted to accommodate a new Logan runway a quarter mile from existing 
runways. 

132.3 
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Assembling property in the 1990's for a wholly new airport is a virtual impossibility-and the problem will only get worse in the twenty-first century. But in South Weymouth we have an existing large airport seemingly tailor-made for commercial use! A new Boston airport would provide long-term, high-quality local job opportunities for the residents of Weymouth, Rocklbd, Abington and Hingham (as well as the rest of the South Shore), while improving the air transportation opportunities for all of New England. 
Thank you for taking the time to read my comments, and I look forward to your determination on the current proposal. It truly is a matter of significant concern for all of Massachusetts business. 

Enclosures 

n (\Sincerely,
�"v� JOHN FI� President MJ Research, Inc. 
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Letter 132 
MJ Research, Inc. 

John Finney, President 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 ________ c_om_m_e_nt_ ______ Response 

132.1 Purpose and Delay 
Need 

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

132.2 Purpose and Delay 
Need 

132.3 Regional Regional 
Transportation Airports 

(Air service at Logan is unreliable due to delay problems.] Comment noted. 

[Logan needs to be efficient if Boston is to attract 
significant convention business.) 

!. .. advocate in addition to the Logan expansion increased 
commercial service at Hanscom Field. But more 
importantly, I believe we should develop the old South 
Weymouth Naval Air Station as a new Boston airport. 

Comment noted. 

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

Letter 132: MJ Research, Inc., John Finney, President 





Nantucket Island Chamber of Commerce 

48 Main Street • Nantucket, Massachusetts 02554-3595 . 508-228-1 700 . FAX: 508-325-4925 

LETTER 133 
. April 7, 1999

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

Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

As an advocate for the business community on Nantucket Island. the Nantucket 
Island Chamber of Commerce \Nishes to make a statement regarding the proposed 
unidirectional runway at Logan airport. 

Nantucket is geographically isolated, and relies more than most communities on 
safe and efficient air travel. Nantucket Memorial Airport is in the summer months 
New England's second-busiest airport, and on certain summer days has actually 
exceeded volumes seen at Logan. Air travel is a linchpin of our tourism economy, 
and since over 25 percent of our incoming commercial flights are vectored through 
Boston, the timeliness wrth which Logan Airport operates has a direct impact on our 
island. In addition, year-round residents of Nantucket rely upon air access to Boston 
for business, medical, and recreation needs, all of which can be fouled by delays. 

The Chamber of Commerce also considers the new runway a better investment of 
Massport's resources than any of the stated alternatives, particular1y reintroduction of 
a peak-period landing fee program. These programs are misguided and 
discriminatory, and punish the small airlines who contribute least to Logan's myriad 
delays. Studies have clearly shown the effectiveness of peak-pricing in delay 
reduction to be questionable at best. Furthermore, should a peak pricing structure
be installed in Boston, it would have the potential to cripple Cape Air, the 
independent airline that provides our major link to Logan Airport, and the loss of 
which wculd do irrevocable damage to our island's economy. 

133.1 

133.2 

133.3 



The Chamber recognizes local concerns about noise; noise abatement has been a 
major issue on Nantud;et as well. However. if the proposed runway is unidirectional, 
and remains unidirectional in perpetuity, then the Impact of air operations will be 
minimized by overwater takeoffs and landings. Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Maia Gaillard 
Executive Director 

cc: Dan Wolf, President 
Cape Air/Nantucket Airlines 
Arthur Desrocher, Chairman 
Nantucket Board of Selectmen 
Fred Jaeger, Manager 
Nantucket Memorial Airport 
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Code 

133.1 

Topic 1 

Alternatives 

133.2 Alternatives 

133.3 Alternatives 

Letter 133 

Nantucket Island Chamber of Commerce 

Maia Gaillard, Executive Director 

Topic 2 Comment Response 

Runway 14/32 The Chamber of Commerce also considers the new Comment noted. 
runway a better investment of Massport's resources than 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

any of the stated alternatives, particularly reintroduction of 
a peak-period landing fee program . 

... [Peak Period Pricing is] misguided and discriminatory, 
and punish[es] the small airlines who contribute least to 
Logan's myriad delays. 

... peak pricing ... would have the potential to cripple Cape 
Air, the independent airline that provides our major link to 
Logan Airport, and the loss of which would do irrevocable 
damage to our island's economy. 

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

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

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

Letter 133: Nantucket Island Chamber of Commerce, Maia Gaillard, Executive Director 





NP&EDC 

NANTUCKET Pl.ANNING AND ECONOMIC DEVELOP �NT COMM!SSION 

April 19, I 999 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEP A Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley- EOEA No. I 0458 
I 00 Cambridge Street 
20th Floor 
Boston, MA 02202 

Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

LETTER 134 

The Nantucket Planning and Economic Development Commission ("NP&EDC") 
appreciates this opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report on 
the Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project, dated February, 1999. 

The NP&EDC is the regional planning agency for the Island, Town, and County 
of Nantucket. As an Island, Nantucket faces unique transportation challenges. Nantucket 
is dependent on water and air transportation as critical links to the mainland. Among the 
most important transportation service are the air links between Nantucket and Boston's 
Logan Airport. The most consistent and frequent of which is provided by small carriers. 

Peak Period Pricing 

The NP&EDC understands that congestion of existing runways at Logan Airport 
is a serious concern, and threatens to erode the efficiency and margin of safety of airport 
operations. Among the options proposed by the DEIR is use of peak period pricing to 
control the demand at certain times. The NP&EDC is adamantly opposed to this method 

1341_. to reduce congestion. This air corridor is time-sensitive to Nantucket residents and • 
businesses. The inevitable consequence of peak period pricing on Nantucket travelers and 
businesses is the absorption of additional transportation costs. Although the popular 
conception of Nantucket is a wealthy resort destination, this is not the reality. Businesses 
on Nantucket, as in any other place, must strike a balance between profit and overhead. 
Residents now pay over 30% more for transportation than their mainland counterparts. 
On Nantucket, transportation costs are already a substantial cost of living and doing 
business and there are escalating costs of land, rents and infrastructure. For those 
businesses that are forced to absorb the delays that are a consequence of peak period 
pricing, these delays equate to added cc,st for N antucketers as well. There are _virtually no 13 4, 2 
reasonable alternative options available. Should peak period pricing force businesses to 



abandon air service to Boston, other modes, or combination of modes of transportation 
must be used which are inefficient, and time consuming. Islanders frequently require 
connections to Boston for medical, professional, personal, governmental and other 
reasons. 

Unidirectional Runway 14/32 

The NP&EDC believes that the proposed Unidirectional Runway 14/32 is the best 
solution for improving congestion at Logan. Based on the information provided in the 
DEIR, this runway isolates much of the small carrier traffic from major carrier traffic, 134 3 
and by reducing this conflict, decreases delays. The improvements add no apparent costs 
to air carrier services and transportation costs between Nantucket and Logan, which is of 
course of critical importance to Nantucket. 

In conclusion, the NP&EDC appreciates this opportunity to comment on this issue 
of serious economic impact to Nantucket. Nantucket as a thriving, historically preserved 
community is a substantial contributor to the economic well being of the Commonwealth, 
and this fact should not be lost as you assess the impacts of these various alternatives. 

llrrn:1

��

LJ&/;0rrJJiC. 
Chairman 

Cc: Senator Henri Rauschenbach 
Repre�entative Eric Turkington 
Ma.ssport 
Arthur Desrocher, Chairman, Nantucket Board of Selectmen 
Jennie Garneau, President, Nantucket Chamber of Commerce 
Dan Wolf, President, Cape Air 

File: Massport: Logan Airside Improvements 
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Code Topic 1 

134.1 Alternatives 

134.2 Alternatives 

134.3 Alternatives 

Topic 2 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Runway 14/32 

Letter 134 
Nantucket Planning and Economic 

Development Commission 
Alvin S. Topham, Chairman 

Comment 

The NP&EDC is adamantly opposed to ... (peak period 
pricing] to reduce congestion. 

(Implementation of peak period pricing at Logan would 
adversely affect Nantucket's economy.] 

The NP&EDC believes that the proposed Unidirectional 
Runway 14/32 is the best solution for improving 
congestion at Logan. Based on the information provided 
in the DEIR, this runway isolates much of the small carrier 
traffic from major carrier traffic and by reducing this 
conflict, decreases delays. The improvements add no 
apparent costs to air carrier services and transportation 
costs between Nantucket and Logan, which is ... of critical 
importance to Nantucket. 

Response 

The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR contain analysis of PPP as a demand 
management alternative at Logan Airport. See Section 4.5 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

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

.. _ .... ______ __ ... ·-·-.. ·· . · ·-··· ··•-······•·-- - ·-- .. ----··- -···--· 

The benefits of Runway 14/32 a re significant: ( 1 ) It provides a 
third runway for operations during northwest winds; (2) it 
reduces total annual delay by 27 to 37 percent 
(Preferred Alternative vs. the No Action Alternative); (3) it 
reduces delays during VFR conditions by 47 to 57 percent 
(Preferred Alternative vs. the No Action Alternative); (4) it 
allows controllers to separate aircraft of differing size classes 
during northwest winds; and (5) it increases the controllers' 
ability to achieve PRAS goals. 

----------

Letter 134: Nantucket Planning and Economic Development Commission, Alvin S. Topham, Chairman 
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April 7, 1999 

Jay Wickersham, Director 
MEPA 
I 00 Cambridge Street 
Boston, MA 02202 

LETTER 135 

RE: LOGAN DELAY REDUCTION PROGRAM 

Dear Mr. Wickersham: 

NAIOP strongly supports Massport's Logan Delay Reduction Program in 135 1 general and the cornerstone of this proposal, a new uni-directional runway. 

Logan Airport is the 17th busiest airport in the nation, and the sixth worst 
in terms of delays. With growing demand for its services, Logan has not 
had any significant runway improvements in 25 years. A new runway for 
Logan Airport is vital for the state's continued economic growth. Without 
it, delays will get much worse; with it MassPort has predicted a 25% 
reduction in delays. 

NAIOP and the research group, Mass Insight, have produced "The 
Massachusetts Expansion Report" the last four years, based on interviews 
with senior executives in the top grmvth sectors in the state. Over the last 
two years, access and reliability at Logan Airport were singled out as 
significant disadvantages to Massachusetts businesses. The companies 
that are growing in Massachusetts engage in a great deal of air travel by 
employees and clients (consulting, money management, high tech, 
telecommunications, etc.). The frequency with which Logan is closed due 
to weather relative to places like Chicago, Dallas, or Atlanta, was 
specifically cited. These business executives and their site location 
consultants say Logan Airport improvements are a top priority. 

Although Massport's plans also include expansion of service at other 
regional airports, an expanded rail service to Rhode Island, and a new 
high-speed rail service with New York City; alone, they are not sufficient 
to resolve the long tenn flight delay problems. 

By redirecting small and mid-size planes to the planned "14-32" uni
directional runway, pressure would be taken off of the other runways, 
especially during the potentially crippling conditions with a northwest 
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wind that presently causes Logan to limit runway usage and ground flights. 

The Massachusetts Chapter ofNAIOP (National Association of Industrial and Office Properties) 
represents the commercial real estate industry through its legislative affairs efforts, educational 
programs, and its continual research into critical issues of business development. NAIOP is the 
leading voice for commercial real estate in the state and represents the interests of companies 
involved with the development, ownership, management, and financing of commercial properties 
as well as those companies providing services to this industry. Our membership consists of over 
350 members who own or manage more than 85 million square feet of office, research & 
development, and industrial space in the Commonwealth. 

Sincerely, 

NAIOP, MASSACHUSETTS 
National Association of Industrial and Office Properties 

�� 
David I. Begelfer 
Executive Director 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 

135.1 General 
Support 

135.2 Purpose and Delay 
Need 

Letter 135 
National Association of Industrial 

and Off ice Properties 
David I. Begelfer, Executive Director 

Comment Response 

NAIOP strongly supports Massport's Logan Delay Comment noted. 
Reduction Program in general and the cornerstone of this 
proposal, a new uni-directional runway. 

--•--• - • -- -••---•••• •-• •---•• - -••••rn•-• .. ---.. ••- ••• --•••----.. •-

NAIOP and the research group, Mass Insight, have Comment noted. 
produced "The Massachusetts Expansion Report' the last 
four years, based on interviews with senior executives in 
the top growth sectors in the state. Over the last two 
years, access and reliability at Logan Airport were singled 
out as significant disadvantages to Massachusetts 
businesses. 

Letter 135: National Association of Industrial and Office Properties, David I. Begelfer, Executive Director 
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LETTER 136 Suite 308 Fu: 202-408-8287 

E-mail �rp@na.rprail.org 

20002-3557 Web www.narpnil.org 

National Association of .Railroad Passengers 

April 23, J 999 

Bob Durand, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs, Attention: MEPA Of� 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley. EOEA No. l 0458 
100 Cambridge St., Room 2000 
Boston. MA 02202 

John C. Silva, Manager 
Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 
New England Region 
12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 

Re: Massachusetts Port Authority (MPA) Logan Airside Improvements 
Planning Project DEIS/DEIR- EOEA No. 10458 
Boston-Logan International Airport 

The National Association of Railroad Passengers, with 14,000 members 
nationwide, believes that the North Station-South Station Rail Link in Boston is 
the single most important rail passenger infrastructure investment opportunity in 
New England and one of the most important in the nation. For that reason, we 
gave our Golden Spike Award to Governor Weld and State Rep. John Businger, 
both of whom accepted the awards in person at our Washington reception in 
April, 1994. A year earlier. Senate Majority Leader George Mitchell came to 
accept the same award, in part for his role in securing $4 million for Amtrak for 
preliminary work on the Rail Link. 

We are concerned that the above-captioned DEIS/DEIR does not reflect the 
importance of this opportunity. 

1. The Rail Link ridership diversion number shown in the Massport report
is so low as to be completely lacking in credibility.

I refer in particular to the claim that a North Station-South Station rail link would 
divert only 128 people a day from Logan to rail. ['The preliminary analysis 
conducted by project proponents indicates that the North-South Rail Link would 
increase 2020 intercity rail ridership on the Northeast Corridor primarily by 
diverting passengers from auto with only a small amount of diversion from air
approximately 46,700 passengers."] 

136.1 
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• This figure [46,700 I 365 - 127.9] seems to completely discount improved connectivity
between north-side commuter rail lines and high speed rail. In other words, it does not
include people who arc riding through the rail link tunnel ol\ commuter rail but are doing so
in order to connect with high speed rail at South Station.

• It clearly does not reflect operation of any trains between Maine and New York, which
Amtrak certainly would run if the Rail Link existed. W c understand that Amtrak is
developing new numbers based on the assumption of some Portland-New York run-through
service.

• It probably reflects a very conservative estimate of demand for the limited extensions of
high-speed trains to Woburn cited.

2. The report overstates the quality of existing New York-Washington service with respect
to both frequency and speed.

The result is to understate the ability of rail to attract ridership and market-share. ln other words, 
existing New York-Washington market-share (about 40% of air-rail traffic, much higher if 
intermediate markets are included), has been achieved with fewer and slower trains than the 
report shows. The report therefore is misleading because it gives the reader a more pessimistic 
picture than the facts support regarding the amount of ridership that a given service level can 
attract. 

The report states that "regular [non-Metroliner] trains generally take about 3 hours and 30 
minutes with as many as 20 additional trains departing on weekdays in both directions.'' In fact. 
there are only 17 trips in each direction. Five of the southbound trains take between 3:35 and 
3:50, a sixth takes 4:34; nine [over halfl] of the northbound trains take 3:35-55. 

The report states that Metroliners take "about 2:50". In fact, the fastest published time is 2:58, 
and is achieved by just one train (5:25 am from New York). Most trips are 2:59, a few arc 3:05. 
[The standard weekend Metro liner running time is 3 :04.] 

The report states th.at New York-Washington trains "travel at an average speed of 100 mph." 
This is obviously untrue, since-as just noted-the fastest train scheduled takes 2:58, and so 
averages 76 mph on the 226-mile run. The top Metroliner speed is 125 mph. When intermediate 
stops and slow approaches (especially Baltimore and Philadelphia) are taken into account, a l 00-
mph average obviously is not possible. 

[fhe report implies that there is more freight east of New York than west, but this also is not 
true. Indeed, Amtrak's freight revenues (payments by railroads running freight trains in the 
corridor) have been rising recently.] 

3. Similarly, by overstating existing New York-Boston frequencies and (presumably)
accurately stating planned service, the report undentates the degree to which the
service will be improved.



Messrs. Durand and Silva 
Page 3 

The report says there are ten Boston-New York trains a day in each direction, running times 
ranging from 4:10-5:00, but there are only eight realistic eastbound choices, nine westbound 
(including the Twilight Shoreliner that departs New York at 1 AM eastbound and arrives New 
York at 1: 14 AM westbound). 

The 9th and 1 om eastbound trains and the 10th westbo�d are on the Inland Route; running-time: 
six hours. 
• Most travc:lc:rs will not take seriously the 3 :55 PM Inland Route train from New York, which

reaches Boston 28 minutes after the 4:55 from New York.
• Or the 9:40 PM from New York that arrives Boston at 3:40 AM.
• Or the 7:55 AM from Boston which reaches New York 50 minutes after the 8:25 AM from

Boston.

In short, we believe that an accurate analysis would show that the Rail Link has far greater 
relevance to Boston airport requirements than is reflected in this DEIS/DEIR or the documents 
on which it relies. We believe this reflects a significant planning deficiency in the DEIS/DEIR 
and urge that these be addressed in a new Draft. 

Thank you for considering our views. 

��� Ross B. Capon 
Executive Director 

cc: John De Villars, Director, Region.al EPA 
Robert Bartonowicy, Regional Director, FAA 
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Code Topic 1 

136.1 Regional 
Transportation 

Letter 136 
National Association of Railroad Passengers 

Ross B. Capon, Executive Director 

Topic 2 Comment 

Passenger Rail The Rail Link ridership diversion number shown in the 
Massport report is so low as to be completely lacking in 
credibility. 

Response 

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 Lo����irpo�E��!-�nger scenari_os_. _____ _ 

Letter 136: National Association of Railroad Passengers, Ross B. Capon, Executive Director 





Alabama 

Alaska 
Arizona 

Arkansas 

California 

Colorado 

Connecticut 

Delaware 
Florida 

Georgia 
Guam 

Hawaii 

Idaho 
lflinois 

Indiana 
Iowa 

Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Maine 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 

Nebraska 
Nevada 

v Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 

New York 

North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon 
Pennsylvania 

Puerto Rico 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
South Dakota 

Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington 
West Virginia 

Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

LETTER 137 

April 12, 1999 

. Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: Mr. Arthur Pugsley 
MEPA #10458 
100 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor 
Boston, MA 02202 

Reference: EOEA #10458 Logan Airside Improvements 

Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

The undersigned state directors represent the following agencies that have 
responsibility for oversight of aeronautical activities within their respective states: 

Connecticut Department of Transportation, Bureau of Aviation and Ports 
Maine Department of Transportation, Office of Passenger Transportation 
Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission (MAC)
New Hampshire Department of TransportEtion, Division of Aeronautics 13 7 .1 
Rhode Island Airport Corporation 
Vermont Agency of Transportation, Division of Rail, Air, and Public 

·. Transportation

Please accept this letter as an expression of our strong support for the airside 
improvements and our firm opposition to the imposition of peak period pricing at 
Logan International Airport. 

