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We were asked by the Hanscom Field Advisory Commission (HFAC) to examine the proposal submitted by Crosspoint Aviation Services, LLC (Crosspoint) for redevelopment of Hangar 24 and make recommendations.

Our review is based primarily on information from: the Crosspoint proposal documents we were permitted to examine on July 21, the July 19 presentation to HFAC by Mr. Tom Ennis, and Massport’s press releases on this subject dated April 15, 2005 and May 31, 2005. HFAC was asked to make recommendations by August 5 (in two weeks); therefore there was inadequate time to ask additional questions or to research more fully for this report. The Crosspoint proposal does not contain meaningful discussion of the resulting environmental impacts.

Within the Pine Hill area, Crosspoint proposes to develop Fixed Base Operator (FBO) aviation related facilities that will replace Hangar 24.  A new structure, reaching three stories in places, will incorporate a 61,200 square feet hangar; 18,000 square feet of flight support, and a 13,500 square feet building for passenger services. The complex is to serve jet and piston aircraft and non-scheduled passenger services. 

The new terminal would add significant airport capacity to serve aviation related uses including additional corporate jets and non-scheduled passenger services in the Pine Hill area, which is outside the present Terminal Area at Hanscom Field. This change of use would result in a major expansion of the airport with a number of critical capacity increases that exceed 25 %. The expansion would meet the requirements under MEPA 301 CMR 11.03 (6)(a) 4, Construction of a New runway or terminal at an existing airport for a Mandatory ENF and EIR. Under MEPA 301 CMR 11.03 (6)(b) 7, Expansion of an existing terminal at any other airport by 25,000 or more s.f. also requires an ENF.

The proposed terminal facility would:
· Create a new terminal in a separate location from current FBO and commercial flight services, generating new traffic, noise and other activities in a new area in order to greatly expand business aviation operations;

· Add 31,000 square feet of passenger services and office and support uses to a new Terminal;

· Roughly double the Airport’s existing square footage of passenger services areas, providing a new 13,000 square feet passenger services area capable of supporting present and future significant expansion of passenger service traffic at the airport well beyond what was studied in the 2000 ESPR;

· The proposed Crosspoint hangar space would increase the present total amount of FBO hangar space at Hanscom by more than a third;

· The proposed Crosspoint ramp space would increase the present total amount of FBO ramp space at Hanscom by well over a third;

· Locating this new terminal in an area outside the Massport’s designated Terminal Area is a major change to the Planning Concepts promulgated by Massport in their 2000 ESPR;
· Introduce into the Pine Hill area, major activity of which the impacts were not contemplated in prior environmental filings since such filings reflected lower impact uses in that area with no terminal for active jet and passenger support services. This particular use of a new FBO with a new terminal was not anticipated in Massport’s 2000 Environmental Status and Planning Report (ESPR). The environmental impacts of this type of use at this location could be significant;
· Use Virginia Road access for the first time for passenger traffic and other terminal-related activities. Massport has not notified the Virginia Road abutters about the proposed project, although it is clear that they will be greatly impacted;
· The proposed project would create a new general aviation terminal at Hanscom Field. Under the Massachusetts Environmental Protection Act (MEPA) Construction of a New runway or terminal at an existing airport [301 CMR 11.03 (6) (a) 4.00] triggers the requirement for an ENF (Environmental Notification Form) and a Mandatory EIR (Environmental Impact Report). In addition, it involves "land transfer" by Massport of 339,000 square feet (in the form of a new lease) thus giving MEPA jurisdiction for a review [301 CMR 11.01(2) Applicability, (a) Jurisdiction]; 
· It is likely that the proposed project will have significant environmental impacts detrimental to the abutting Minute Man National Historical Park and the nationally significant historical assets of the abutting communities. The need for review is additionally justified by the proximity of the proposed project to Minute Man National Historical Park, which will be adversely effected by ground and air traffic increases and possibly by direct visual intrusion of the three story structure on the Park’s viewscape. The placement of Crosspoint’s hangar and ramp space in this new area of the airport away from the present Terminal Area may cause exceptional run-up aviation noise intrusion into the Park because of the specific geographical terrain;
A publicly reviewed analysis of financial and environmental impact and sustainability should be completed before a lease is executed. Massport has represented that they do not plan to do this.
Based on this analysis, we recommend that HFAC advise the Massport Board of Directors and the Executive Director of Massport that they not sign a lease with Crosspoint. We believe that under MEPA regulations the proposed project appears to require a MEPA environmental review.  The impacts of the project on the abutting National Park and the neighboring historical national assets would be contrary to the federal intent of protecting such assets. Proceeding with the project would result in major undesirable changes at the L.G. Hanscom Airport.

In as much as this proposed project would meet criteria for a mandatory MEPA ENF and EIR, we also recommend that HFAC notify the Secretary of the EOEA and the MEPA Office that an ENF (Environmental Notification Form) and an EIR (Environmental Impact Report) regarding this project should be ruled mandatory and required before the project is allowed to proceed. For the project to proceed without a full environmental review would also be in conflict with "segmentation" [301 CMR 11.01 (c)]. 

HFAC should seek Massport’s cooperation with this matter.

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) should also be notified. FAA documents articulate the meaning of a terminal, and we believe that it is clear that “terminal” applies to the Crosspoint proposal.
We suggest copies of this report be submitted to the Governor, the Secretary of the EOEA, the Department of Environmental Protection, the Division of Fisheries & Wildlife, the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection, the Secretary of State, and the Massachusetts Historical Commission.

Attached to this report is a preliminary discussion of what we initially view as issues that an ENF and an EIR would address. It is only through this type of review likely that environmental impacts would be better identified along with identification of alternatives and potential mitigation strategies.
Our approach to the analysis of this project and its anticipated impacts was to follow the guidelines established by Secretary Ellen Roy Herzfelder, Secretary of the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs (“EOEA”), in her 31 May 2005 Certificate issued for the Scope of the L.G. Hanscom Field ESPR (#5484/8696). 
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I.
Introduction

The Hanscom Field Advisory Commission ("HFAC") voted to request that we review the proposal submitted to Massport by Crosspoint Aviation Services, LLC ("Crosspoint") to redevelop Hangar 24 at L.G. Hanscom Field Airport ("Hanscom") in order that HFAC be able to advise Massport consistent with HFAC's statutory responsibilities. We were informed that the documents, which HFAC has still not yet seen, would be made available to a subgroup at the Airport Terminal Building in the Airport Director's Office. HFAC requested that we examine these documents and prepare a report on the Crosspoint proposal with our recommendations. On Friday, July 22, 2005, at 1 PM, Selectman Anne Shapiro of Concord, Chair of HFAC, and Julian Bussgang & Richard Canale, Co-chairs of the HATS ES went to the specified location to examine the documents. The arrangements were made by Ms. Dorothy Connolly Steele, Massport Government and Community Affairs Manager.

Ms. Steele provided us access to copies of three documents:

-  Ref. 1: Crosspoint Hangar 24 Development Proposal dated March 8, 2005

-  Ref. 2: Revised Crosspoint Hangar 24 Development Proposal dated April 15, 2005
-  Ref. 3: March 8, 2005 Appendix to Crosspoint Hangar 24 Development Proposal dated March 8, 2005

We were also informed that lawyers for Massport wish HFAC to make recommendations within two weeks from that day; i.e., before August 5, 2005 in order for such recommendations to be considered in Massport’s preparation of lease arrangements.

Since time is very short, our comments are preliminary and not be as complete and detailed as if more time were available.

In organizing the comments, we decided to follow generally the organization of the 2005 ESPR Scope Certificate issued by the Secretary of the EOEA on May 31, 2005 (EOEA Number 5484/8696).

The RFP Section 1.7.3 (p. 8) requires the proponent to submit an environmental questionnaire with their applications to determine the project's status relative to the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA). We find no such questionnaire in the documents shown to the HFAC representatives.

II. Project Description

Crosspoint proposes to build side-by-side two 170x180 square feet structures reaching three stories incorporating a 61,200 square feet hangar; 18,000 square feet of flight support, and a 13,500 square feet building for passenger services (3 x 4,500 square feet). The complex is to serve jet and piston aircraft and non-scheduled passenger services. . Crosspoint expects a hypothetical jet to lease 5,000 square feet of space (Ref. 2, p. 5). Thus, the proposed 60,000 square feet leasable hangar space could accommodate 12 jets inside the hangar (60,000 ÷ 5,000 = 12). Some of the aircraft may come and go. In addition, the drawing shows 4 jets and 2 pistons parked on the apron outside the building (Ref. 2, Proposed Site Plan). The airside ramp and apron will require 200,000 square feet of paved surface ramp space (Ref. 2, p. 5). In total, they say they expect to handle up to 26 aircraft on busy days (Ref. 2, p. 5). 