Contrary to published reports in the media, considerable planning has been done 
on a multi-state level to improve air service throughout New England. We have 
been working with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), the Ma·ssachusetts 
Port Authority (Massport), the New England Council and nine regional airports 
since 1994 to improve air service throughout New England. Those regional 
airports are: 

Connecticut: Bradley International Airport and Tweed New Haven Airport 
Maine: Bangor lnt&mational Airport and Portland International Jetport 
Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission: New Bedford Regional Airport 
and Worcester Regional Airport 
New Hampshire: Manchester Airport 



Rhode Island: T. F. Green Airport 
Vermont: Burlington International Airport 

In 1990, the MAC initiated a siting study commonly referred to as the Second 
Major Airport Study ("SMAS") to determine whether there were any suitable sites 
for a second major airport in Massachusetts. The SMAS started with 182 sites 
and eventually recommended further consideration of 2 sites at Fort Devens and 
in the Gardner/Winchendon area. In 1992, the MAC announced it would 
reevaluate air transportation demand and capacity in the context of a multi-

. modal, high speed transportation system and initiated a second study commonly 
referred to as the Strategic Assessment Report ("SAR") study. In November 
1993, the final SAR report reconfirmed that the demand for air service at Logan 
will surpass capacity. More importantly, however, the SAR also identified several 
scenarios that, if implemented, could preclude the necessity for construction of a 
second major airport to meet that excess demand. Those scenarios include 
improved air service at regional airports, improved rail service, improved 
telecommunications technology, and airside improvements at Logan. The logic 
behind pursuit of these alternative solutions should be obvious given the 
staggering financial, environmental and social costs to construct a second major 
airport. Our mutual planning efforts were a natural progression from the SMAS 
and SAR and complement the analysis of surface transportation issues 
performed under the New England Transportation Initiative (NETI). 

To date, we have: 
• Identified existing air service levels at each regional airport.
• Estimated the degree of leakage; leakage was defined as the number of

pass�ngers in a regional airport's marketing area that used either Logan or
the, three New York City (NYC) Airports (LaGuardia, John F. Kennedy, and
Newark).

• Analyzed potential for improved or new air service at the regional airports in
New England.

• Conducted a Regional Airports Route Development Conference where
representatives of the regional airports met with representatives of more than
a dozen major, regional and Canadian air carriers (Air Nova, Air Ontario,
American Eagle, Business Express, Cape Air, Commutair, Eastwind, Kiwi
International, Northwest, Southwest, Trans World Airlines, USAir, and USAir
Express).

• Assessed the potential impacts that improved air service at regional airports
would have on air service at Logan.

• Designed a regional airport fare sampling methodology.
• Analyzed the results of a common fare pricing strategy at a regional airport.

In 1998, approximately 40% of the domestic destination passengers departing 
those regional airports and Logan departed from the regional airports, up from 
35% in 1996. In that two year period, the total number of domestic 
enplanements at all ten airports rose by 13.4%; however, domestic 



enplanements at the nine regional airports increased by more than 31 % while 
Logan's domestic enplanements only increased by api.,roximately 4%. Clearly, 
the combined efforts of the six state aviation agencies, the nine regional airports, 137 .2 the FAA and Massport are diverting demand away from Logan and to the 
regional airports. Each year, as the state directors and regional airports work 
with the FAA to update their respective Capital Improvement Plans, we consider 
both the local and the regional impacts of those proposed capital improvements. 
The new airport terminals, runway extensions, and other improvements at Bradley,

Manchester, New Bedford, T.F. Green and Worcester are all complementary of 
. our individual and joint efforts to improve regional air service throughout New 
England and they all contribute to reducing delays at Logan. 

We urge you to approve the airside improvements proposed by Massport. Those 137.3 
improvements are necessary to ensure a safe and efficient New England airport 
system to serve scheduled passengers. Similarly, we object to any efforts to 
artificially constrain demand through the employment of peak period pricing. 137. 4
Notwithstanding the success of the regional airports, our communities will 
continue to utilize Logan for markets not served by the regional airports. 

Con�u�to�� 

,,/// .// /arneD�partme� Transportation 

i�e�A�ommission 

1 

((&',li,,� 
New re Department of Transportation 

t/a"Mf� 
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Code 

137.1 

137.2 

137.3 

137.4 

Letter 137 
National Association of State Aviation Officials 

New England State Directors 

Topic 1 
--· ·----- - ·-

Alternatives 

Regional 
Transportation 

Topic2 
- -·-·· 

Preferred 
--

Alternative 

Regional 
Airports 

-----·-----�---

Alternatives Preferred 
Alternatives 

Alternatives Peak Period 
Pricing 

Comment 

t The undersigned state directors represent the following 
agencies that have responsibility for oversight of 
aeronautical activities within their respective states: 
Connecticut Department of Transportation, Bureau of 
Aviation and Ports; 
Maine Department of Transportation, Ottice of Passenger 
Transportation; 
Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission (MAC); 
New Hampshire Department of Transportation, Division of 
Aeronautics; 

Rhode Island Airport Corporation; 
Vermont Agency of Transportation, Division of Rail, Air, 
and Public Transportation. 
Please accept this letter as an expression of our strong 
support for the airside improvements ... at Logan 
International Airport. 

... the combined efforts of the six state aviation agencies, 
the nine regional airports, the FAA and Massport are 
diverting demand away from Logan and to the regional 
airports. 

---· -· -- · --

We urge you to approve the airside improvements 
proposed by Massport. Those improvements are 
necessary to ensure a safe and efficient New England 
airport system to serve scheduled passengers. 

--•---- -� -

... we object to any efforts to artificially constrain demand 
through the employment of peak period pricing. 
Notwithstanding the success of the regional airports, our 
communities will continue to utilize Logan for markets not 
served by the regional airports. 

Response 

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. 

Letter 137: National Association of State Aviation Officials, New England State Directors 
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April 12, 1999 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: Mr. Arthur Pugsley 
MEPA #10458 
100 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor 
Boston, MA 02202 

LETTER 138 

Reference: EOEA #10458 Logan Airside Improvements 

Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

Reference is made to the letter dated April 12, 1999 to you regarding the subject 
Environmental Impact Statement/Report EOEA #10458. 

This is to confirm that the National Association of State Aviation Officials has 
reviewed said letter and endorses the recommendations and findings contained 
therein. We urge you to approve the airside improvements proposed by 
Massport and we object to any efforts to artificially constrain demand through the 
employment of peak period pricing. 

Sincerely, 

Wiliam 
Chairman 

138.1 
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Letter 138 
National Association of State Aviation Officials 

William E. Gehman, Chairman 
Henry M. Ogrodzinsk, President and CEO 

Code Topic 1 

138.1 Alternatives 

Topic2 

Preferred 
Alternative 

Comment 

We urge you to approve the airside improvements 
proposed by Massport and we object to any efforts to 
artificially constrain demand through the employment of 
peak period pricing. 

Letter 138: National Association of State Aviation Officials, 
William E. Gehman, Chairman; Henry M. Ogrodzinsk, President and CEO 

Response 

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





NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION OF THE BACK BAY, INC. 

Apri! 2J, 1999 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley 
Executive Office ofEnvironrnenta� Affairs 
lvfEPA Unit 

EOEA#14508 

100 Cambridge Street 
Boston, Massachusetts 02202

Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

LETTER 139 

The Neighborhood Association of the Back Back is writing to request that MEPA 
reject the draft Envirunmculal Impact Report (EIR) submitted by the Massachusetts Pon 
Authority (Massport) relative to the: proposed Runway 14/32. We firmly believe that the 
EIR insufficiently addrn.ssed environmental impacts of Runway 14/32. Specifically, the 
EIR fails to adequately address (1) landside environmental impacts and (2) the necessity 
to regionalize airline traffic. In ndclition, the EIR. utilizes inconclusive data relative to 
delays at Logan International Airport (Logan). 

Laudsidc Impact, 

The EIR fails to address landside impacts of the proposed Runway 14/32. Massport has 
stated th?t ·the new runway will increase the: number of annual passengers from the 
current 26 million to more than �7 million by 2010. These increases in passengers and 
airline traffic will have dramatic impacts on residents in �mu around Boston. 

The added capacity and the resulting increased u�� nf Runways 9/27 and 15/33 wil I 
inflict heavy noise impacts on Boston neighborhoods including East Boston, 
Charlestown. South Boston, Beacon Hill, Roxbury, Jamaica Plain and the Back Bay, and 
potentially areas such as Hyde Park, Roslindale and West Roxbury. In addition, the 
impacts on the streets and neighborhoods of Boston will be substantial. Such impacts 
include additional traffic cau:;oo l.,y the increase in ca.?'3, trucks o.nd shuttle buses serving

the increase in passengers at Logan. 

MEP A should reject the: draft E[R because substantial landside impacts such as noise, 
traffic, productivity and general quality oflife for Boston's neighborhoods have not been 
adequately addressed. 

Lack of Regional Plannim., 

The EIR. fails to :.deqm,tdy address the necessit'; to regionalize airline traffic er to plan 
for another major airport. The EJR demonstrates that there has been no real planning by 

139.1 

139.2 

139.3 

139.4 

139.5 

139.6 



Mr. Arthur Pugsley 
Executiva: Qffiec, ofEnvjronmenuil Affairs 
April 23, 1999 
Paee ?. 

Massport to promote the use of the region's other major airports in Massachusetts, New 
Hampshire and Rhode Island. ln fact, growth at Green and Manchester airpons has not 
been the result of planning, but from market forces related to cheaper airfares and easier 
troffic nnd c-:>mmuter access. The EIR fuils to address important issues such as plannine

for the provision of rail service to Green Airport, diversions to Manchester and Worcester 
airports and the effect of high spe!d rail service in the eastern corridor, among others. 

In addition, even if Runway 14/3 2 is approved and built, Logan will soon reach its new 
capacity and Massport will seek: additional runways to handle more a.irlim: 1.u,.ffi1,;. 
Massport and the state should conduct a study of a second major airport that may serve 
the region in the next decade. Such a study in the l9&0s included a potential s:it.e at t.he 
decommissioned Fon Devens. The study's recommendations. however, were never acted 
upon. Certainly, the EIR continues this failure to address the real need for a second 
major airport in the region. 

l\1EP A should require that the EIR 11uc:4. uatcl y address the rcgionalization of airline traffic 
and the need for a second major airport. 

Inconclusive Data 

139.7 

139.8 

The data upon which Massport has relied in preparing the BIR is inconclusive at b�t. 
139,9 There are significant discrepancic!S in the: EIR relative to the rate of delay at Logan used 

by 'Milssport nnd those of the FAA and others, calling the reliability of the entire EIR into 
questio?, 

The EIR also fails to adequately discuss factual data regarding delays and the actual 139.1 Q 
causes of those delays. First, use of 1993 as a base year is deceiving. In 1993 Logan had 
a year of severe delays that has not bc:c:n marched since. In fa(.;t, <.:um:uLly le�� than four 

139.11 p��cent of flights are delayed at Logan. Second, the EIR fails to address what portion of 
the dclo.ys were caused by wind and weather that would have closed n,nways or the entire 
airport regardless of the existence of Runway 14/32. 

:MEP A should require Massport to withdraw its BIR until it can confirm this critical 
delay data. 

For all of the: above reasons, we respectfully request that MEP A reject the draft EIR. 
submitted by Masspon relative tc, Runway 14/32. 

Sincerc:lv. 
?�RHOOD ASSOCIATION OF 1HE BAC�V-� Peter Y. Flj� ,,.--- Peter Shcrin 
Vice Cho.irm:m Vice President 
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Letter 139 
Neighborhood Association of the Back Bay, Inc. 

Code Topic 1 
139.1 Cumulative 

Impacts 

139.2 Noise 

Peter V. Flynn, Vice Chairman 

Topic 2 Comment _____ Respon_se __ _ 

Landside The EIR fails to address landside impacts of the proposed The proposed improvements analyzed in the Supplemental 
Improvements Runway 14/32. DEIS/FEIR involve both construction and administrative 

actions that will facilitate aircraft operations (landings, 
takeoffs and taxiing). None of the improvements involve 
landside facility improvements (e.g., terminals and roadways) 
or related operations. The Supplemental DEIS/FEIR analyzes 
in detail the impacts from aircraft operations, including 
analysis of noise and air quality impacts during the years 
1993, 1998 and under future forecast scenarios as well as 
environmental benefits from certain of the improvement 
concepts under review. In this respect, the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR conforms with scoping directives from the lead 
federal agency (the FAA) and with applicable FAA 
environmental orders, all issued in accordance with NEPA, 
and with directives from EOEA issued under MEPA. The 
various GEIR documents, including the Logan Airport 

Impacts The added capacity and the resulting increased use of 
Runways 9/27 and 15/33 will inflict heavy noise impacts 
on Boston neighborhoods .... 

1998 Annual Update and the 1999 Environmental Status and 
Progress Report (previously GEIR), provide additional 
analytic context by examining cumulative impacts from airside 
(i.e., aircraft) operations and landside (e.g., vehicular traffic, 
terminal service vehicles) operations at Logan Airport as well 
as Massport's comprehensive mitigation program. The 
ESPR/GEIR is specifically incorporated by reference in the 
Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and in the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR as a background document. Each GEIR/ESPR 
submission is subject to public review and comment. The 
Logan Airport 1998 Annual Update and the 1999 ESPR 
analysis is based on the same forecast levels used in the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. The GEIR/ESPR informs 
Massport's planning process for all the improvements at 
Logan Airport, including the improvements under review in 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. Consistent with past practice, 
Massport expects that the FAA will take the GEIR/ESPR 
analysis into account during its deliberations and ultimate 
decision on the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

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. 

Letter 139: Neighborhood Association of the Back Bay, Inc., Peter Y. Flynn, Vice Chairman 
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Code Topic 1 

139.3 

139.4 

139.5 

Ground 
Transportation 

Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Environmental 
Review 
Process 

- -- �------

139.6 Regional 
Transportation 

Topic 2 Comment Response 
-------

Traffic [The proposed project will result in increased traffic in 
Boston.] 

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 Airpori 
1999 ESPR (previously GEIR) and its subsequent 
Environmental Data Reports (Annual Updates). 

MEPA 

MEPA 

Regional 
Airports 

- ----- � 

MEPA should reject the draft EIR because substantial Refer to response to Comment 139.1. 
landside impacts such as noise, traffic, productivity and 
general quality of life for Boston's neighborhoods have not 
been adequately addressed. 

The EIR fails to adequately address the necessity Comment noted. 
to ... plan for another major airport. 

... there has been no real planning by Massport to 
promote the use of the region's other major airports in 
Massachusetts, New Hampshire and Rhode Island. 

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. 

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: __ _

Letter 139: Neighborhood Association of the Back Bay, Inc., Peter Y. Flynn, Vice Chairman 
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Code Topic 1 

139.7 Alternatives 

139.8 

139.9 

139.10 

139.11 

Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Delay 

Analysis 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

Delay 

Topic 2 Comment 

Runway 14/32 ... even if Runway 14/32 is approved and built, Logan will 
soon reach its new capacity and Massport will seek 
additional runways to handle more airline traffic. 

MEPA/NEPA 

Model 

Base Year 

Model 

Massport and the state should conduct a study of a 
second major airport that may serve the region in the next 
decade. 

There are significant discrepancies in the EIR relative to 
the rate of delay at Logan used by Massport and those of 
the FAA and others, calling the reliability of the entire EIR 
into question. 

... use of 1993 as a base year is deceiving. 

... the EIR fails to address what portion of the delays were 
caused by wind and weather that would have closed 
runways or the entire airport regardless of the existence of 
Runway 14/32. 

Letter 139: Neighborhood Association of the Back Bay, Inc., Peter Y. Flynn, Vice Chairman 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 
----

Neither Massport nor the FAA has a program to increase 
passenger demand at Logan Airport. Rather, the objective of 
both organizations is to accommodate demand safely and 
efficiently. The recommended Airside Project is intended to 
enable Logan Airport to accommodate current and 
future aircraft activity with minimum delay. The construction of 
Runway 14/32 would significanUy reduce delays associated 
with northwest wind conditions, but would not be expected to 
induce additional aircraft traffic or passenger activity at 
Logan Airport. 

Comment noted. 

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

The 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. 
Th-9 pr0j9ctions of futlfr_e_ 81.rfl9Td 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. 
The delay reductions presented in Chapter 4 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR are the result of the Airside Project 
alternatives. The remaining delays are largely due to wind and 
weather conditions that are not helped by Runway 14/32. 
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NEWENG�ND 
COUNCI[ 

TESTThlONY OF JAMES T. BREIT 
PRESIDENT & CEO 

THE NEW ENGLAND COUI'\CIL 
April 21, 1999 

LETTER 140 

MY NAME IS J.Af..ffiS T. BRETT AND I AM THE PRESIDENT AND CEO OF THE NEW 

ENGLAND COUNCIL, A REGION-WIDE BUSINESS GROUP THAT PROMOTES 

POLICIES TO STIMULATE ECONOMIC GROWTH THR.OUr.H0lr;" OUR SD� STA TE 

NEW ENGLAND REGION. THANK YOU FOR THE OPPORTIJNITY TO PRESENT 

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND DRAFT 

ENVIRON11ENTAL Th1PACT REPORT ON THE LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEI\1ENTS 

PLANNING PROJECT. 

TEN YEARS AGO, THE NEW ENGLAND COUNCIL JOINED AN ELUSIVE, AND 

UL TIMA TEL Y FUTILE SEARCH FOR A SITE FOR A SECOND MAJOR AIRPORT FOR 

NEW ENGLAND. WE WERE MOTIVATED BY TWO FACTORS: THE INCREASING 

IMPORTANCE OF AIR TRAVEL FOR OUR REGION'S BUSINESSES AND FUTURE 

ECONOMIC GROW1H, AND THE LIK.EL Y INABILITY OF THE REGION'S DOMINANT 

AIRPORT, BOSTON'S LOGAN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT, TO ACCOMMODATE 

EVEN CONSERVATIVE ESTIMATES OF INCREASE IN DEMAND. 

IN 1993, THE COUNCIL HELPED EST AB LISH A COALITION THAT GREW TO 

INCLUDE THE SIX STA TE AVIATION DIRECTORS FROM NEW ENGLAND, 

MASSPORT, THE MANAGERS OF THE MAJOR JET SERVICE AIRPORTS IN THE 

REGION, AND THE FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION. OUR SHARED GOAL 

WAS THE GREATER UTILIZATION OF THE REGIONAL AIRPORTS, BOTH AS A 

ivffiANS OF STIMULATING ECONOMIC ACTIVITY IN THE AREAS CLOSEST TO 

THOSE AIRPORTS AND TO RELIEVE THE OVERWHEUv1ING BURDEN ON LOGAN 

AIRPORT. A TWO-YEAR STUDY YIELDED S01\.1E FASCil�ATING INFORMATION 

AND HELPED POINT THE WAY FOR ACHIEVING THESE GOALS. 



WE FOUND: 

• MORE TI-IAN 5 MILLION OF LOGAN'S PASSENGERS-ABOUT 25% OF
LOGAN'S TOTAL TRAFFIC-LIVE CLOSER TO ONE OR MORE OF NEW
ENGLAND'S REGIONAL AIRPORTS;

• NONE OF THE REGIONAL AIRPORTS IS FULLY ACHIEVING THEIR
TRAFFIC POTENTIAL;

• WITH REASONABLE IMPROVEMENTS IN SERVICE LEVELS AND
COMPETITIVE FARES, OUR STUDY FOUND TIJAT THE REGIONAL
AIRPORTS COULD "RECAPTURE" 50% OF TIIE PASSENGERS IN THEIR
MARKETS.

NOW, SOME TEN YEARS AFTER OUR UNSUCCESSFUL ATTEMPT TO SITE A 
SECOND AIRPORT IN THE REGION, AND WITHOUT MOVING AN OUNCE OF DIRT, 
NEW ENGLAND HAS ITS SECOND AIRPORT-IT'S WST NOT ALL IN ONE LOCATION 
OR EVEN ONE STATE! 

T.F. GREEN AIRPORT IN RHODE ISLAND HAS INCREASED ITS PASSENGER BASE 
FROM 2.5 MILLION IN 1996 TO 4.6 MILLION LAST YEAR, MAKING IT THE SECOND 
FASTEST GROWING AIRPORT IN TIIE NATION. MANCHESlER, NEW HA11PSl-llRE'S 
AIRPORT HAS DOUBLED ITS PASSENGER LOAD FROM 1 MILLION IN 1996 TO 2 
MILLION LAST YEAR. AND WITH MASSPORT ENGAGED IN NEGOTIATIONS TO 
TAKE OVER THE DAY TO DAY OPERA TIO NS AT WORCESTER AIRPORT-AN 
AIRPORT IBA T ONLY A DECADE AGO WAS SERVICING NEARLY 400,000 
PASSENGERS A YEAR, BUT THAT NOW IS STAGGERING-AND COMMITTED TO 
BRINGING COMMERCIAL, CARGO, AND CHARTER FLIGHTS BACK TO CENTRAL 
MASSACHUSETTS, THE POTENTIAL EXISTS TO ACCOMMODATE THE 1.7 MILLION 
PASSENGERS WHO LIVE CLOSEST TO THAT FACILITY. COLLECTIVELY, THESE 
FACILITIES ARE, IN FACT, NEW ENGLAND'S SECOND AIRPORT. 

THESE ACTIONS WILL CERTAINLY HELP RELIEVE A BURDEN ON LOGAN, AN 
AIRPORT THAT CONSISTENTLY RANKS AMONG THE NA TlON'S LEADERS IN 
DELAYS-AND THE ECONO:MIC COSTS AS SOCIA TED WITH THOSE DELAYS. BUT 
MORE NEEDS TO BE DONE. THAT'S WHY TIIE RECENT ANNOUNCEMENT BY 
AMTRAK IBA T THEY WILL BEGIN HIGH SPEED RAIL SERVICE BETWEEN BOSTON 
AND NEW YORK CITY nns FALL, REDUCING THE TRAVEL TIME BETWEEN THOSE 
CITIES TO THREE HOURS, IS SUCH WELCOME NEWS. AND WHY MASSPORT'S 
PLANS TO CONSTRUCT A NEW UNIDIRECTIONAL RUNWAY THAT WILL ONLY 
OPERA TE OVER WATER, HAS BEEN HERALDED BY LEADERS OF BUSINESS AND 
GOVERNMENT. 
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THE ABILITY TO TRAVEL TO MIDTOWN MANHATTAN IN THREE HOURS WILL 

ATTRACT A SIGNIFICANT NUMBER OF PASSENGERS NOW FL YING TO NEW 

YORK'S LAGUARDIA AIRPORT ON LONG ISLAND AND TAKING CABS INTO 

MANHATTAN. nns WILL RESULT IN A REDUCTION OF LANDSIDE CONGESTION 

TIIA T OFTEN MAKES LOGAN SO DIFFICULT TO NAVIGATE. FEWER CARS 

ENTERING LOGAN ALSO MEAN CLEANER AIR. 

THE CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW RUNWAY, DESIGN A TED 14/32, S™1LARL Y WILL 

DIRECTLY ADDRESS THE PROBLEM OF DELAYS WHICH DISPROPORTIONATELY 

AFFECTS nns AIRPORT AND THE PEOPLE WHO USE IT. IN 1998, LOGAN 

EXPERIENCED OVER 143,000 HOURS OF DELAYS, FIVE TIMES THE FAA 

THRESHOLD FOR CONGESTION. ACCORDING TO MASSPORT, DELAYS AT LOGAN 

COST AIRLINES AND THEIR PASSENGERS APPROXIMATELY $310 MILLION LAST 

YEAR. IF NO ACTION IS TAKEN, IT IS ESTIMATED THAT BY 2010 THERE WILL BE 

596,000 HOURS OF DELAYS. TO PUT nns IN MORE PERSONAL TERMS, 

PASSENGERS COULD EXPECT AN A VERA GE DELAY OF 54 MINUTES EVERY TIME 

THEY FLY IN OR OUT OF LOGAN AIRPORT. 

MOST DELAYS ARE CAUSED BY W1ND AND WEA TIIER CONDITIONS AT LOGAN. A 

STRONG NOR1HWEST W1ND CAN REDUCE THE NUMBER OF OPERATIONAL 

RUNWAYS FROM THREE TO TWO OR EVEN ONE. UNDER NORMAL WEATHER 

CONDITIONS, LOGAN CAN ACCOMMODATE 120 OPERATIONS PER HOUR; WITH 

TWO RUNWAYS, LOGAN'S OPERATIONS DROP TO 90 PER HOUR AND WITH ONE 

RUNWAY, LOGAN'S OPERATIONS PLUNGE TO 60 PER HOUR. 

RUNWAY 14/32 WOULD REDUCE ANNUAL DELAYS AT LOGAN BY 21 % AND 

VIRTUALLY ELIMINATE ANY DELAYS RESULTING FROM NORTHWEST WIND 
CONDITIONS. 

AS A RESULT, CURRENT AND PROJECTED FLIGHT ACTIVITY AT LOGAN DOES NOT 
EXCEED THE CAPACITY OF THE FACILITY. THAT'S WHY THE NOTION OF "PEAK 

HOUR PRICING" IS NOT A REASONABLE ALTERNATIVE-AND PERHAPS WHY NO 

AIRPORT IN THE NATION UTILIZES TI-IA T PRICING SYSTEM. PEAK HOUR PRICING 

WOULD STh1PL Y REDUCE THE NUMBER OF AIRCRAFT USING LOGAN BY MAKING 
IT UNECONOMICAL TO DO SO-AND CAUSE ENORMOUS HARM TO THOSE FROM 

140.1 OTHER NEW ENGLAND STATES WHO HA VE NO CHOICE BUT TO USE LOGAN AS 

THE CONNECTING AIRPORT FOR THEIR ULTIMATE DESTINATION. WE HA VE 

STUDIED nns ISSUE AND DETERMINED THAT IT ADDRESSES A PROBLEM THAT 
LOGAN IS NOT EXPERIENCING. 

3 



MASSPORT HAS MADE AN IMPORTANT COMMITMENT TO USE THE NEW 

RUNWAY FOR ONLY OVER WATER TAKE-OFFS AND LANDINGS. AS A RESULT, 

75,000 OPERATIONS-FULLY 15% OF TOTAL AIRPORT OPERATIONS-WOULD 

SHIFT FROM PATHS OVER COMMUNITIES TO FLIGITTPATHS OVER WATER. 
THOSE COMMUNITIES CURRENTLY EXPERIENCING THE MOST SEVERE NOISE

IMP ACT WOULD SEE SIGNIFICANT BENEms. IT IS TRUE THAT SOME 

COMMUNITIES WOULD SEE A SLIGHT INCREASE IN NOISE; MAS SPORT HAS 

CO:MMITfED TO PROVIDING SOUNDPROOFING FOR THESE COMMUNITIES. 

NEW ENGLAND IS FAST DEVELOPING A REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 

CAPABLE OF SERVING THE NEEDS OF A GROWING ECONOMY--A SYSTEM 11-IAT 

WILL SOON INCLUDE HIGH SPEED RAIL TO NEW YORK CITY, A THRIVING GROUP 

OF REGIONAL AIRPORTS TIIROUGHOUT NEW ENGLAND, IMPROVED ACCESS TO 

THOSE AIRPORTS AND STEPS TO ENHANCE THE EFFICIENCY AND 

EFFECTIVENESS OF LOGAN AIRPORT. TOGETHER, THESE ACTIONS ARE 

ALLOWING NEW ENGLANDERS TO APPROACH THE 21 ST CENTURY WITH BOTH 

OPTIMISM AND PRIDE THAT WE HA VE LEADERS WITH VISION AND COURAGE 140 2 
CHARTING THE COURSE FOR SUSTAINED ECONOMIC GROWTH. THEY DESERVE 

OUR FULL SUPPORT. 

THANK YOU FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO CONTRIBUTE MY VIEWS ON nns 

IMPORTANT ISSUE. 
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Code Topic 1 
- -· -· -·--·-·-·-·--·· -·-

140.1 Alternatives 

140.2 Alternatives 

Topic 2 

Letter 140 
New England Council 

James T. Brett, President and CEO 

Comment Response 
----• - -•- - -•••--••- •-••W••-•••-•-• ----

Peak Period Peak period pricing would simply reduce the number of 
Pricing aircraft using Logan by making it uneconomical to do so-

and cause enormous harm to those from other New 
England states who have no choice but to use Logan as 
the connecting airport for their ultimate destination. 

Preferred ... [The proposed project] deserve[s] our full support. 
Alternatives 

Refer to Section 4.5 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for an 
expanded discussion of PPP. An exemption program 
designed to protect services to small communities most 
reliant on Boston for access to the national air transport 
system is described in Section 4.5.3 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. The section provides an illustrative exemption 
program and its impact on the delay reduction potential of 
PPP. 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 140: New England Council, James T. Brett, President and CEO 





N.E.E.D. Lo2an 

LETTER 141 

New England's Economy Depends on Logan 
P.O. Box 131, Cwnmaquid, MA 02637 

(508) 362-3981/ Fax (508) :362-4812
� 

April 23, J 999 
:MEP A Office 
FAX (617) 727-J 5Q8 
Attention: Mr. Arthur Pugsley 
Re: EOEA # I 0458 
J 3 pages including this one 

Attached is a cor'- 1.lf a copy ofmy testimony at your FAA!MEPA hearing on April 7, 
1999. 

Also attached is my testimony to the Joint Transportation Committee in regard to House 
BillsNo/ 167fian<l 1678onMarch23, 1999. 

rd like to add that tlying to Logan from Hyannis in a Cape Air Cessna 402 to attend your 
April 7 heanng wa$ a perfect ekample of what 14/32 could do to alJeviate delays at 
Logan We wt:rc approaching Logan about 5:00 p.m. and were advised that there would 
be approximately a 30 minute delay for runway 33L. Ifwc could use 33R there would be 
no delay. We used 33R, straight in over the water. 

Also attached arc two opinion pieces from the Cape Cod Journal, "Mass port Quiz," from 
the March 17 Jq<N issue and "Time to Squeak," from the April 11, 1999 issue. I would 
like to add them as comments. 

Thank you 

�-s�



N.E.E.D. Loean 
New England's Economy Depends on Lopn 

P.O. Box 131, Cwnmaquid, MA 02637 
(508) 362-398 I/ Fax (508) 362-4812

fgibson@c@ccodjownal com 
Testimony at 1-AA�MEPA hearing. April 7, 1999 

My name is Frank Cribson. I live in Cummaquid, on Cape Cod, an area which depends 

upon air service to and from Bdston. 

I am a strong heli1.·,·er in the need to complete Runway 14/32 and the centerfield taxiway. 

Back when a former Massport board proposed PACE - its Program for Airport Capacity 

Efficiency -- I organized a gra$ roots citizens group called N.E.E.D. Logan - New 

England's Ecc,nomv Depends on L�n -- to oppose PACE, a program extremely 

detrimental to the :tirlines serving Cape Cod and the islands. 

Thankfully .. the F.'\A determined that PACE was ill advised and it was stopped. With 

regard to the current talk abo� peak period pricing and s]ots, there is no question that 

financial deterrent, to limit access to Logan are not the answer to delays at Logan caused 

by weather Do nut be fooled by the comments made by Masspon's then-executive 

director Dave Daw, that PACE was effective in reducing delays. Delays were reduced at 

Logan during the reriod PAO! was in effect but the record will show that during that 

same time pcnod �1milar reductions in delays were experienced at all major airports 

monitored by th� FAA. The reason for these reductions across the board was quite 

simple The a1rlim:s adJusted their schedules by adding minutes to their scheduled flight 

times. This meant more flights arrived on time. or even ahead of schedule. Since none of 

the other a1rpon� were using flnancial deterrents such as PACE, it is obvious that the 

schedule change'-. not financial deterrents, were responsible for the reduction in delays. 

The imponant factor for any airport is its physical capacity to handJe all the flights 

-more-
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N.E.E.D Logap..,_pa_g_e 2 of 3 

scheduled by its u�crs to arrive and depart as scheduled. And. as I llllderstand it, when aJI 

of Logan's runway-. are available for safe use, Logan has the cape.city to handle all the 

traffic schedulc!d hy the airlines using it. 

Using all its current runways, Logan can handle 120 operations per hour. However. when 

there are strong v,inds from the northwest, Logan is limited to one runway, 15/33, and 

operations arc rc-du<.:ed to 60 pet hour. Runway I 4/33 is not meant to increase the number 

of aircraft using bQgfilLlt is simply to allow the aircraft currently using Logan to arrive 

and depart with ou1 delays. 

The completion of runway 14/32 for use in strong northwest wind conditions would give 

Logan much needed relief during the times when it is currently limited to operations on 

15/33 

The compietion_9f. I 4/32 wou ld also enhance utilization of Logan at al) times. By 

eliminating ·the neL"d for the smaller aircraft that represent almost haJf of Logan's 

operations to ha"•�· a six-mile separation behind large aircraft, Logan's operational 

efficiency t0 handle both large'and small aircraft is increased. 

Since aircraft arm als and departures on 14/32 would be over water aircraft noise would 

be negligible _For those skeptical of this statement, I invite you to visit Barnstable 

Municipal /\irpor1 Standing irt the Airpon Plaza parking lot, directly across Route 28 

from the end of runway 24, you can see the airplanes approach and land as if you were 

standing in front �,r the Harbotside Hotel. I say you can see them. Note that I did not say 

you can heur th<!m. because you can't hear them over the normal ambient noise of 

Hyannis. U"1ng 'J:32 the airplanes would be like polite children- seen but not heard. 

-mere-
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N.E.E.D Logan, page 3 of 3 

New England'� Economy Oeper;tds on Logan. Logan's future depends on 14/32. 

I ask that those who oppose 14/32 listen to the facts rather than react emotionally to 

misrepresentations of the facts. 

They would discover that 14/32 is a win-win proposition for everyone. 



N.E.E.D. Logan 
New England's Economy Depends on Logan 

P.O. Box 131, Cummaquid, MA 02637 
(508) 362-398)/ Fax (508) 362-4812

fgjbson@capccodjQUrnAl com 

Testjmony at .loint_TranspQrtatibn Committee hearing, 3-23-99 

My name is Frank nibson. I live in Cummaquid, on Cape Cod, an area which depends 

upon air service ro and from Boston. 

I am a strong oelH.'ver in the need to complete Runway 14/32 and the centerfield taxiway. 

I am here to oppose House Bills No. 1676 and 1678. 

Back when a former Wta.Ssport board proposed PACE - its Program for Airport Capacity 

Efficiency-· I orgamzed a grass roots citizens group calJed N.E.E.D. Logan - New 

England's Ewnomv Depends on Logan -- to oppose PACE, a program extremely 

detrimental to the airlines serving Cape Cod and the islands. 

Thankfully, th: FA.A determined that PACE was ill advised and it was stopped. With 

regard to the: rnrr�nt talk about peak period pricing and slots (House Bill 1679). there is 

no question that financial deterrents to limit access to Logan are not the answer to delays 

at L-Ogan cau"ed !1v weather. Do not be fooled by the comments made by Massport's 

then-e-xecut,vl:! dm·ctor Dave Davis that PACE was effective in reducing delays. Delays 

were reduced at I <1bran during the period PACE was in effect but the record will show 

that during that same ti me period similar reductions in delays were experienced at all 

major atrports monitored by the FAA. The reason for these reductions across the board 

was quite s1mpk fhe airlines adjusted their schedules by adding minutes to their 

scheduled flight times This meant more flights arrived on time, or even ahead of 

schedule Since none of the other airports were using financial deterrents such as PACE, 

it is obvious th.it the schedu le changes, not financial deterrents. were responsible for the 

reduction in delnv-. 

-more-
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The important fart or for any airport is its physical capacity to handle all the flights 

scheduled hv it!- ,,scrs to arrive and depart as scheduled. And, as I understand it. when aJl 

of Logan's runwa � � are available for safe use, Logan has the capacity to hand]e all the 

traffic scheduled hv the airlines using it 

Using all its cum�nt runways, Logan can handle 120 operations per hour. However, when 

there are strong w,nds from the northwest, Logan is limited to one runway, 15/33, and 

operations are rf"duced to 60 per hour. Runway I 4/33 is not meant to increase the number 

of aircraft using J .ogan. It is sitnply to allow the aircraft currently using Logan to arrive 

and depart with c,ut delays. 

The completion M runway 14/B2 for use in strong northwest wind conotions would give 

Logan much needed relief during the times when it is cwrently limited to operations on 

15/33. 

, 
' 

The completion of 14/32 wou]ci also enhance utilization of Logan at all times. By 

eliminating the need for the smaller aircraft - that represent almost half of Logan's 

operations -- ro have a six-mile separation behind 1arge aircraft, Logan's operational 

efficiency to handle both large,and small aircraft is increased. 