According to the revised proposal the facility will have 100 parking spaces (Ref. 2, p. 7). The site was originally estimated to have 25 employees and to generate 63 trips during a weekday morning peak hour and 64 trips during the evening weekend peak hour (Ref. 1, p. 7). The increased numbers of cars in the revised proposal (change from 76 to 100 parking spaces) indicates the projected traffic numbers should now be increased by 32% (Ref. 2, p. 7). 

The size of fuel tanks is not identified, but the March proposal (Ref. 1, p. 21) stated that 4 to 6 fuel tank trips per week are expected to deliver 2,000,000 gallons of fuel per year (i.e., 38,462 gallon per week). In the April proposal the goal for fuel sales is raised to 11,000,000 gallons (Ref. 2, p. 8). Multiplying the original 6 trips by 5.5, the number of fuel tank trips would scale up to 33 per week. However, we believe that one regular fuel tanker typically carries 2,800 gallon of fuel. So, at that predicted rate of annual consumption, we would expect 76 tanker trips per week (11 per day). These numbers indicate that the tankers used to make the deliveries will have to be extra large and even then five trips per day (33 ÷ 7) can be anticipated.

Crosspoint emphasizes that in the short run, it expects to take some business away from the current two FBOs (Signature and Jet Aviation), but in the long run, they expect to draw more jets to Hanscom and build up the business activity. 

III.
Facilities and Infrastructure

Governor Romney stated during his 2002 campaign that his goal was to maintain Hanscom Field at the then level of activity. 

The addition of another FOB operator will expand the facilities and infrastructure beyond what was anticipated in the Massport 2000 ESPR:

•
Hangar 24 is in Pine Hill area and has separate ground access (to Virginia Road). The ESPR defines the Terminal Area, where the Civil Air Terminal Building and the current two FBOs are located, geographically as separate from Pine Hill Area. The proposed Crosspoint terminal is located OUTSIDE the terminal area delineated on the plan of Hanscom Field Planning and Development Zones in the 2000 ESPR (Fig. ES-4). The 2000 ESPR does not anticipate any passenger services or terminal service in the Pine Hill area.

•
Mr. Tom Ennis, Senior Manager, Project Planning, stated at the July 19, 2005 HFAC meeting that there was no room for the new Crosspoint terminal within the current Hanscom Field Airport Terminal Area. 

•
A new FBO will attract more jet activity to Hanscom Field.

•
The use and storage of hazardous fuel will increase at Hanscom, because of the large predicted amount of jet fuel to be handled (11,000,000 gallons of fuel per year). The chances for spills will increase. Large fuel tanks will have to be installed and tanker travel to refill the tanks will aggravate traffic to the Air Force Base and on the Battle Road (Route 2A).

•
A three-story (Ref. 2, pp. 6-7) building and outdoor lighting at this location, bordering Virginia Road, will be visually intrusive to the visitor experience of the MMHNP.

•
The environmental impacts of water and deicing chemical runoff from the addition of impervious surface for the new facilities and its 200,000 square feet ramp and apron have not been thoroughly evaluated.

•
The addition of 100 parking spaces indicates an expected large growth in additional vehicular traffic (more than a 20% increase to Virginia Road traffic).

•
The new project would add 18,000 square feet terminal space of flight support and ancillary office (Ref. 2, p. 6) and 5,000 square feet of leasable FBO space in three-story building for passenger services (Ref. 2, p. 6).The current Civil Air Terminal has for years accommodated nearly 200,000 passengers per year with just 5,000 square feet of terminal space. Clearly, this new facility can accommodate a high level of passenger activity through charter flights and air taxi operations in excess of what may be presently accommodated at Hanscom Field. 

•
The building is to have a 28 ft door in order to accommodate large jets such as Gulfstream V.