Since aircraft arnvals on 14/32 would be approaching over water aircraft noise would be 

negligible For thMe skeptical bf this statement, I invite you to visit Barnstable Municipal 

Airport. 

Standing in the Airport Plaza parking lot, which is directly across Route 28 from the end 

of runway 24. you can see the airplanes approach and land as if you were standing in 

front of the Har�orside HoteJ. I say you can see them. Note that I did not say you can 

hear them. hecausc you can't hear them over the ambient noise of the Hyannis streets. 

Using 14/32 the :ltrplanes would be like polite children - seen but not heard. 
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New England's Economy Depc!nds on Logan. 

Logan's future depends on 14/.12. 

[ ask that tho�e who oppose 14¥32 listen to the facts rather than react emotionally to 

misrepresentation!- of the facts: 

They would discm:er that 14/32 is a win-win proposition for everyone. 
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Massport Qui% 

THE ISSUE 

r:.:1c::t: Airplanes take-err and land into the wind. 

Fact: Boston's Llogan Intemat1onal Airport has four runways. Two parallel 
nmways are ali9ned In a northeast/southwest direction, one is allgned 
�t'l;;t/west and one is allQnet, northwest/southeast. 

Fact: Under normal circumstances Logan can handle 120 aircraft operatJons 
i"take-offs and IMdings) per hour, enouoh capacity to handle the schedules 
:,r all the alninds utlllzlng L.ogan. 

Fact: When there are very stronQ winds from the northwest, crosswinds 
-nal<e three or t;t,e four runways unfit for safe operations. This reduces the 
'.:a:::>acity of the airport to 60 operations per hour and causes delays. 

Fact: Massport :Proposes to build a S&Ond runway aligned In a 
northwest/southeast direction to increase Logan's capacity when strong 
winds blow rrom the northwest. 

Question l: �s this seem like a fo9ical idea?

!=.;ct: Ttle lancJing approaeh to the proposed second northwest runwz,y would 
;ring aircraft in O'ler the water, avoiding residential areas. 

Ouestion 2: � this seem like a logieal Idea? 

Urifortunate Fdct: There are people who do not want the second runway 
i •1Jrlt. Ttleir answer to the delays caused by winds that llmlt L.ogan to one 
runway is to d1arge landing fees that would llmlt access to the airport, their 
•dea being thaG If Logan's capacity t>ecomes weather-restricted to 60 aircraft
·.,� .. hour instead or Its normal 120, 60 aircraft wlll be pnced out of landlng.

Question 3: Does this seem llke a logical Idea? 
. .

·,



M,sconceptlon: The people who do not want the second runway say tf'lat
t-av•n9 anotner runway wUI increase the traffic at Logan. 

Fact: Massport points out ttiat the second runway would simply allow the 
planes currentfy schedu� to operate at Logan to do so with a minimum of 
delays. 

Question 4: Doe$ Massport's explanation sound logical? 

we ask these Q�lons beceuse to us the answ� to Questions 1, 2 and 4 
rt'e obviously yes and the answer to question 3 Is Just as obviously no. The 
problem ,s that Chere are a lot of people In the Logan neighborhoods whose 
answers are justi the opposite and they have been successfully fighting 
oonstruction of the runway for 25 ye.ars. 

Why' Because they don't trust Massport. 

Here is what Massport has to say about the situation at Logan: 

In 1998, �ogan experienced over 120,000 hours of delay, 
compare<'f to the 20,000 hours of delay that Is the annual 
congestJdr, threshold establlshed by the FM. Delays at Logan 
�re consistently �mong the worst in the U.S., rank!ng sixth In 
the U.S. for total delays. And the problem hlJS worsened 
aramati�Jly -- delays rose more than 20 percent over the past 
year a/orle. 

Since 19P'O, about the time the Sl!C()nd northwest/southeast 
runway was proposed, annual passenger volumes at Logan 
have tnCJb,se<J by 277 percent and annual o.�tlons have 
lncreJsed by 156 percent. 

LoglJn'S (Jlsproport/onlJtely high ranking in alrcra� ;,ctlvity 
reflects

�
e uniquely high levels of regional canter flights 

operat wit!, smaller, non-Jet aircraft, such as 
capeAJr. antucl<et Airlines Cessnas. Ro ughly half of Logan's 
operations are by regional air carriers, maklng Logan the U.S. 
airport w,lth the highest 1Jmount of regional carrier activity. 
Such reQ/onal carrl� are slgnlffcant contributors to the vltallty 
of the Nt;w England economy. Most of New England's regional 
Cilrrlers have code-sfllJrlng rellJtionsh/ps wlth different nat:kmal 
and intemational alrtJlnes. 

Tfle sm�ler planes fvrtllu Influence operational activity 
becauselthey must have a greater separation distance from a 
ldrger Je!t. When a small plane fbllows a llJrger jet, there must 
be a separation distanet! of up to sh< miles betwet!/1 the two. 
The sm�l/er planes are not heavy enough to withst4nd Me 
turbulerlce o,· a /�ding jet. When the perr,entage of realonlll 
C4rriers Ynaeases, the need to provide greaW- sep1Jratfon 
�tweeti aircra� increases. This necessJJry •stretching out· of 
the arrival stream, whlle edslly accommodat� on a "normar 
<Jay, has a dramatic Impact on congestion and aetay In bad 
weMher conditions. 

The proposet:I unldlrectlonal commuter runway would aJJow 
commuter planes, whlcf1 account for up to 54 percent of 
LDgan's'dally Opt!t,Jt;;ons, to arrlv� and �part over water on a 



separate rt,nway. By sef)dratlng the c:ommuter nights, the 
Tower woqld would be able to use the other ronways for larger 
jets, allow1"ng for the optfmal number of (but not ln�slng) 
take offs and Jan<:JJngs for tJoeh commuter planes and Jets. 

This runw�y would reduce annual delays in all conditions by 
more than 27 percent, increase the ability to meet community 
noise goals, and would result In a reduction of odor by 16 
percent a!Jd ozone by 6 percent. Overall Chere would be a 
reduction fn noise Impacts for the majority of surrounding 
communities. 

Question S: Does Massport's proposal for the new runway sound logical? 

Unfortunately, 1091c does not always prevail over poflt1cs, and ror a quarter of 
,3 �entury the completion of the proposed runway (It was started In 1973) 
r .a�. been blocked by strong local politics. 

To overcome the local polltic:s the runway must have stronger support from 
the rest of Massachusetts and New England. Suppcrt from Cape Cod and the 
,slands wlll be vltal. �vemor Ctllu� is behind the runway. If you believe 
the- runway is a logi�I solution to delays at Logan, It would help ,r you send 
hrm a message of support. It would help if you tell your state representative
and rt would be particular1y helpful to tell Falmouth Representative � 
ruricinot.Q!l who is a member or the Joint Transportation Committee, 

-- Written by E£.a.nlLGJJ:m>.a 
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Time to Squeak 

THE ISSUE 

No doubt you helve heard ebout or read about the runway that Massport Is 
proposing to butld at Boston Logan International Airport. 

wt,y should cape Codders care about what Is happening at Logan? 

· Bec.ause LOQZ!ln ls our doorway to the wor1d and Looan is the wor1d's dOO<Way
to Cape Cod.

Wtty does Massport want to build the runway?

To relleve dela�s caused by adverse wind condlti<>ns; delays that make
:..ogan one of t�e worst airports in the country in tenns of delays. Last year
LDgan experienced 120,000 hours of delays, delays estimated to have cost
, "H? airllnes and their passengers over $300 million.

How would the 1propcsed runway reduce delays?

A,rcrart take otr end land Into the wind. LOQan has three sets or runways.
Two parallel ruhways are aligned In a northeast/southwest direction, one is
aligned in an ebst/west Clirectlon and one Is all�ned In a northwest/southeast
d1rect1on. Under normal wind conditions that allow the use of all th� of its
dvailable runw�y directions, Logan can handle 120 operations an hour.
However, wher11 there are strong winds from the northwest, the parallel
NE/SW runways are not usabfe reducing operations to 90 per hour. In the
,vorst case scenarios, when the E/W runway also becomes unusable,
operations are reduced to 60 per hour. The proposed Runw8y 14/32 would
91ve Logan a second NW runway which would allevlate the delays.

!l Should be �bed tlult Runway 14/33 !S D!lt me;,.!ll.J:!t.� or airp:art usi Logan. It is simply to allow the aircraft currently using Logan
•c arrive and epart with out delays during adverse wind conditions.

1-iowever. the addition of 14/32 would enhance uttllzation of Logan at afl 
. . 



times. Currently, ythen on the approadl for the same runway the SCTld1ler 
aircraft that reprti5ent almost half or t.ooan's operatiOns have to maintain a 
six -mile separati�n behind large aircraft due to turbulence. 14/32 would 
provide separate approach paths for the large and small aircraft, increasing 
Logan's operational erT!ciency. 

As Runway 14/32 is desJgned to bring alrcrart In over the water rather than 
res,dentlal areas,. the addition or 14/32 to Logan this would seem to be a 
win-win solutfon for Massport and its neighbors. 

But the neighb0r$ have mounted strong opposition to the runway. The 
neighbors have 51,JpPort from their local legislators and Congressman Joe 
Moakley has wrtrl:en to Jane Garvey, the FAA director, oPPQSlng Masspart's 
olans. Congressn!lan Mlchael c.apuano has written to John DeVlllars, Regional 
Aarn1n1strator of the New England Environmental Protection Agency 
expressing "strong opposition• to Massport's plan for the runway. 

T t>elieve this opposition is a dassic example of ·oon't confuse me with the 
facts. My mind is made up.• 

The facts are s1,-i,�e. The omway 1s nQt desjgned to being more a1r:crart (ritQ 
Logan, a m,scon/:eptlon its opponents are spreading l'S gospel. It wlll not 
bring more noise to Boston's nelghbOrhoods. The runway Itself should reduce 
rio1�e and any cttange in traffic patterns will slmply redistribute the current 
noise. 

At the FAA/MEPA hearing last Wedn�ay night to hear publlc comments on 
the proposed Environmental Impact Study for the runway and other alrslde 
improvements at Logan there were many pLbllc officials whO spoke against 
thP. runway. 

· But there were plso a number or businesses and assodattons who spoke in
favor of it. Ttle)( recognize that the economic future or Boston,
Massachusetts �nd New England depend on a vlable Logan AJrport. These
included Arthur'D. little, Associated Industries or Massad'lusetts, Boston
f:d15on, Cape Air, Fidelity, Greater Boston Convention & Visitors Bureau,
Hampshire HOU$e, LIiy Truck Leasln9, Massachusetts Business Roundtable,
"-'iassachusetts Hi�h Technology Councll, Mass Insight, The New Englltnd
=:ounc1I, State Street Bank and the South Shore Chamber of Commerce.

At the Cape Cod Chamber of Commerce's �lslative Breakfast Frlday
rnoming, Senator Henri Rausdlenbach stressed the lmPort.ance or Runway
14/32 and urged all to cont.act Governor Cellua:i and Peter Btute, executive
:t1rector of Massport, to express support for the runway.

The voices against the runway are orgenlzed and loud. And, as the old
c.av,ng g�s, ,lne squeaky wheel gets the grease.· It's tJme tor the rest of
US to SQUeak.

tn addition of words of support to Cellucci and Blute. your wrttten supp0rt or
MassJ)Ort's pla�s to the FAA and MEPA tJy the April 23 deadllne for comments
Of' Envlronmen'tal Impact Study the would be appreciated.

Wrtte to: 

Airpon:s
t
Oivislon 

FAA Ne England Region 
12 NE ecutlve Par1c 
Bur1in9ton, MA 01083 



' f 

and 

MEPA Offlre

Arthur Pudsley 
EOEA #10458 
100 cambHdge Street, 2otn Floor 
Boston, MA 02202. 

-- Written by f!:lM .. � 
THE CAPE COD X)UfVIAJ.. 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 

141.1 Alternatives 

141.2 · Alternatives 

Letter 141 
New England's Economy Depends on Logan 

Frank Gibson and testimony 

Topic 2 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Comment 

... there is no question that financial deterrents to limit 
access to Logan are not the answer to delays at Logan 
caused by weather. 

Response 

Comment noted. 

Runway 14/32 Runway 14/33 is not meant to increase the number of Comment noted. 
aircraft using Logan. It is simply to allow the aircraft 
currently using Logan to arrive and depart without delays. 

Le tter 141: New England's Economy Depends on Logan, Frank Gibson and testimony 





NEW ENGLAND GUATEMALAN ALLIANCE 

LETTER 142 

Mr. Robert Durand, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs

100 Cambridge Street, Boston, MA 02202 

Dear Mr. Durand, 

4/7/99 

As an active member of Boston's Hispanic community and president of the New England Guatemalan 
Alliance ( a network of Guatemalan people and organiz.ations established in 1995), I urge you to reject 
Massport's EIS regarding runway 14/32 because it is biased, inadequate and uses out-dated figures 

1421 from 1993, when the 1998 data (available on www.ASC.FAAgov) clearly shows that delays at Logan 
have gone down significantly since 1992. MEP A regulations require the EIS to be clearly and concisely 
written in order to inform the public and policy makers of proposed development and various 
alternatives. Th.is is where the EIS fails miserably. 

The four-volume (600 pages plus per volume!) study is not clear or concise but terribly confusing and 
technical even for native English speakers. It does not adequately discuss viable alternatives to runway 
14/32, such as peak hour pricing or land banking for a second airport and doesn't even mention the 
obvious alternative of sending all small planes to nearby Hanscom Airport. It doesn't discuss the 
"conservation potential" (as required in MEPA regulations) of these alternatives on humans, nature and 
natural resources. Massport's EIS shows two scenarios: '�gan with the runway" and "without the 142.2 
runway." In the nan:ie of fairness, the EIS should explain the benefits of other alternatives. 

Most importantly, Massport's EIS does not consider the devastating environmental impacts on the 
populations that will be most harmed by this runway- the majority of whom are inner city, 
lower-income and working class people - a significant proportion of whom are people of color.. 142.3 
Chelsea has one of the largest Puerto Rican and Hispanic populations in the region. East Boston is 
presently home to the largest Central American population in �vston. Jamaica Plain, Roxbury, 
Dorchester and the South End also house large Hispanic, Caribbean and African populations. 
Aren't !vfEPA and other Federal and State regulations supposed to protect against transportation 
development that adversely impacts a disproportionate number of minority and lower income people? 

Please reject Masspon's EIS because of these and other inadequacies. Runway 14/32 is a short-sighted 
and unfair proposal. Massachusetts needs long-term regional transportation planning that will equitably 14 2, 4 
distribute airplane noise, air pollution and auto congestion throughout various areas of the state, rather 
than supersaturate populations who already bear the lion's share ofnegarive environmental impacts 
from regional transportation including but not limited to Logan Airport, three tunnels, highways, mass 
transit and hazardous oil tanks. This is not N1MB Y, but rather a simple case of when is enough enough
for inner city neighborhoods? Thank you . 

..L-y,.,..._.. � \.,v. c) �--

Ignacio W. Ochoa, President 
New England Guatema.Jan Alliance 





LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 

142.1 Analysis 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

142.2 Environmental 
Review 
Process 

--- ·· ·--··---- -

Topic 2 

Base Year 

MEPA 

Letter 142 
New England Guatemalan Alliance 

Ignacio W. Ochoa, President 

Comment Response 

... Massport's EIS regarding runway 14/32 [should be Logan Airport flight delays, as measured by the FAA, did 
rejected] because it is biased, inadequate and uses out- decline between 1993 and 1997. Nevertheless, the same 
dated figures from 1993, when the 1998 data ... clearly data show that Logan Airport was consistently ranked as one 
shows that delays at Logan have gone down significantly of the nation's most delayed airports throughout this period. 
since 1992. In 1998, delayed flights at Logan Airport, as reported by the 

FAA increased by more than 30 percent and continued to 
increase in 2000. In 2000, Logan Airport was second most 
delayed in the United States for arrivals. This represents the 
worst rank in Logan Airport's history. 

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

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. 

[The DEIR does not satisfy MEPA because it does not The Secretary of Environmental Affairs found that " ... the 
study a full range of alternatives.] 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 142: New England Guatemalan Alliance, Ignacio W. Ochoa, President 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 

142.3 

142.4 

Environmental 
Justice 

Environmental 
Justice 

Topic 2 

Impacts 

Impacts 

Comment 

... Massport's EIS does not consider the devastating 
environmental impacts on the populations that will be 
most harmed by this runway-the majority of whom are 
inner city, lower-income and working class people-a 
significant proportion of whom are people of color. 

Massachusetts needs long-term regional transportation 
planning that will equitably distribute airplane noise, air 
pollution and auto congestion throughout various areas of 
the state, rather than supersaturate populations who 
already bear the lion's share of negative environmental 
impacts .... 

Letter 142: New England Guatemalan Alliance, Ignacio W. Ochoa, President 

Response 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

--- - - -------- �-- -------

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 communities in the form of residential 
sound insulation. 

A discussion of the Environmental Justice analysis is 
presented in Section 6.8 of Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 

- --- - - - . - -

Regional initiatives to improve the efficiency of the 
region's inter-city transportation network have been studied 
since 1989. Section 2.1 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 
summarizes relevant planning studies and their major 
conclusions. A regional transportation strategy that includes 
the expansion of regional airports, the development of high
speed rail, and the construction of Runway 14/32 and 
other infrastructure improvements at Logan Airport has 
evolved from these important studies. All the 
major improvements to the regional transportation system 
have been implemented except for improvements to 
Logan Airport's airfield. The regional airports have been 
experiencing tremendous growth in services and 
passenger traffic since 1996 and Amtrak introduced its 
high-speed Acela train service between Boston and 
New York in December 2000. Massport considers 
Logan Airport to be part of a regional system of airports that 
includes the T.F. Green/Providence, Manchester and 
Worcester Regional airports. Service development and 
increased passenger traffic at these airports are an important 
part of the region's long-term strategy to accommodate 
growth in air travel demand. While greater use of the regional 
airports and high-speed rail will provide relief to 
Logan Airport, the proposed Airside Project provides clear 
benefits at current, as well as future, traffic levels. The 
benefits will only increase in the future, even as regional 
transportation developments act to reduce the rate of future 
growth at Logan Airport. 
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Protecting the Commons: 

LETTER 143 

Our effort to control second-hand noise is part of a greater effort to protect that which is held in 
common by the public from exploitation, abuse, and degradation. Other efforts to protect the 
commons are concerned with protecting our public lands and parks; air, airways, water, and 
waterways; habitat, species, and bio-diversity. What these efforts share is the recognition that our 
well-being is enhanced when the commons is used to maximize opportunities for everyone, and 
degraded when the commons is used to maximize profits or opportunities for a few, or to maximize 
only a few opportunities. 