IV.
Expected Activity Level

Currently, Hanscom has about 387 aircraft based on the field (Ref.: http://www.airnav.com/airport/KBED). 

According to the 2004 State of Hanscom, aircraft operations averaged (from 7 AM to 11 PM) 528/day, including 91 jets/day.

The proposal estimates an average of 8 jets and 8 piston aircraft renting ramp space 365 days a year (Ref. 2, p. 5). The design of the building favors large jets. The proponent projects parking up to 26 aircraft on busy days (Ref. 2, p. 5). It is unclear from the proposal as to how many additional jet flights will occur.

The two current FBOs have capacity that may permit them to handle normal growth of activity. 

The parking areas are projected to have 100 spaces. According to the 2000 ESPR, the current civil air terminal parking lot has 701 spaces (Table 2-2, p. 10). Of those spaces, maybe 400 spaces are for airline travelers and those who service them (i.e., not counting airport operations staff, FAA staff, flight schools, security personnel and rental cars). The addition of 100 spaces at Hangar 24 is an indicator of a significant increase in the level of air and ground based activity.

The number of passengers that the proposed facility may handle is not projected in the Crosspoint proposal, but given that in the year 2004 the current Civil Air Terminal Building handled 160,000 passengers with 5,000 square feet of terminal space suggests that the proposed 13,000 square feet terminal could be designed to handle a very large number of passengers.

V.
Regional Context

In answering questions, after presenting some Crosspoint project information at the HFAC meeting in Concord on July 19, 2005, Mr. Thomas W. Ennis of Massport, Senior Project Manager, Economic Planning and Development, remarked that the overall plan is to move General Aviation jet activity from Logan to Hanscom and that the Crosspoint project is an element of this plan. Such a plan should be evaluated with previous Massport statements and to the Master Plan enunciated in 1978, and reaffirmed to the Secretary of the EOEA in every past environmental review.

Massport lists Hanscom on its web site http://www.massport.com/.html as a "Regional Airport" and emphasizes its upgraded status by calling it a "first-class operation" and a "full-service operations." The Crosspoint project clearly advances Hanscom as the center for corporate jet, air taxi and charter activity decreasing such operations at Logan, precisely when Logan Airport is getting a new runway and when the Massport-operated Worcester Airport’s role is to be enhanced. There is no articulation of how this project affects Hanscom as a facility for flight schools and small aircraft, some of which were anticipated to move to Pine Hill.

There is no regional multi-modal comprehensive transportation plan in which to evaluate the wisdom of Massport’s growth plans and how this proposal fits into such a plan.

VI.
Ground Transportation Impacts

Ground transportation on the already congested Battle Road (Route 2A), Airport Drive, and Virginia Road will increase. In the proponent’s Hangar 24 Site Development document (page 20), the proponent cites the trip generation increase as 63 vehicle trips at a weekday morning peak hour. This analysis was made before the proposal for the new terminal was expanded from 9,000 square feet to 13,500 square feet, and parking spaces increased from 67 to 100, or 33%. Increasing the projected traffic correspondingly 33% from 63 vehicle trips, we project that the April 15, 2005 proposal will increase the Virginia Road traffic at the weekday morning peak hour to 84 trips. The Draft 2000 ESPR (Fig. 6-6) seems to indicate the year 2002 volume as 376 vehicles at this hour. Thus, Virginia Road will experience a 22% increase of traffic at the morning rush hour.

In addition, based on the data in the proposal, we estimate 8 to ten fuel tanker trips per day (see discussion in Item 2 above), which will crowd Virginia Road. Even if such fuel deliveries can be made on the airside of the facility, the impact on Airport Road and Route 2A will clearly be significant. According to the 2000 Draft ESPR, (Vol. III, File 01868K), Virginia Road had no truck traffic in year 2002.

Considering the extensive terminal space and the addition of 100 parking spaces for employees and travelers, we believe the project will compound the traffic situation. 

Moreover, the communities, the Governor, and the US congressional delegation from Massachusetts have embraced the BRAC Commission recommendations that the Hanscom Air Force Base be expanded. The planned BRAC expansion will add traffic on Route 2A and on Airport Road making the ground traffic situation eve more tenuous than it is now. Compounding traffic congestion by adding the Crosspoint-proposed facility is definitely against the interests of the communities, the Air Force, and the MMHNP.

VII.
Noise

The increase in aviation operations, in particular jet activity, will greatly impact the surrounding residential areas. In addition, past experience has shown that aircraft serviced by the FOB s are very likely to have frequent night flights thus interfering with sleep. Idling of aircraft during testing and preparing for flight will add to the local noise impacts. The proposal emphasizes that the hangar will serve as “a noise barrier for the residential homes that occupy the hillside to the northwest of the site.” The effectiveness of such a buffer has to be questioned since the houses are on the hillside, and aircraft rise into the air.

The additional noise will negatively affect the visitor experience at the National Park and also local residents 

According to Mr. Ennis, the lease will have no restrictions on servicing the old and noisy Stage 2 aircraft. Moreover, it should be noted that the "quiet" jet aircraft are, in part, so designated, because they lift off at a steep angle. Most of the time this does not apply to Hanscom. The flight ceiling in the airspace over Hanscom is restricted, because of the Logan air traffic. The two airports are in unusually close proximity. Jets can take off at a steep angle from Hanscom only with a special permission from the Logan tower. Thus, any jet or multi-engine propeller aircraft operation being added at Hanscom causes a great addition to noise.

VIII. 
Air Quality

Inasmuch as this project will increase the level of business jet aircraft beyond what was accounted for in the ESPR, the region’s air quality degradation is likely to increase.

Air quality is worse the closer one gets to the aircraft preparing to take off, taking off or idling. The proposed facility is close to the edge of the airport. Thus, abutters to Virginia Road will be greatly affected, and the emissions carbon monoxide, oxides of nitrogen, volatile organic compounds, particulate matter, nitrogen dioxide, carbon dioxide, and other harmful emissions will flow to their properties and to the National Park.

IX. 
Wetlands/Wildlife/Water Resources

The 11,000,000 gallon target for fuel sales listed in the proposal is estimated to require 200,000 gallon fuel storage. We do not know the fuel storage numbers for the other two FBOs, but we estimate that they range somewhere between 50,000 to 80,000 gallons. They may include Jet Fuel, as well as 100 octane aviation fuel, and motor gas. With the larger number of fueling operations and greater quantities of fuel, the danger of spills is expected to be greater for the Crosspoint facility, regardless how professionally it is operated.

We are not sure of the wetlands situation, but, as far as we know, the Concord Natural Resources Commission was not consulted about this project. The present terminal service area drains to the Shawsheen Stream. This new terminal service area would drain to the Elm Brook. Much of the preglacial topography in this region was buried by deposits of stratified drift and marine sediments. Consequently, many of the wetlands are situated in depressions in the stratified drift.

As pointed out by John D. Viola, Assistant Regional Director of the Department of Environmental Affairs (DEP) (23 May 2005 letter to Secretary Herzfelder in connection with the Proposed Scope for 2005 ESPR) adding large quantities of impervious surface area has the potential for storm water runoff and water quality degradation, and must be addressed when new projects are undertaken and may require an Order of Conditions.

Deicing both the aircraft and the apron and ramp will be particularly major problems, particularly since intensive aviation activity is expected to be generated by Crosspoint, regardless of the weather. Thus, infiltration of chemicals into the ground is a special problem that needs to be thoroughly evaluated by independent experts before any permits for such a project were to issue.

OIL TANKS

According to the RFP (page 3) the site now contains two heating oil tanks (4,000 and 6,000 gallons) and one gasoline tank (1,000 gallons). The April Proposal by Crosspoint contain no discussion how many and what size fuel tanks will be installed.

SOIL POLLUTION

The Crosspoint March 8, 2005 Proposal (page 6) indicates soil may possibly be classified as a brownfield site or contaminated. No discussion of cleanup is provided in the April Proposal

RUNOFFS, DEICING, VERNAL POOLS

Stormwater Management, Treatment is indicated in the March Proposal (p. 6) as only partially removing TSS and TP. Fig. 9-2 of the 2000  draft ESPR, vol. I shows Wetlands 1-4, 1-5 and 3-8 (near Elm Brook) in what may be affected areas. Impacts of runoffs on Elm Brook and deicing policies are not discussed in the April Proposal. Proximity to vernal pools is not discussed in the April Proposal.