Some individuals and businesses feel that they have a right or the freedom to use a common resource 
in any way they see fit. Perhaps these people are mistakenly extending their own private property 
rights to that which is publicly owned or cared for and not exclusively their own. Perhaps they do not 
realize what most of us learned on the school yard years ago: "that my right to swing my fist ends at 
your nose." Or, perhaps they do not recognize the soundness of our parallel claim "that my right to 
create noise ends at your ear." In any case, these people are acting as bullies, claiming rights and 
freedoms that are not theirs while degrading resources that are ours. 

Polluting the commons is not a right. Our effort to reduce noise pollution is similar to other efforts to 
reduce pollution and reassert our collective stewardship over the commons. Whether the issue is 
second-hand smoke, elevated mercury levels, or ground level ozone, the strategy is to protect the 
environment and our health and well-being by creating an ethic of the commons. 

In seeking to advance an ethic of the commons, we first need to recognize that competing uses that 
exclude other uses of the commons or damaging uses that detract from other uses are not wise uses 
of a public good. The commons should be used in as many non-competing, non-damaging ways as 
possible. Noise, like many other pollutants, precludes many enjoyable uses of the commons and is 
not a wise use of the commons: loud late night parties, early morning garbage pick-up, or aircraft 
take-offs trump sleeping, reading, working, or listening to music. 

We are seeking to improve human well-being by establishing an ethic for the commons that allows 
for as many non-consumptive and non-rival uses of the commons as possible. Human well-being is 
enhanced when individuals or groups such as the Noise Pollution Clearinghouse succeed in two 
ways: first, by minimizing damaging uses of the commons, and second, by maximizing the 
opportunities for non-competing uses. With respect to noise, help us by spreading the message that 
good neighbors keep their noise to themselves. 



Subject: Noise protection in communist Hong Kong 
From: "Ron Steinbach" <RonSteinbach@prodigy.net> 

Date: 4/14/99 6:52 PM Pacific Daylight lime 
·�s sage-id: <7f.3rd2$15ko$1@newssl,{'()1-int. news. prodigy. com>

.3 following excerpt is from the South China Morning Post, October 14,
1998: 

Residents urge 11 pm flight ban 

Noise from o-.ernight flights has exceeded acceptable le-..els in 
Eastern District ... 

Residents haw succeeded in getting flights rerouted from midnight 
until 7am starting from next Sunday, 

but now they want rerouting to start from 11 pm. 

Proi.1sional Urban Councillor Wong Kwok--hing, who represents Eastern 
District, has been measuring 

noise from the flight path between 11 pm and midnight. 

It was found that noise from eight planes flying o-.er the Wharf 
Centre in North Point on Monday exceeded the 55 decibels recommended 
by the Em.1ronmental Protection Department. 

The a-..erage noise le-.el was 66.3 decibels, with the highest le-.el 
reaching 70.4, Mr Wong said. 

My question is why the communist go-..ernment in Hong Kong appears to be more 
sensiti-..e to aircraft noise experienced by its citizens than the democratic 

--r,ment in the United States? 

143.1 



Subj: Ky. Homeowners Flee AJrport Noise 
Date: 4/18/99 11:38:46 PM Pacific Daylight Time 
From: AOL News 
'':C: Mooptdo 

.y. Homeowners Flee Airport Noise 

. c The Associated Press 

By S1EVE BAILEY 

LOUISVILLE, Ky. (AP) - Pat Philpott has liwd in the same home for more than three decades. Naturally, she felt anxious when 
she learned she would haw to mow to make room for an airport's expansion. 

That was until she found out she could take ewrything with her: her sofa, her tele-.,sion, her antique dresser - and all her 
neighbors. 

Mrs. Philpott, 58, is among near1y 300 homeowners in Minor Lane Heights who owr the next sewral years will pack up and mow 
about 8 miles to the southeast. 

It's part of an ambitious relocation plan that will keep their tiny incorporated community of about 1,700 residents at the southern 
edge of suburban LouisYlle from being dissolwd. 

"'This community does a lot of things together - Easter egg hunts, senior citizen dinners, picnics and festi'V<3Is," Minor Lane 
Heights Mayor Fred Williams said ... Why let go of all of that if you don't ha...e to?" 

On one side of Mrs. Philpott's new home will be the family she's liwd beside for near1y 30 years. On the other side will be a 
woman who's liwd across the street for 26 years. Other current neighbors will be across the street. 

lirst, I didn't want to mow, not at all," Mrs. Philpott said ... l\.e li-.ed here a long time and raised my sons here and made some 
.c mends. I didn't want to giw.all that up.· 

Neither did many other residents, who banded together to make sure long-standing relationships would not be razed in the same 
fashion as their homes . 

.. We\e li\€d here for 14 years and my parents Ii\€ right next door," said 43-year-old Gerald Jackson, who along with his wife and 
two children will be among the first 50 families to ha-.e mo-.ed into their new homes by Thanksgi-.,ng . 

.. E\€rybody here looks out for each other like family. I couldn't imagine relocating anywhere away from a lot of these people, 
especially my folks," he said. 

A groundbreaking ceremony for the new community was held March 28, but the process began more than fiw years ago when 
Louis-.,lle International Airport announced plans to open two new runways. That sparked outcries that the added noise would further 
burden thousands of already frazzled homeowners below the airport's flight path . 

.. From about 10 p.m. to 7 a.m., the roar is constant,· Williams said ... But it's not just the noise. The airport here has a great track 
record, but what goes up must come down. Ewntually, there's going to be some kind of disaster." 

A solution was proposed: a $285 million federal and state grant program to buy out more than 3,700 area property owners so they 
could purchase homes in other locations. 

To those who had liwd in Minor Lane Heights for years, howe\€r, that wasn't good enough. They told airport officials they would 
.::.9ree to mo-.e on the condition that residents could mo-.e together. 

"\n this whole situation came up about fi-.e years ago, the phones were ringing off the hook with people asking, ·wher� am I 



going to go?' and ·what am I going to do,"' Williams said. 

--someone proposed the idea of mo\1ng together. Right away, people started saying it couldn't be done. But our attitude was ·why 
?' These days, you can do just about anything you want if you put your mind to it." 

me residents ha\€ taken the buyout money and mo\ed elsewhere. But most, about 300 of 440 homeowners, ha\€ chosen to 
relocate to the new city, called Heritage Creek. 

' 
.. E-.Erybody is tickled to death with this," said city Clerk Jan Skeeters .... And the excitement really picked up when people started 
picking their lots. E\€n though they just see their names on a colored dot on a layout board, it's become reality." 

The Federal A\1ation Administration spends millions of dollars annually to help people li\1ng near airports cope with the unsettling 
problem of jet noise, soundproofing some houses and buying and tearing down others. The budget for the program was $200 
million last year. 

In this situation, the agency and the airport each chipped in $10 million to help purchase 287 acres of land at the new site. 

Residents will be able to sell their property to the program to buy land in the new community, where they will mo\€ into a home 
comparable to the one they sold. 

About 350 houses will be built in the first phase of construction with more planned over the next several years. Williams said the 
three-bedroom, one-bath homes will a-.Erage about 1,000 square feet, although residents will be allowed to pay more for larger lots 
or amenities their current homes lack. 

The new city hall will be a 100-year-old building already on the property, which officials plan to begin renovating as soon as the first 
residents move into their new homes . 

.. A few people have asked me about the downside to this situation," Skeeters said ... Other than the fact they'\€ got a lot of fond 
mPITlories in those old houses, what possible downside is there?" 

..,Y -04-19-99 0238EDT 



[Archive: 28 March 1998] 

news 

Something in the air 
By Harvey Black 

the health of people who service jet aircraft

could be harmed by aerosols of the fuel. At a meeting 
next week in San Antonio, Texas, researchers will 
describe animal studies suggesting that these aerosols 
damage the lungs and have subtle neurological effects. 

Most military and commercial jets use a kerosene-rich 
fuel called JP-8 or Jet A, which has always been 
considered safe. But scientists are now starting to 
investigate the risks of breathing the aerosols of 
unburnt fuel that shoot into the air when an aircraft 
starts its engines. 

Mark Witten, a respiratory physiologist at the 
University of Arizona in Tucson, has exposed rodents 
to aerosols of JP-8 containing droplets between I ·5 
and 1 ·8 micrometres across--similar to those created 
by jet engines. 

Even a single, hour-long exposure to an aerosol 
containing 50 milligrams of JP-8 per cubic metre 
increased lung permeability in mice and caused the 
loss of cili� the hair-like projections that waft dirt out 
of bronchial tubes. "This will allow dust, pollen and 
other stuff in the lungs to set up a chronic 
inflammatory state," says Witten. 

Other researchers are studying the effects of repeated 
exposure to JP-8. Carol Baldwin of the University of 
Arizona exposed five rats to aerosols containing I 000 



and they said they seem to have more colds, more 
bronchitis, more chronic. coughs than the people not 
exposed to jet fuel," says Witten. 

At next week's meeting, sponsored by the US Air 
Force, the Environmental Protection Agency and the 
National Institute of Occupational Safety' and Health, 
officials hope to lay down a plan for future 
epidemiological studies. 

"What we're trying to do is develop exposure 
standards for anyone who works around an aircraft," 
says Major Les Smith of the Brooks Air Force Base in 
San Antonio, who chairs an Air Force committee 
looking at the health and environmental effects of JP-
8.
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Airport noise is harmful to the health and well-being of children and may cause 
Events I lifelong problems, Cornell study shows 
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ITHACA, N. Y. -- The constant roar from jet aircraft can seriously affect the 

Fundraisingj ' health and psychological well-being of children, according to a new Cornell 

Take 
University study. The health problems resulting from chronic airport noise, 

Action including higher blood pressure and boosted levels of stress hormones, the 
HOW! researchers say, may have lifelong effects. 

143.2 

"This study is probably the most definitive proof that noise causes stress and is 
harmful to humans," says Gary Evans, a professor of design and environmental 
analysis in Cornell's College of Human Ecology. This is, he says, the first 
longitudinal study of noise and human beings to look at the same group of 
individuals before and after noise pollution. 

Other studies have been cross sectional, comparing people exposed to noise to 
well-matched controls who were not subjected to noise. Evans, an environmental 
psychologist and an international expert on environmental stress (such as noise, 
crowding and air pollution) and his German and Swedish colleagues, Monika 
Bullinger and Staffan Hygge, respectively, reported their findings in the January 
issue of Psychological Science, published by the American Psychological 
Association. 

The researchers looked at 217 third- and fourth-grade children in rural areas 22 
miles from Munich, Germany, before and after the opening of a new airport. 

About half the children live in an area under the flight path of the new 
international airport; the others, who were matched for age, parental jobs, family 
size and socioeconomic status, live in quiet areas. The children were tested for 
blood pressure, stress hormone levels and quality of life six months before the 
airport was completed as well as six and 18 months after it opened. 

The children in the chronic noise group experienced modest but significant 
increases in blood pressure and significant increases in stress hormones 
(epinephrine, norepinephrine and cortisol) while the children in the quiet areas 
experienced no significant changes. Eighteen months after the airport opened, 
the children exposed to the chronic aircraft noise also reported a significant 
decline in their quality of life. 

"Although the increases in blood p ressure were modest in the children living 



under the flight path, they may predict a greater likelihood of having higher 
blood pressure throughout adulthood, 11 says Evans. There are indications, he says, 
that elevated blood pressure in childhood predicts higher blood pressure later in 
life. 

Boosts in stress hormones also are of concern because they indicate that noise 
induces physiological stress. These hormones are linked to adult illnesses, some 
of which are life-threatening, including high blond pressure, elevated lipids and 
cholesterol, heart disease and a reduction in the body's supply of disease-fighting 
immune cells. 

Evans' and his colleagues' new study adds powerful evidence to cross- sectional 
and animals studies which have shown higher stress levels in children and adults 
working and living in chronically noisy environments. 

Evans also reported last year that New York children living near an international 
airport tended to be poor listeners and did not read as well as matched children in 
quiet schools. Later this year, Evans hopes to report on how chronic noise affects 
reading, learning and mental health in the Munich study group. 

The study was supported, in part, by the Society for the Psychological Study of 
Social Issues, the National Institutes of Health, the Nordic Scientific Group for 
Noise Effects, the Swedish Environmental Protection Agency and the German 
Research Foundation. 
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Code Topic 1 

143.1 Noise 

143.2 Public Health 

Topic 2 

Nighttime 
Noise 

Effects 

Letter 143: Noise Pollution Clearing House 

Letter 143 
Noise Pollution Clearing House 

Comment 

[Why does Hong Kong have a lower allowable decibel 
level (55) than Logan?] 

The constant roar from jet aircraft can seriously affect the 
health and psychological well-being of children, according 
to a new Cornell University study. 

Response 

The comment is unclear and difficult to interpret. Hong Kong's 
noise standards for its new Chek Lap Kok (CLK) Airport 
utilize a totally different noise metric (the 
Noise Exposure Forecast (NEF)) than is used at airports in 
the United States, and the allowable level is not 55 dB. Also, 
it is the FAA, not Massport, that establishes guidelines for 
land use compatibility in the United States. It should not be 
surprising that rule making agencies of two such widely 
different countries and cultures have differing needs and 
objectives. 

-·· ···- · - ······-···-

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 Chapter6 of 
the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 
----

144.1 Alternatives 

144.2 

144.3 

144.4 

144.5 

Noise 

Alternatives 

Ground 
Transportation 

Cumulative 
Impacts 

Topic 2 

Runway 14/32 

Impacts 

Runway 14/32 

Access to 
Logan 

Landside 
Improvements 

Letter 144: Neustra, CDC, John Mahoney 

Comment 

... this is only a short-term band-aid solution and in 
another five years we will have even fewer options 
available to help solve the problems that will exist. 

It places an undue and unfair burden of noise pollution on 
areas already bearing too much of the burden for the 
entire state. 

Massport can't be trusted in their promise that this 
[runway 14/32] will only be used to provide an alternate 
landing route to minimize delays, not to increase landings. 

Logan and the area around it cannot handle any more 
vehicular traffic. 

There is inadequate space at Logan to provide storage 
and ancillary facilities for shippers and the situation will 
only get worse with the construction of a new runway. 

Response 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Letter 144 
Nuestra, CDC 

John Mahoney 

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. 

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. 

- ·· ·-·-

Neither Massport nor the FAA has a program to increase 
passenger demand at Logan Airport. Rather, the objective of 
both organizations is to accommodate demand safely and 
efficiently. The recommended Airside Project is intended to 
enable Logan Airport to accommodate current and 
future aircraft activity with minimum delay. The construction of 
Runway 14/32 would significantly reduce delays associated 
with northwest wind conditions, but would not be expected to 
induce additional aircraft traffic or passenger activity at 
Logan Airport. 

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). 

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, including 
relocating non-essential facilities off-airport. 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. 
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144.6 

144.7 

144.8 

Regional 
Transportation 

Alternatives 

Regional 
Transportation 

Topic 2 

Regional 
Airports 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Regional 
Airports 

Letter 144: Neustra, CDC, John Mahoney 

Comment 

[Improve] Worcester Airport ... as a viable alternative. 

Pursue "peak-time" pricing to force corporate jets out as a 
cause of delays. 

Develop Hanscom as an alternate for corporate jets. 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Massport has a long-standing relationship with the 
City of Worcester to aid Worcester Regional Airport in 
reaching its full potential, thereby improving the efficiency of 
the New England air transportation network. Massport 
assumed operational control of the Worcester Regional 
Airport on January 15, 2000. Refer to Chapter 2 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of Massport's 
efforts to promote increased utilization of Worcester Regional 
and the other regional airports. 

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

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. See Section 4.5 of the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 

The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR specifically considered the role of Hanscom Field 
in the analysis of regional alternatives. Hanscom Field, which 
serves as a general aviation reliever airport to Logan Airport, 
already accommodates a significant number of 
aircraft operations (183,000 operations in 1998). The 
Hanscom Field activity includes private, business, charter, 
and air taxi operations that might otherwise use 
Logan Airport. Since the Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR was 
filed, Shuttle America, a newly founded airline, began 
commercial scheduled operations at Hanscom Field, offering 
limited turboprop services to short-haul regional markets
Trenton, Buffalo, Hartford (discontinued), Wilmington, 
Delaware (discontinued), and Greensboro. Shuttle America is 
also conducting operations between Hanscom and 
New York LaGuardia Airport. While Massport supports 
commercial service at Hanscom Field consistent with its 
established policy (60-seat regulation), it believes that 
Hanscom Field will maintain its role as a 
major general aviation reliever, and that its 
geographic proximity to Logan, Worcester Regional and 
Manchester airports will prevent its development as a 
significant commercial airport. Additionally, commuter airlines 
serving Logan Airport are unlikely to move a 
significant number of flights from Logan Airport to 
Hanscom Field, since approximately 50 percent of 
passengers on Logan Airport's commuter flights connect to 
other Logan Airport flights. However, any new commercial 
service initiatives proposed for Hanscom Field shall be 
reviewed for consistency with the Hanscom GEIR (HGEIR), 
its Annual Updates, and applicable regulatory limitations, and 
shall be considered by the Hanscom Field 
Advisory Committee. Refer to Section 2.6 of the 
Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion of Hanscom Field. 
The environmental impacts of commercial services at 
Hanscom Field are summarized from the HGEIR and appear 
in Appendix B of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR. 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 

144.9 

---------------�-----

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional Further pursue Manchester and Warwick as alternatives. 
Airports This would include establishing train service to T.F. 

Green. 

Letter 144: Neustra, CDC, John Mahoney 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that 
includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 
Manchester. Massport has long recognized that service 
development and increased passenger traffic at these 
airports are an important part of the region's long-term 
strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. 
Massport has actively encouraged the development of 
regional airports and full use of other options, 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. 





Pilot 

Block 

Neighborhood 

Association 

The Honorable Argeo Paul Cellucci 
Governor Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
State House - Rm 360 
Boston, MA 02133 

Dear Governor Cellucci: 

LETTER 145 

Pilot Block Neighborhc,od Assoc. 
93 Pembroke St. 
Boston, MA 02118 
April 9, 1999 

I am writing on behalf of Pilot Block Neighborhood Association to urge you to reconsider your 
position on expanding Logan Airport with Runway 14/32. Very few cities have airports which 
are as close to their large population center as Boston. Boston and many surrounding towns 
and cities have long suffered from considerable noise and air pollution from the airport. The 
South End has had a dramatic increase in noise in the last year and the new runway will only 145.1 
make this worse. We all know that Logan Airport is here to stay and that we will have to 
continue to work to minimize the impact on its neighbors. But it is time to share the burden 
with other parts of this state. 

Almost all major cities are served by more than one airport. With 57% of Logan's passengers 145.2 
coming from outside Rte. 128, we need to develop another airport to take the overload from 
Logan . And we need to develop a regional plan that will take us into the future, not settle for a 145 3 
stop gap measure that will help, at most, for five years and will place an increased burq_en on 
local communities. There are several options already in existence, Hanscom field (already 

1 underutilized), Worcester (which could be connected by a high speed rail line), and Ft. Devens. 45.4 
Not only would these airports decrease traffic and delays at Logan, but they could lighten the 
traffic on some of the most congested highways in Boston and give much easier access to air 
transportation to many of the 57% who live outside 128. And we need to look further afield to 
consider what makes sense in terms of other regional airports like Manchester and Providence. 

Increasing air traffic at Logan is not good for business. Nobody wants to be in a city with so 145.5 
much airplane noise that you can't carry on a conversation. Nobody wants to endure the traffic 
congestion on the Central Artery and the lack of infrastructure to support increased air traffic. 
Nobody wants an unhealthy city, and the areas affected by the airport have elevated
levels of respiratory problems and cancer. These need to be studied further. We shall urge the 145.6 
office of environmental affairs to do careful studies of these health risks. 



We can develop this city in ways that don't sacrifice our quality of life,-if we are ready to put the 
thought and committment into this goal. We need to have a Massport that makes good on its 
past commitments and that involves the communities it serves, not one that goes off and does 
its own thing regardless. 

Please reconsider your position. Pilot Block Neighborhood Association voted unanimously to 
oppose the new runway 14/32. 

Yours truly, 

Cynthia J. Steil 
President Pilot Block Neighborhood Assoc. 
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Letter 145 
Pilot Block Neighborhood Association 

Cynthia J. Steil, President 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 
--------------� 

---- -----

145.1 Alternatives Runway 14/32 The South End has had a dramatic increase in noise in Implementation of Runway 14/32 would not result in 

145.2 

145.3 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

Regional 
Airports 

the last year and the new runway will only make this substantial noise impacts in any community. Rather, it would 
worse. enable the air traffic controllers to adhere more closely to the 

PRAS goals and decrease the population that is 

With 57% of Logan's passengers coming from outside 
Rte. 128, we need to develop another airport to take the 
overload from Logan. 

.... we need to develop a regional plan that will take us into 
the future, not settle for a stop gap measure that will help, 
at most, for five years and will place an increased burden 
on local communities. 

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. 

A second major airport is not a solution to the current delay 
and congestion problems at Logan Airport. 

Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that 
includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 
Manchester. Massport has long recognized that service 
development and increased passenger traffic at these 
airports are an important part of the region's long-term 
strategy to accommodate passenger and activity grow1h. 
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. 

While regional alternatives will relieve traffic grow1h pressures 
at Logan Airport, the proposed airside improvements are 
necessary and provide clear benefits at current traffic levels. 
These benefits will only increase in the future, even as 
developments at the regional airports and high-speed rail 
services act to reduce the rate of future grow1h at 
Logan Airport. 

Letter 145: Pilot Block Neighborhood Association, Cynthia J. Steil, President 
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Code 

145.4 

145.5 

Topic 1 

Regional 
Transportation 

Purpose and 
Need 

Topic 2 

Regional 
Airport 

Delay 

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

... Hanscom field ... Worcester... and Ft. Devens. 

.... decrease traffic and delays at Logan ... (and] they could 
lighten the traffic on some of the most congested 
highways in Boston and give much easier access to air 
transportation to many of the 57% who live out side 128. 

Increasing air traffic at Logan is not good for business. 
Nobody wants to be in a city with so much airplane noise 
that you can't carry on a conversation. Nobody wants to 
endure the traffic congestion on the Central Artery and the 
lack of infrastructure to support increased air traffic. 

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 19991999 and is in the process of preparing a 
Draft EIS/EIR, which is expected to be filed in October 2001. 

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). 

Letter 145: Pilot Block Neighborhood Association, Cynthia J. Steil, President 
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Code 

145.6 

Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
------ -----,---

Public Health Effects ••. the areas affected by the airport have elevated levels of 
respiratory problems and cancer. These need to be 
studied further. We shall urge the office of environmental 
affairs to do careful studies of these health risks. 

Letter 145: Pilot Block Neighborhood Association, Cynthia J. Steil, President 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

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 146 

April 7, 1999 

PRI Automation, Inc., headquartered in Billerica, Massachusetts, is a leading global 
supplier of advanced factory automation systems and wafer-handling solutions that 
enhance the competitiveness of semiconductor manufacturers and OEM equipment 
suppliers. PR! is a member of The Massachusetts High Technology Council, Inc. 

PRI Automation, Inc. has been in Massachusetts since it was originally founded in 1982 
and currently employs over 500 Massachusetts resider.ts out of a total of 1200 worldwide. 
We are a global company with a customer revenue base and operations at numerous 
locations in the U.S., Europe and Asia. 

PRI spends on average $2.3 million in airfare traveling throughout the United States, 
Canada, Asia and Europe, installing and servicing customers' equipment and traveling 
between our facilities in California, Toronto, Europe and Asia. PRI's travel has increased 
at a rate of 20% annually and is expected to continue at that rate. 

PRI employees take 2100 trips per year, most on short notice, leaving at all times of the 
day and ni_ght. In our business it is vital to meet the customers' demands all of which 
include arriving on time for sales meetings, and installing and servicing the equipment 
when the customer needs us there. Arriving too late could mean the loss of a potential 
contract. Efficiency is critical to our economic competitiveness. As PRI continues to 
strive for global presence, access to customers around the country and around the world is 
becoming increasingly important in order to remain a contender. 

Delays at Logan Airport have been a constant loss to PRI in business time, and labor and 
travel costs as well as frustration to PRI travelers and inconvenience to customers visiting 
PRI headquarters. The proposed runway will alleviate the aircraft arrival and departure 
delay problem at Logan. Alternative airports will reduce congestion at Logan but not the 
delays, which will continue as a result of any wind related problem. New England 
weather is bad enough without adding wind direction to the list of delaying factors. 

Another concern of PRI's is our employee's safety. The proposed changes will lower 
approach minimums for Logan's remaining four runways to industry standards. The 
lower minimums will give the pilots more time to decide whether to abort a landing. 
Reduced minimums will enhance safety and ease delays while giving air traffic 
controllers a choice of runways under poor weather conditions. 

146.1 



F>�I
Automation 

PRI employees have supported the use of regional airports such as Providence and 
Manchester but those airports do not meet the needs of all PRI travelers, nor do these 
regional airports meet the needs of our customer base who are worldwide. Traveling 
from Manchester and Providence is often more expensive, requires connections and flight 
options are insufficient. We support the use of these alternative airports but Logan will 
continue to be our major airport. 

PRI's preferred airline carrier, United Airlines, will be spending $50 million to expand 
their operations at Logan Airport. According to the statistics, Logan Airport, the 17m 

busiest in the country had 120,000 hours of delays in 1998 and is the sixth worse airport 
for delays in the nation. The delays have been estimated to cost $310 million to airlines 
and passengers. For the second time in two months, all the major U.S. airlines have 
increased ticket prices by 7%. Preventable delays at Logan will only impact negatively 
on ticket prices. For an airline, time on the ground is money lost. 

While remaining sympathetic to the needs of the neighboring towns of Logan Airport, 
PRI Automation, Inc. supports the proposed "delay-reduction runway" plan. The plan is 
a reasonable solution that will help the airport operate closer to its full potential while 
balancing the interests of the surrounding communities. 

Sincerely, 

/Ju17-.(Z-t�=----
wendy tters 
Travel Manager 

PRI Automation, Inc. 
805 Middlesex Turnpike 
Billerica, MA 0 1821 
(978) 670-4270

146.2 

146.3 
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Code 

146.1 

146.2 

Topic 1 

Purpose and 
Need 

Regional 
Transportation 

146.3 Alternatives 

Letter 146 
PRI Automation 

Wendy Peters, Travel Manager 

Topic 2 

Delay 

Regional 
Airports 

Comment 

Delays at Logan Airport have been a constant loss to PRI 
in business time, and labor and travel costs as well as 
frustration to PAI travelers and inconvenience to 
customers visiting PAI headquarters. 

- ·-····-·· -· ·-- · -··-

PRI employees have supported the use of regional 
airports such as Providence and Manchester but those 
airports do not meet the needs of all PAI travelers, nor do 
these regional airports meet the needs of our customer 
base who are worldwide. Traveling from Manchester and 
Providence is often more expensive, requires connections 
and flight options are insufficient. We support the use of 
these alternative airports but Logan will continue to be our 
major airport. 

Runway 14/32 While remaining sympathetic to the needs of the 
neighboring towns of Logan Airport, PAI Automation, Inc. 
supports the proposed "delay-reduction runway" plan. 

-- - -

Response 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. 

letter 146: PAI Automation, Wendy Peters, Travel Manager 





Provincetown Business Guild 
P.O. Box 421-94 

115 Bradford Street 
Provincetown. MA 02657 

(508) 487-2313

LETTER 147 

22 April, 1999 

BY OVERNIGHT MAIL 

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

Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

Attached please find a petition is support of runway 14/32 and in 
opposition to the establishment of peak period pricing at Logan Airport. 
This petition was circulated at the Provincetown Business Guild meeting 
held on April 14, 1999 and signed by every member present. In addition 
many non Provincetown Business Guild members have have sought me out to 
sign the petition. 

The Provincetown Business Guild is an association com prised of 
two hundred seventy five (275) businesses located in Provincetown and the 
lower cape. The Provincetown Business Guild opposes peak pricing because 
it would end year round air service to Provincetown and the region. The 
majority of our members depend on Cape Air for year round air service. It is 
a vital link to Boston providing: (a) service in the case of medical 
emergencies: (b) convenient air travel for tourists traveling to Provincetown 
(our local economy is tourist driven); and (c) year round transportation for 
many individuals whose businesses are located in Provincetown with clients 
and customers located elsewhere in the country. 



· The Provincetown Business Guild supports the construction of
147.1 proposed runway 14/32 and strongly urges you to prevent the implementation of peak period pricing at Logan now and at any time in the future. It is time to permanently shelve this idea that will have such a detrimental effect on the health safety and welfare of the region. 

cc:. John C. Silva Manager Environmental Programs Airports Division, ANE-600 12 New England Executive Park Burlington, MA 0 1803 
Senator Henri Rauchenbach State House Room 315 Boston, MA 02133-0154 
State Representative Shirley Gomes State House Room 156 Boston, MA 02133-1056 
Hon. William Delahunt 146 Main Street Hyannis, MA 02601 

Sin�erety
� 

G�einhardt, President Provincetown Business Guild 



Petition in Support .of Runway 14/32 and in 
Opposition to Increased Peak Period Pricing 

Whereas, Provincetown relies on air service between Boston and 
Provincetown for (a) service for medical needs: (b) convenient air travel for 

.. tourists visiting Provincetown where tourism is th,e primary industry; and 
(c) year round transportation for many Provincetown and lower cape
residents whose businesses are based in Provincetown with clients and
customers located elsewhere in the country or abroad: and
Whereas, proposed runway 14/32 for small aircraft will increase efficiency
and safety at Logan Airport without increasing either noise or air pollution
over any Boston neighborhoods: and
Whereas, increased peak period pricing will make it economically
impossible to continue the Boston/Provincetown route to the detriment of
Provinctown's safety and economy,
WE THE UNDERSIGNED, support the development of runway 14/32 and
oppose any increase in peak period pricing. 

Name 
/ 

Address 
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Petition in Support of Runway 14/32 and in 
Opposition to Increased Peak Period Pricing 

Whereas, Provincetown relies on air service between Boston and 
Provincetown for (a) service for medical needs: (b) convenient air travel for 
tourists visiting Provincetovm. where tourism is the primary industry; and 
(c) year round transportation for many Provincetown and lower cape
residents whose businesses are based in Provincetown with clients and
customers located elsewhere in the country or abroad: and
Whereas. proposed runway 14/32 for small aircraft will increase efficiency
and safety at Logan Airport �mthout increasing either noise or air pollution
over any Boston neighborhoods: and
Whereas, increased peak period pricing will make it economically
impossible to continue the Boston/Provincetown route to the detriment of
Provinctown·s safety and economy.
WE THE UNDERSIGNED, support the development of runway 14/32 and
oppose any increase in peak period plicing.

Name Address 
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Petition in Support of Runway 14/32 and in 
Opposition to Increased Peak Period Pricing 

Whereas, Provincetown relies on air service between Boston and 
Provincetown for (a) service for medical needs: (b) convenient air travel for 
tourists visiting Provincetown where tourism is the primary industry: and 
(c) year round transportation for many Provincetown and lower cape
residents whose businesses are based in Provincetown with clients and 
customers located elsewhere in the country or abroad: and 
Whereas, proposed runway 14/32 for small aircraft will increase efficiency 
and safety at Logan Airport without increasing either noise or air pollution 
over any Boston neighborhoods: and 
Whereas, increased peak period pricing Will make it economically 
impossible to continue the Boston/Provincetown route to the detriment of 
ProVinctown's safety and economy, 
WE THE UNDERSIGNED, support the development of runway 14/32 and 
oppose any increase in peak period pricing. 

Name Address 
-
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Petition in Support of �unway 14/32 and in 
Opposition to Increased Peak Period Pricing 

Whereas. Provincetown relies on air service between Bos ton and 
Provincetown for (a) service for medical needs: (b) convenient air travel for 
tourists visiting Provincetown where tourism is the primary industry: and 
{c) year round transportation for many Provincetown and lower cape 
residents whose businesses are based in Provincetown with clients and 
customers located elsewhere in the country or abroad: and 
Whereas, proposed runway 14/32 for small aircraft Will increase efficiency 
and safety at Logan Airport without increasing either noise or air pollution 
over any Boston neighborhoods: and 
Whereas, increased peak period pricing will make it economically 
impossible to continue the Boston/Provincetown route to the detriment of 
Provinctown's safety and economy, 
WE THE UNDERSIGNED, support the development of runway 14/32 and 
oppose any increase in peak period pricing. 

Name Address 
' 
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Petition in Support of Runway 14/32 and in 
Opposition to Increased Peak Period Pricing 

Whereas, Provincetown relies on air service between Boston and 
ProVincetown for (a) servic� for medical needs: (b) convenient air travel for 
tourists visiting Provincetown where tourism is the primary industry: and 
(c) year round transportation for many Provincetown and lower cape
residents whose businesses are based in Provincetown With clients and
customers located elsewhere in the country or abroad: and
Whereas, proposed runway 14/32 for small aircraft will increase efficiency
and safety at Logan Airport without increasing either noise or air pollution
over any Boston neighborhoods: and
Whereas, increased peak period pricing will make it economically
impossible to continue the Boston/Provincetown route to the detriment of
Provinctovm·s safety and economy,
WE THE UNDERSIGNED, support the development of runway 14/32 and

Nam Address 

oppose any incre
p

se-i peak period pricing. 
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Code Topic 1 

147.1 General 
Support 

Topic 2 

Letter 147 
Provincetown Business Guild 

Gary Reinhart, President 

Comment 

The Provincetown Business Guild supports the 
construction of proposed Runway 14/32 and strongly 
urges you to prevent the implementation of peak period 
pricing at Logan now and at any time in the future. 

Response 

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

· - - -·· - -

Letter 147: Provincetown Business Guild, Gary Reinhart, President 





Provincetown "'1DS Support 
96 Bradford Street 

Provincetown, MA 02657 
(508) 487-9445

Group 

LETTER 148 

22 April, 1999
BY OVERNIGHT MAIL
Secretary of Environmental Affairs
Attn. MEPA Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOEA No. 10458
100 Cambridge Street
20th Floor 
Boston, MA 022025
Dear Mr. Pugsley:

The Provincetown AIDS Support Group wishes to express its support 
of runway 14/32 and opposition to the establishment of peak period pricing
at Logan Airport.

The Provincetown AIDS Support Group has over 260 clients, 
many of whom depend on Cape Air for fast transportation to Boston Medical
services. We oppose peak pricing because it would end year round air 
service to Provincetown and the region. It is a vital link to Boston providing
air service in the case of medical emergencies. There is no substitute
service available to our clients.

The Provincetown AIDS Support Group supports the construction of
proposed runway 14/32 and strongly urges you to prevent the 
implementation of peak period pricing at Logan now and at any time in the
future. It is time to permanently shelve this idea that will have such a
detrimental effect on the health safety and welfare of the region.

cc:. John C. Silva 
Manager Environmental Programs
Airports Division, ANE-600 
12 New England Executive Park
Burlington, MA 01803

Sincerely yours,
1 

c...._ � G� i?einhardt, Presid�
Board of Directors, PASG

148.1 

148.2 



Senator Henri Rauchenbach 
State House Room 315 
Boston, MA 02133-0154 

State Representative Shirley Gomes 
State House Room 156 
Boston, MA 02133-1056 

Hon. William Delahunt 
146 Main Street 
Hyannis, MA 02601 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 

148.1 · General 
Support 

148.2 Alternatives 

Topic 2 

Peak Period 
Pricing 

Letter 148 
Provincetown AIDS Support Group 

Gary Reinhart, President 

Comment 

The Provincetown AIDS Support Group wishes to express 
its support of Runway 14/32 

We oppose peak pricing because it would end year round 
air service to Provincetown and the region. 

Response 

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. 

Letter 148: Provincetown Aids Support Group, Gary Reinhart, President 





♦: . : · A·D·S Ventures, Inc.

• 

Jay Wickersham 

Director 

MEPA Unit 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

100 Cambridge Street 20"" floor 

Boston, .MA 02202 

April 22, 1999 

Jay; 

LETTER 149 

1540 Mon-omc.nl Stntt 

Concord, .. IA 017-U-S303 

Tel 978- 31,9-1920 

Fu 978-3h9-1918 

E-m-il: ch,,u@i.x.oucom.com 

Please find enclosed, several suggestions for Logan mitigation as put foxward by Save 

Our Heritage_ I have, as we discussed late ]ast month, forwarded a copy of the: 

suggestions onto Chuck Anast.as for his information. Please do not hesitate to contact me 

if you have any questions. 

�·· 
Chester G. Atkins 

Director 

ADS Ventures 

cc: Chuck Anastas 



Mitigation Strategies for Logan as Proposed by Save Our Heritage - a community group

The most challenging and pressing issue facing Massport with regards to Logan airpor1 is 
the issue of noise pollution. Indeed. this is an issue that effects any community in the 
country that "hosts" an airport. In order to address th.is issue, Massport should begin the 

149.1 FAR Pan 161 process. Under the Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990, this is the 
onJy formal way an airport operator can legally restrict airport noise. If a FAR Part 16 l 

proposal for Logan were to be accepted by the FAA, this would allow for noise 
surcharges, limitation on numbers of operations, limitation on the ultimate size of the 
airport, or special flight procedures. Unfortunately, no airport has ever had a Part 161 
proposal accepted by the FAA. In fact, the FAA has made it clear that they do not intend 
to accept a Part 161 proposal. However, this is really the only binding way to control 

Logan growth. Through coordinate and combined energy of the community, the state 
and legislato�, there may even be the possibility of establishing breakthrough and

instigating change at the national level. 

An Airport noise taskforce under the direction of the Secretazy of Environmental Affairs 
should be created. The mission of the taskforcc should be as follows: 

1) Review all current Massachusetts environmental regulations with respect to noise
2) Review the work of other states and countries in the area of airport noise regulation
3) Propose state standards for measurement of noise and noise impact
4) D�velop '3.lfd propose a section in the MEPA regulations related to noise
5) Make recommendations defining the objectives of any Logan FAR Part 161 Proces:-:
6) Make recommendations on the content of the noise discussions in the next Logan
GEIR

The task force would consist of recognized noise experts from both the public and pri,·ate 
sectors who are recognized for their objectivity. Additionally, to gain the support and 
confidence of the citizens the task force should include community activists. 

Massport should work with the state to develop a strategy to move traffic from the air to 

other forms of transportation and truly build a regional, intennodal system. In particu:ar, 
the new high-speed rail system offers an excellent opportunity for Massport. Massport 
could: 

1) Subsidizing and or build parking for rail stations
2) Advertise in support of high speed rail

149.2 

149.3 



3) Facilitate access to rail stations through other forms of public transportation
4) Place a surcharge on air operations that offer service to areas serviced by high speed
rail. This would encourage the use of rail over the use of air for short haul trips and cur.
down on the amount of traffic in and out of Logan.

The Governor should set a timetable of 10 years for a "balanced airport noise trade" wit_b 
our adjacent srates and direct Massport to accomplish trus. A study of people who con;e 
to Logan from New nampshirc and Rhode Island will show that Logan is still canying a 
significant and disproportionate load of out-of-state passengers. A regional program 
should be developed so that each state is canying its share of the aviation traffic load. 
Massachusetts should not be a "nee importer" of aviation noise pollution, as it has been 
for the past 20 plus yea.rs. This corresponds to a very real and meaningful shift of the . 
noise burden. Although this could be built into a mitigation plan for Logan and propo:-ed 
by Massport in the EIR. it would be a great opportunity for the Governor to show that the 
state understands citizens I concerns and is prepared to demonstrate leadership on this 
issue. 

Massport and the state should support and facilitate the Rt. 3 North construction project. 
Rt 3 North congestion is the primary barrier to the use the Manchester Airport. New 
Hampshire has made improvements on its section of Rt. 3. If the Massachusetts sectic•n 
of Rt. 3 were improved and the New Hampshire tolls remo"·ed Manchester would becc.1me 
a dependable and preferred option for many trav�lers. The use of Manchester for 
commuter flights by Massachusetts's travelers could offset the use of Logan for 
international and long-range flights by New Hampshire travelers. 

Massport should use whatever legal techniques are available to ensure that quieter aircraft 
use Logan. If possible, carriers should be discouraged from using Stage 2 aircraft that 
have been "hushkitted" to Stage 3. Th ese aircraft are much louder than true Stage 3 
aircraft This will be challenging, such "discrimination" is prohibited by Federal 
regulation. However, there may be creative ways for Massport to "encourage" operatc,rs 
to not use hushkitted aircraft It is interesting to note that currently the European Unic·n 
is working to ban the use of hush.kitted aircraft in European airports. 

Massport require the publication of the names of users of bush.kitted aircraft, other loud 
aircraft. or late night operations. Additionally, a public monthly repart of number of 
infractions by carrier should be published. These reports should ex.plain the extra noise 
impact of these operations. This would allow the public to put pressure on the operators. 
However, Massport is under e�treme pressure noc to do trus by the operators. This is an 
issue of disclosure, which could fall under the au.spices of MEPA, and the Offic e of 

149.4 

149.5 

149.6 

149.7 



Environmental Affairs . .MEPA and OEA could require that this be done as part of the 
acceptance of the EIR. In this way, the communities could vent their frustration to the · 
appropriate parities, the worst off enders. This could have a very real effect on the 

behavior of the operators, and it would also circumnavigate FAA reguJations. The 

communities could focus on the operators instead of on Ma.ssport and effect change 
through market pressure. 

Massport, the Governor, and the Secretary of Environmental Affairs should put in a 
formal request, io the form of an open letter, to the FAA regarding the proposed Stage 4 

program for the next generation of quieter aircraft This letter should explain that 

communities can no longer accept the noise of airports and the forecasted growth of 

airports can not go forward without Stage 4 mitigation. A timetable for the development 

and deployment of Stage 4 aircraft by the airline jndustry should be demanded. 

Today, local officials are seen as attempting to protect citizens from airport noise. The: 

state, rightly or wrongly, is viewed as a creator of airport noise. The Governor and the 
Secretary of Environmental affairs need to establish a position of leadership on tho issue 

of protection from noise. This can and should be done through both the EIR process and 

through unilateral le.Jidership initiatives from the Governor and the s�retary. 

Save Our Heritage 
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Code 

149.1 

149.2 

Topic 1 Topic 2 

Environmental FAA/NEPA 
Review 
Process 

Environmental MEPA 
Review 
Process 

Letter 149 
Save our Heritage 

c/o ADS Ventures, Inc. 

Comment 

Massport should begin the FAR Part 161 process. Under 
the Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990, this is the only 
formal way an airport operator can legally restrict airport 
noise. 

An Airport noise taskforce under the direction of the 
Secretary of Environmental Affairs should be created. 

Chester G. Atkins 

Response 

Massport prefers to exhaust all available measures on a 
voluntary basis rather than embark on a FAR Part 161 Study. 
To date no commercial airport has been able to get FAA 
approval for a noise rule under the provisions of the 
regulation. 

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. 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. 

Letter 149: Save our Heritage, c/o ADS Ventures, Inc., Chester G. Atkins 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT 

Code Topic 1 

149.3 

149.4 

149.5 

149.6 

149.7 

149.8 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Transportation 

Noise 

Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Noise 

Topic 2 

: Passenger Rail 

Regional 
Airports 

Regional 
Airports 

Hushkitted 
Aircraft 

MEPA 

Hushkitted 
Aircraft 

Comment 

Massport should work with the state to develop a strategy 
to move traffic from the air to other forms of transportation 
and truly build a regional, interrmodal system. In 
particular, the new high-speed rail system offers an 
excellent opportunity for Massport. 

The Governor should set a timetable of 10 years for a 
"balanced airport noise trade" with our adjacent states and 
direct Massport to accomplish this. A regional program 
should be developed so that each state is carrying its 
share of the aviation traffic load. Massachusetts should 
not be a " net importer" of aviation noise pollution, as it 
has been for the past 20 plus years. 

- -··-

Massport and the state should support and facilitate the 
Rt. 3 North construction project (because] Rt. 3 North 
congestion is the primary barrier to the use the 
Manchester Airport. 

Massport should use whatever legal techniques are 
available to ensure that quieter aircraft use Logan. If 
possible, carriers should be discouraged from using Stage 
2 aircraft that have been "hushkitted" to Stage 3. 

[MEPA should require] Massport [to publish) ... the names 
of users of hushkitted aircraft, other loud aircraft, or late 
night operations. Additionally, a public monthly report of 
number infractions by carrier should be published. These 
reports should explain the extra noise impact of these 
operations. 

Massport, the Governor, and the Secretary of 
Environmental Affairs should put in a formal request, in 
the form of an open letter, to the FAA regarding the 
proposed Stage 4 program for the next generation of 
quieter aircraft. 

Letter 149: Save our Heritage, c/o ADS Ventures, Inc., Chester G. Atkins 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 

Logan Airport is part of a regional system of airports that 
includes T.F. Green/Providence, Worcester Regional and 
Manchester. Massport has long recognized that service 
development and increased passenger traffic at these 
airports are an important part of the region's long-term 
strategy to accommodate passenger and activity growth. 
Massport has actively encouraged the development of 
regional airports and full use of other options, 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. 

This is a matter for the United States Congress and individual 
state legislatures. 

Comment noted. 

Massport commits to begin discussions with the FAA with the 
goal of instituting restrictions, either locally or nationally, on 
the use of hushkitted Stage 3 aircraft at Logan Airport. 

Refer to response to Comment 149.6. 

Refer to response to Comment 149.6. 



LETTER 150 

The Seaport Alliance for a Neighborhood Design (SAND) 

300 Summer Street Boston MA 02210 617-423-4299 

www. bost onuaport. com 

April 22, 1999 

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

Re: EIS/EIR #10458 - Logan Airside Improvements 

Dear Secretary: 

The Seaport Alliance for a Neighborhood Design is a community group hase<l 
in the Fort Point Channel neighborhood of South Boston. Our members. 
including many Boston-area residents and business owners, have advocated for 
the planning of a "neighborhood" in the South Boston Seaport District. A 
chronicle of this effort is documented on our website at 
www. bos tons�aport.com. 

We are adoressing the Masspon EIR for Logan Airside Improvements (#10458) 
by discussing the long-term impacts of Logan expansion on the South Boston 
waterfront - an area slated to emerge as a wonderfully vibrant neighhorhoo<l 
over the next 30 years. The South Boston waterfront is geographically the most 
severely impacted area - a future pedestrian friendly environment now 
imperiled by the proposed tripling in capacity of Logan Runway 27. 

South Boston Seaport District - A Gem in the path of Runway 27 

Surprisingly, economic and environmental impacts on the South Boston 
Seaport District have not been presented by Massport. This tract of land, 
roughly 4-5 times larger than Boston's North End, is projected hy the Boston 
Redevelopment Authority's recently published Public Realm Plan to emerge as 
a dense urban residential and commercial neighborhood over the next �() 
years. Outdoor elements of the waterfront plan already under way include 
harborwalk, harbortrail (bike path), a Fan Pier outdoor skating rink. tidal 
pool and many harbor-based leisure activities. The Fan Pier buildout alone is 
projected at $20 billion - much of it made possible by public investment in 
infrastructure. 

1 of 5 
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Taxpayers have invested $4 billion into Seaport District infrastructure and $4 
billion into harbor cleanup, and should expect a long-term return on these 
investments. A large number of these taxpayers, including all of our members, 
have dedicated a personal effort in attending hundreds of various meetings 

150.1 with the City of Boston, the BRA, City Council, community leaders, the MBTA, 
the BTD, landowners, developers, towards achieving. a successful master plan (cont.) 
for the South Boston waterfront. At none of the hundreds of planning 
meetings attended by SAND core members - even with Massport, was a 
mention or consideration of an increase in flights departing from Runway 27. 

Most unfortunately, the South Boston Seaport District is not yet inhabited by 
the tens of thousands of residents, workers and pedestrians projected in the 
BRA Master Plan, those most adversely affected by the tripling of capacity of 
runway 27 to 56,000 departures per year. We at SAND remain vigilant on behalf 
of our future neighbors. 

The Massachusetts Visitors' Bureau and the Massachusetts Convention Center 
Authority contend that the proposed changes to the airport will aid the South 
Boston Seaport District by bringing in conventioneers. These cheerleaders for 
tourists and conventioneers are well-meaning, yet indefensible - the Boston 
Convention Center occupies a 60 acre parcel out of 800 acres of developable 
area. The Seaport District of South Boston has never been dedicated to the 
import and management of tourists, but rather to the service and livelihood of 
all denizens of the City. Furthermore, the impact of plane flights on the 150.2 
pedestrian environment evolving around the Convention Center (much to the 
benefit of conventioneers) has not been studied by the MCCA, nor do we 
expect pedestrian impacts to be provided your office in their comments on this 
EIS/EIR. 

SAND continues to stress that the success of the South Boston Seaport District 
will be in its ability to evolve as a mixed-use district for living and working -
not as a pedestrian-unfriendly environment with planes roaring 500 - 600 l"cct 
overhead. Massport - an agency that has squandered land-hanking 
opportunities within its own Seaport District-based Marine Industrial Park for 
the sake of short-term revenue generation, is seemingly incognizant of the 
economic opportunities to benefit Massachusetts over decades to come. 



Massport's systematic expansion of Logan Airport 

Massport asserts that this proposal will reduce delays caused by wind patterns. 
Logically, one must ask why delays have been worsening over the past 10-15 
years. Here, Massport does not contend that delays have increased as a result of 
wind patterns. Delays increase because Massport _has systematically 
overburdened its runways. Massport's modus operandi for expansion has heen 
to seek approval at a stated capacity, continue to exceed the capacity to a 
breaking point and then to state a new objective to alleviate its problems. 

In fact, delays have worsened due to Massport's unwillingness to balance 
supply and demand for air travel. If passengers were able to fly for free, would 
Massport be expecting its airports to continue to meet demand? 

150.3 

We would suggest that delays would be reduced, now and in the future, by 150.4 
regulating supply and demand for air travel. Business and leisure travel has 
increased during the current economic boon and will certainly decrease as the 
economy stabilizes or if ticket prices are raised during peak periods. 

Massport has not met reasonable Community Obligations 

Although Massport is well aware of our community group (based in South 
150 5 Boston's historic Fort Point Channel neighorbood) Massport has not held a • 

single meeting in this area for the benefit of property owners, residents, 
businesses. The Fort Point Channel neighborhood, home to the Childrens' 
Museum and New England's highest density population of artists and creative 
professionals, is the starting point and most significantly impacted 
neighborhood affected by Runway 27. 

Flights pass over the Fort Point Channel neighborhood along A Street at 150.6 
altitudes of approximately 500-800 feet, yet no decibel or emissions testing has 
been performed in the Fort Point Channel area. 

3 of S 



Massport's Concerted Campaign of Obfuscation 

Massport's EIR and public relations campaign have been devoid of relevant 
information for the layperson to assess impact. 

Massport has portrayed this EIR as 

l) 
2) 

3) 

a delay reduction program 
a plan to move air traffic over the harbor with a unidirectional 
runway 
an economic necessity for Massachusetts 

150.7 

None of these portrayals are entirely truthful or substantiated by the EIR/EIS. 
Considering the potential for increased capacity at Logan with an additional 
runway (backed by precedent), this plan is much more than a delay reduction 
program. And considering the major land-based shifts in traffic on runways 22L, 
22R and 27, the proposal is not a harbor move. 

Although we accept that expansion at Logan would have a positive impact on 
the Massachusetts economy, we do not believe the positive benefit of this 
particular proposal outweighs its tangible burdens. Despite the vocal chorus of 
business leaders supporting the runway plan, none have emharked on 

150 8 providing an assessment of the long-term impacts to substantiate their • 
position. 

v\'e at SAND expect a thorough economic assessment before we accept 
claims regarding substantial benefit. 

As further evidence of Massport's attempt to obfuscate, the agency accepted 
and used the skewed results of a poll conducted by a business group to 
demonstrate an "invisible army" of support. In fact, questions offered by the 
telemarketing firm regarding the Logan proposal were misleading and 

150.9 directed towards supporting the plan. 

We ask the EOEA to either consider the actual questions asked by these 
telemarketers, or to discard Massport's use of biased polls and studies. 

Finally, it is important to note that Massport worked with Governor Paul 
Cellucci during the EIS/EIR comment period, to secure Worcester Airport for 
future expansion. This type of knee:jerk planning is emblematic of Massport's 
roughshod approach to solving regional transportation issues. 

4 of 5 



In conclusion, SAND would suggest that Massport EIS/EIR 10458 is short
sighted, permanently retarding the progress of one of Boston's most notable 
long-term planning accomplishments - the South Boston Seaport District. 
This urban waterfront will evolve over many decades rather than in one or two 
business cycles, and the EOEA should join with SAND in appreciation of it -
protecting an environment today that generations will enjoy tomorrow. 

Steve Hollinger 
on behalf of: 
The Seaport Alliance for a Neighborhood Design (SAND) 
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LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 

150.1 

150.2 

Noise 

Environmental 
Review 
Process 

150.3 Purpose and 
Need 

150.4 Alternatives 

Letter 150 
The Seaport Alliance for a 

Neighborhood Design(SAND) 
Steve Hollinger 

Topic 2 Comment 

Impacts · The South Boston waterfront is geographically the most 
severely impacted area ... [f]he tens of thousands of 
residents, workers and pedestrians projected in the BRA
Master Plan[are] ... those most adversely affected by the 
tripling of capacity of Runway 27 to 56,000 departures per 
year. 

Public Process ... [T]he impact of plane flights on the pedestrian 
environment evolving around the Convention Center 
(much to the benefit of conventioneers) has not been 
studied by the MCCA, nor do we expect pedestrian 
impacts to be provided your office in ... [MCCA's] 
comments on this EIS/EIR. 

Delay 

Other Non
Construction 
Alternatives 

Delays increase because Massport has systematically 
overburdened its runways. Massport's modus operandi for 
expansion has been to seek approval at a stated capacity, 
continue to exceed the capacity to a breaking point and 
then to state a new objective to alleviate its problems. 

We would suggest that delays would be reduced, now and 
in the future, by regulating supply and demand for air 
travel. 

Response 

Winthrop is actually the most severely affected by high noise 
exposure levels, now and in the future regardless of which 
alternative is implemented. However, the Preferred 
Alternative will provide some noise benefit to Winthrop, as 
well as to parts of East Boston and Revere that are also 
exposed to higher noise levels than South Boston. 

- - - · - ·· -··-·- · · - -

Comment noted. 

Neither Massport nor the FAA has a program to increase 
passenger demand at Logan Airport. Rather, the objective of 
both organizations is to accommodate demand safely and 
efficiently. The recommended Airside Project is intended to 
enable Logan Airport to accommodate current and 
future aircraft activity with minimum delay. The construction of 
Runway 14/32 would significantly reduce delays associated 
with northwest wind conditions, but would not be expected to 
induce additional aircraft traffic or passenger activity at 
Logan Airport. Refer also refer to Section 4.2. The availability of 
Runway 14/32 is projected to produce a small improvement in 
ai�q�ality from imprgved eff\cie��y of airfi�I� gp_er:a_ti�ns. 
Federal constitutional provisions, federal aviation statutes and 
regulations, and contractual provisions related to 
Federal Airport Improvement Program grants prevent 
Massport from any control over airline rates, routes, and 
schedules. Congress has specifically forbidden 
airport operators from exercising any discriminatory action 
against any class of airport users. Major factors in 
airline competition are frequency of service and number of 
markets served, and Massport has no ability to force airlines 
to consolidate or eliminate flights to influence load factor or 
aircraft size. 

Letter 150: The Seaport Alliance for a Neighborhood Design (SAND), Steve Hollinger 



LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment Response 

150.5 Environmental Public Process Massport has not held a single meeting in ... [The Fort There was an extensive public participation and review 
Review Point Channel] area for the benefit of property owners, process during the preparation of the Airside Project Draft 
Process residents, business. 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. 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. 

150.6 Cumulative Noise, Air ... no decibel or emissions testing has been performed in Massport has a permanent noise monitor installed in South 
Impacts Quality the Fort Point Channel area. Boston at B and Bolton Streets not far from Fort Point 

Channel. It is referred to as Site 2 in numerous tables and in 
text throughout the document and is used as one of the 23 
specific points at which many supplemental noise calculations 
are made. 

150.7 Purpose and Delay Massport has portrayed this EIR as The Preferred Alternative is a delay reduction program that 
Need 1. a delay reduction program promotes the efficiency and safety of airfield operations at 

Logan Airport. Runway 14/32 enhances operating efficiency 
2. a plan to move air traffic over the harbor with a by providing a third available runway in weather conditions 

unidirectionaly runway that require northwest-southeast operations. Similar 

3 an economic necessity for Massachusetts three-runway configurations exist for all other operating 

Considering the potential for increasing capacity at Logan 
directions. Runway 14/32 would not expand the overall 
capacity of the airport, since Logan Airport's normal operating 

with an additional runway .... this plan is much more than a capacity of 120 operations per hour, which is available 
delay reduction program. And considering the major land- approximately 80 percent of the year, is maintained with 
based shifts in traffic on runway 22L, 22R and 27, the Runway 14/32. Massport is committed to ensuring that the 
proposal is not a harbor move. airfield continues to function as efficiently as possible. The 

Preferred Alternative achieves this goal responsibly. 

Letter 150: The Seaport Alliance for a Neighborhood Design (SAND), Steve Hollinger 
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Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 
-- --------- ------ -

150.8 Environmental ' MEPA Although we accept that expansion at Logan would have 
Review a positive impact on the Massachusetts economy, we do 
Process not believe the positive benefit of this particular proposal 

outweighs its tangible burdens. 

We at SAND expect a thorough economic assessment 
before we accept claims regarding substantial benefit. 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR 

Response 
----

The Airside Project Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR documents comply with all applicable NEPA and 
MEPA requirements. A cost benefit analysis is not required 
by federal or state law and would not provide appropriate 
context. Cost information mentioned in the Airside Project 
Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR is intended 
to provide analytic context. 

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

150.9 Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Public Process [Massport] accepted and used the skewed results of a poll Comment noted. 
conducted by a business group to demonstrate an 
"invisible army" of support ... (Q]uestions offered by the 
telemarketing firm regarding the Logan proposal were 
misleading and directed toward supporting the plan. 

We ask the EOEA to either consider the actual questions 
asked by these telemarketers, or to discard Massport's 
use of biased polls and studies. 

Letter 150: The Seaport Alliance for a Neighborhood Design (SAND), Steve Hollinger 





A Law Office of HOLLAND & KNIGHT LLP 

One Beacon Street 
. . . . · .. · . KENNrniP.BRIER "lETTER 151 

Boston, Massachusetts 02108 

617-523-2700

FAX 617-523-6850

wwN hklaw com 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
ATTN: NAPA Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOEA No. 10458 
l 00 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor
Boston, MA 02205

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

April 12, ·1999 

(617) 573-5872
kbrier@hklaw.com

I would like to add my voice in support of the Logan Modernization project 
(including runway 14/32). 

151.1 

As I think a recent article in the Boston Globe amply demonstrated, the alternatives to 
Logan Moderniz.ation - including expansion of Hanscom Airport and other regional facilities 
- either are not viable or will not be sufficient by themselves. While I do not discount the
importance of other transportation measures, such as expansion of airports in Worcester,
New Bedford, Providence and Manchester and the introduction of a high-speed rail link to
New York, I think that the continuation of improvements to Logan Airport is essential to the
local economy. · In the absence of such improvement, the problem of delays are bound to get
worse. This y;ould result in inconvenience to millions of air travelers in the Boston area, as
well as the loss of millions of dollars to the local economy and the loss of opportunity for
further jobs for the local workforce.

KPB/dmr 

Very truly yours, 

SHERBURNE, POWERS, 

HOLLAND & KNIGHT

Kenneth P. Brier 
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Letter 151 
Sherburne, Powers, Holland & Knight Law Offices 

Kenneth P. Brier 

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

151.1 · General I would like to add my voice in support of the Logan 
. Support Modernization project (including runway 14/32) 

Letter 151: Sherburne, Powers, Holland & Knight Law Offices, Kenneth P. Brier 

Response 

Comment noted . 





SLADE GORTON & CO., INC. 
ROCKY BAY FISHING co ___________________ _ 

Finest and Widest Line of Seafood A11ywhere·· 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley EOEA No. I 0458 
Sec·retary of Environmental Affairs 
MEPA Office 
I 00 Cambridge Street 20th Floor
Boston, MA 02205 

Dear Mr. Pugsley, 

LETTER 152 

April 7, 1999 

The Seafood Industry in New England has moved its product dependence from local 
fishing ports to Logan Airport for both receipt and shipment of fresh seafood. With the decline 
in fishing resources from local waters, fresh arrives instead from Chile, Iceland, Norway, 
Canada, etc. Therefore, the Logan Moderniz.ation project is critical for the economic well being 
of our businesses. The additional runway included in this project will allow inore air-freight 

152.1 availability in and out of Boston, making importing and exporting of fresh fish quicker and 
more efficient. 

Another benefit of this modemiz.ation is the improvement of the Roadway Interchange 
System currently being constructed by the Third Harbor Tunnel and the Central Artery projects. 
Reconfiguring the existing airport exit routes to a two-level roadway system will make the 
transport of cargo to and from the airport much easier and reduce traffic and congestion. 

Of greatest importance to us is that the Logan Modemiz.ation project will help us with 
product availability and will keep Boston as the hub of the U.S. Seafood Industry. Slade Gorton 
will then be competitive in today's markets and into the 20th century.

WS/rp 

If! can provide more information to you please contact me at 617-442-5800. 

Sincerely, 

lJ1cfh1 �� -----
wa11y Stevens 
President 
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Code Topic 1 

152.1 Alternatives 

Letter 152 
Slade Gorton & Co., Inc. 

Wally Stevens, President 

Topic 2 Comment 

Runway 14/32 The Logan Modernization project is critical for the 
economic well being of our businesses. The additional 
runway included in this project will allow more air-freight 
availability in and out of Boston, making importing and 
exporting of fresh fish quicker and more efficient. 

Response 

Comment noted. 

Letter 152: Slade Gorton & Co., Inc., Wally Stevens, President 





The South Boston Environmental Health Watch 
c/o South Boston Public Health Initiative 

409 West Broadway 
South Boston, MA 02127 

Voice 617.464.7664 Fax 617.464.7693 

April 22, 199S

Bob Durand, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs, Attention: MEPA Office 
Arthur Pugsley, IV EOEA No. 10458 
100 Cambridge Street - 20th floor 
Boston, Ma 02202 

Dear Secretary Durand, 

LETTER 153 

The South Boston Environmental Health Watch is a group of residents that works 
with the support of the South Boston Health Center's Public Health Initiative to research 
and address environmental factors that threaten community health. We are particularly 
concerned with air quality as South Boston residents experience higher than expected 
rates of chronic obstructive respiratory diseases, cardiovascular disease, and some 
cancers including lung cancer. All of these diseases are worsened by air pollution. 

Consequently, we are troubled by the Logan Airside Improvement Planning 
Project. Although the report proposes development at Logan to reduce aircraft delays, 153.1 
the premise of the entire report supports growth at Logan.. We are concerned that 
increased flights at Logan will translate to further degradation of air quality in the 
communities closest to Logan both from aircraft departures and takeoffs as well as from 
the associated ground traffic. 

Massport claims that increased air traffic is needed to support local business, 
industry, and tourism. These needs will be increased as the Convention Center and 
Seaport District are developed. Our concern is that our community and other urban 
neighborhoods will bear the consequences of worsening air quality from increased road 
traffic bringing people and supplies to the Seaport District as well as from increased 
aircraft activity. 

We, therefore, urge you to consider the cumulative effects of all sources of 
increased air quality degradation to the South Boston and other surrounding 
communities, already at high risk, that will be most impacted by growth at Logan. 

Sincerely 

The Undersigned 
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Letter 153 

The South Boston Environmental Health Watch 

Code Topic 1 

153.1 Public Health 

Topic 2 

Effects 

Comment 

We are concerned that increased flights at Logan will 
translate to further degradation of air quality in the 
communities closest to Logan both from aircraft 
departures and takeoff as from the associated ground 
traffic. 

Letter 153: The South Boston Environmental Health Watch 

Response 

The emissions inventory and dispersion modeling indicate 
better air quality conditions with Runway 14/32 and the 
Centerfield Taxiway than with the No Action Alternative. 





. . · .• 
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LETTER 154 

April 7, 1999 

State Representative Bruce Ayers 
65 Williams Street 
No.,Quincy MA 02171 

Dear Bruce: 

The Squantum Community Association has many concerns regarding the proposed 
additional runway at Logan Airport. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

The first concern is the Quality of Life in Squantum. Currently we are affected 
by the noise from the airport. It is, however, at the present time a concern, but 
due to previous negotiations it is a controlled effect. The evening flight paths do 
not bring flights over the Squantum area. The possibility of the increase of 
flights, especially over Squantum will also increase the noise leyef. 

The discharge from the airplanes is a great concern to our residents. As flights 
increase so will the discharge and the potential for pollutants to fall from the sky. 

The flight pattern that will increase any traffic over Moon Island is of serious 
concern to our resiaents. The planes will be at an altitude lower than the 1000 
feet which is needed in order to maintain safety. A misfired bullet could hit the 
fuel tank of a low flying plane. Since these planes will have full fuel tanks, a 
disaster is sure to follow. 

Very little has been done to prepare the South Shore and the Squantum 
Community for the impending runway. We feel that more infonnation needs to be 
disseminated and more safety issues need to be addressed. 

We look forward to hearing from you regarding all of the above issues. 

Sincerely, 

���-
Frank Buckley / 
President, 
Squantum Community Association. 

154.1 

154.2 

154.3 

154.4 
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Code Topic 1 

154.1 Noise 

154.2 Air Quality 

154.3 Alternatives 

Topic 2 

Impacts 

Impacts 

Runway 14/32 

Letter 154 
Squantum Community Association 

Frank Buckley, President 

Comment 

The possibility of the increase of flights, especially over 
Squantum will also increase the noise level. 

As flights increase so will the discharge and the potential 
for pollutants to fall from the sky. 

The flight pattern that will increase any traffic over Moon 
Island is of serious concern to our residents. The planes 
will be at an altitude lower than the 1000 feet which is 
needed in order to maintain safety. A misfired bullet could 
hit the fuel tank of a low flying plane. Since these planes 
will have full fuel tanks, a disaster is sure to follow. 

Response 

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. 

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. 

Runway 14/32 will reduce jet traffic over Moon Island from 
Runway 22 departures. It will increase the number of arrivals 
and departures over the harbor (Long Island, Rainsford 
Island, Gallops Island, Georges Island, etc. 

Letter 154: $quantum Community Association, Frank Buckley, President 
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Code Topic 1 

154.4 
-,---

Environmental 
Review 
Process 

Topic 2 Comment Response 
�

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

Public Process Very little has been done to prepare the South Shore and 
the Squantum Community for the impending runway. We 
feel that more information needs to be disseminated and 
more safety issues need to be addressed. 

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. 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. 

Letter 154: Squantum Community Association, Frank Buckley, President 



swissotelC 
BOSTON 

April 6, 1999 

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

Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

LETTER 155 

I am writing to conv�y sc�e thoughts ::-egarding the Lopn :\irpcrt Mode..iization. project 
and to give our support for the initiative that includes runway 14/32. 

Swissotel Boston is a 500 room deluxe hotel sited in downtown Boston serving the 
business and leisure communities not just from the United States but from around the 
world. A majority of our guests arrive by air, hence requiring the smooth operation of a 
state of the art world class efficient airport. Delays,often leading to cancellations,become 
a business hazard that need not be. 

Our employee base is directly related to our occupancy and occupancy depends greatly 
on the airport. 

Also, I believe that the success of our current convention center and the anticipated 
success of our future convention center rely heavily on a world class airport. 

I hope your agency will do all in its powers to aid the Legislation for this worthy goal. 

General Manager 

155.1 
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Code Topic 1 

155.1 General 
Support 

Topic 2 Comment 

Letter 155 
Swissotel, Boston 

David Gibbons, General Manager 

Response 

I am writing to convey some thoughts regarding the Logan Comment noted. 
Airport Modernization project and to give our support for 
the initiative that includes Runway 14/32 

Letter 155: Swissotel, Boston, David Gibbons, General Manager 





Tufts Associates 
Corporau Btnefits Planning 

1208 VFW Parkway, Suite 300 
Boston, MA 02132 

(6 I 7) 327-9600 

(617) 327-9677 Fa,::

Mr. Arthur Pugsley 
Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
MEPA Office 
100 Cambrdige Street, 20th fir.

Boston, MA 02205

Dear Mr. Pugsley, 

RE: Logan Airport 

LETTER 156 

April 8, 1999 

I support another runway at Logan which would alleviate the delay problems. As a 
traveler, I have frequently circled eastern Mass. waiting to land; and as a resident of 
Milton, I often witness planes circling overhead at very low altitudes. 

Commerce � Boston is a very important issue to me as a business person. Instead 
of using tpe old-fashioned, Yankee approach to public infrastructure of "patch and 
make do': with the attitude of "You can't get there from here," or "If you don't know 
the way, you don't belong here," why not move toward a user-friendly airport while 
simultaneously supporting regional aifl)orts and rail travel. 

It's time for action. 

Sincere�, 

ffe;i 
Charles K. Tufts, CLU, ChFC 

emg 

156.1 
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Code Topic 1 

156.1 General 
Support 

Topic 2 

Letter 156 

Tufts Associates 

Charles K. Tufts, CLU, ChFC 

Comment Response 

' I support another runway at Logan which would al leviate Comment noted. 
the delay problems. 

Letter 156: Tufts Associates, Charles K. Tufts, CLU, ChFC 





Robert /1.. Haul 

\'ice PT·e1,Jem 

i•,v�rli� ;wll f,n:ili1i� 

Mr. Thom.as J. Kinton, Jr. 
Director of Aviation 
Massachusetts Port Authority 
One Harborside Drive, Suite 200S 
East Boston, MA 02128-2909 

Dear Mr. Kinton: 

■= -
U·SAIRWAYS 

LETTER 157 

April 8, 1999 

US Airways, which carries more Boston passengas than any other airline,
strongly supports .the development of a new S,000 ft. runway and other airside
improvements designed to reduce delays at Logan International Airport.

As you know, for many years, restricted. airfield capacity st Logan bas resulted in
extensive delays for our Boston passengers. Because of the "unbalBnced" nature of 
Logan's. current airfield layout, the amount of useable runway capacity changes 
dramatically depending on the direction of the wind As a result, not only does Boston 
rank sixth in delays in the U.S., but the occurrence and severity of those delays are 
particularly unpredictable. 

In order for US Airways and other airlines to provide reliable and affordable air 
service, itjs important that we be able to operate efficiently. Cu:rent airfield limitations 
at Logan do not permit efficient operations. Toe resulting delays are costly to the airlines 
and both ·costly and inconvenient for our passeng�. 

As with other major cities, Boston's future economic health will depend in part on
having reliable air transportation links to national and international markets. :Many other 
cities, including Atlanta, Miami. Philadelphia, San Francisco, and Seattle, arc addressing
this challenge by improving runway capacity. To remain competitive, Logan must move
forward as well.

Sincerely, 

�c.� ' 
Robert�- Ha7.el 1/ � 

I 

157.1 
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Code Topic 1 

157.1 Purpose and 
Need 

Topic 2 

Delay 

Letter 157 
US Airways 

Robert A. Hazel, Vice President, 
Properties and Facilities 

Comment Response 

In order for US Airways and other airlines to provide Comment noted. 
reliable and affordable air service, it is important that we 
be able to operate efficiently. Current airfield limitations at 
Logan do not permit efficient operations. The resulting 
delays are costly to the airlines and both costly and 
inconvenient for our passengers 

Letter 157: US Airways, Robert A. Hazel, Vice President, Properties and Facilities 





LETTER 158 

207 Hagman Road 

Telephone: 617-846-9898 
Fax: 617-846-9922 

Website: www.winthropchamber.com 
E-mail: winthropcofc@erols.com

Winthrop, Massachusetts 02152-0005 

President 

Russ Sanford 

Vice Presidrnt 

Golda Zeltsar 

Trearnrer 

James H. Marr. P.P. 

Clerk 

Jeannie P. Belcher 

Board of Directors 

Joseph Clark 

Phyllis Fluet 

Eric Heath 

Helen Janielis 

Helen Lanagan. P.P. 

Belle Liberman 

Lincoln McKie 

Timothy McNamara 

Trudy Montesano 

James Polino 

Patricia Sullivan 

Exernti\·e Director 

Barbara McNeil 

Execllli\·e Assistant 

Paula FiJhcrt\' 

April 12, 1999 

Statement of the Winthrop Chamber of Commerce 
Regarding the Logan Airside Improvements Planning 
Project, Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report of 
February, 1999. 

The members of the Winthrop Chamber of Commerce recognize 
the economic value of Logan International Airport to this region. 
We also recognize the quality of life issues that face the residents 
of the Winthrop community. The health of the business 
community in Winthrop hinges on the quality of life present 
there. This Chamber cannot encourage any expansion that could 
create additional air or land traffic, additional noise, pollution, 
additional future operations, and/or other impacts. 

We do in fact recognize the potential economic benefits to other 
areas of the Commonwealth and will support and encourage the 
development of regional airports, especially for but not limited to 
commuter flights. We feel that this would bolster the State's 
economy and would allow Logan the flexibility it needs to 
address the needs of both Boston as a world class city, and of 
Logan's neighboring communities. 

158.1 

158.2 
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Letter 158 
Winthrop Chamber of Commerce 

Code Topic 1 Topic 2 Comment 

158.1 General . This Chamber cannot encourage any expansion that 
Opposition could create additional air or land traffic, additional noise, 

pollution, additional future operations, and/or other 
impacts 

158.2 Regional Regional We ... encourage the development of regional airports, 
Transportation Airports especially for but not limited to commuter flights. We feel 

that this would bolster the State's economy and would 
allow Logan the flexibility it needs to address the needs of 
both Boston as a world class city, and of Logan's 
neighboring communities. 

Letter 158: Winthrop Chamber of Commerce 

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). 

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. 

No alternatives violate the NAAQS. The Preferred Alternative 
shows better air quality results than the other alternatives. 

- -- ·-··- - ·-

Massport considers Logan Airport to be part of a regional 
system of airports that includes T.F. Green/Providence, 
Manchester and Worcester Regional airports. Service 
development and increased passenger traffic at these 
airports are an important part of the region's long-term 
strategy to accommodate growth in air travel demand. Refer 
to Chapter 2 of the Supplemental DEIS/FEIR for a discussion 
of the roles of Logan Airport and these regional airports in the 
eastern New England aviation system. 