Dr. Thomas W. French, Assistant Director of the State Division of Fisheries & Wildlife, wrote to Secretary Herzfelder (letter of May 23, 2005) in connection with the Proposed Scope for 2005 ESPR that the airport property and its vicinity contain suitable habitat of several “Endangered” and “Threatened” species listed as species of “Special Concern,” as confirmed in the recent Vegetation Management Plan. Such habitats include the hillside across from Virginia Road. State regulations (321 CMR 10.00) prohibit “take” of state-listed species. Under the state regulations “Take” means actions that “...harm...kill...disrupt nesting, breeding, feeding and migration...” of rare wildlife (321 CMR 10.02).

The 2002-2006 Vegetation Management Plan prepared by Dufresne-Henry (dated March 2002) includes three Wildlife Habitat Sheets for Runway End-5 in Lincoln. In the same document Fig. 3-1 (p. 3-3), attributed to the Endangered Species Program - MA Division of Fisheries and Wildlife, denotes the area WH7102, close the site of the project as Wildlife Habitat. A similar Endangered Species Area is shown in Fig. 9-3 of the 2000 draft ESPR, vol. I. The Crosspoint Proposal April 2005 has no discussion of wildlife impact assessment.

We submit that the Crosspoint project should not be allowed to proceed without a thorough environmental review of these issues.

X.
Cultural & National Historic Resources

The Minute Man National Historical Park (MMNHP) was established by an Act of Congress of the United States in 1959 and millions of federal dollars have since been appropriated. Hundreds of National Landmark sites and State Register of Historic Places are within a few miles of the airport. Because of the negative impacts of Hanscom Field, the National Trust for Historic Preservation placed Minute Man National Historical Park and environs on its list of America's 11 Most Endangered Historic Places in 2003. Increasing aviation activity at Hanscom by greatly expanding infra structure for jets appears contrary to the national interest.

The federal law [Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended 36 CFR 800)], the state law [M.G.L. Chapter 9, Section 26–27C, as amended by Chapter 254 of the Acts of 19888 (950 CMR 71.00) specify that care must be taken by developers not to deface, alter, destroy or otherwise impair the integrity of a site containing precious historic and archaeological resources.
[NOTE:  PLSE CHECK OUT  http://www.mass.gov/legis/laws/mgl/9-27c.htm]

The recent letter of May 24, 2005 to Secretary Ellen Roy Herzfelder from Brona Simon, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer, Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC), expressed great concern about the impact of aircraft noise on the MMHNP. The letter states, “The National Park Service (NPS) has quantified the effect of noise on historic interpretive programs in the Park and found that 70% of the Park’s formal interpretive programs were interrupted by airplane noise. Additionally, the NPS found that 78% of the formal interpretive programs at the Hartwell Tavern Historical Area were interrupted.”

MHC has also expressed great concerns about traffic increases that may necessitate roadway improvements and about the fact that future projects may require investigations to identify and evaluate impacts to significant archaeological resources. No such investigations have been conducted with respect to the proposed project.

XI.
Sustainable Development

According to "The State of Hanscom," a report presented to the Hanscom Field Advisory Commission by Barbara A. Patzner, L.G. Hanscom Field Director, dated May 15, 2005, Hanscom had an operating surplus of $692,000 in 2004 (page 5) Increases in rates and charges have been introduced, although parking is still free. 

Policies to operate the airport according to sustainable practices suggest that the business ambition to grow the facility should be moderated once financial results have eliminated, or are expected to eliminate, any deficit.
RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend that HFAC voice strong opposition to Massport‘s proposal to bring a third FBO at Hanscom

The concept that Hanscom is now to serve as a major regional airport for transient and stationed jets is in defiance of the Master Plan and contrary to the national interest expressed by the Congress of the United States to maintain the Minute Man National Historical Park as a precious national asset and a major attraction for tourism in Massachusetts (third largest number of visitors of all the tourist sites in Massachusetts). Any change of policy of this magnitude should not be undertaken without the full involvement of the National Park Service, the surrounding communities, and regional New England multi-modal transportation planners. It is unacceptable for these actions to be undertaken unilaterally by Massport.

Under the recently outlined FAA definitions of a General Aviation terminal, the proposed Crosspoint facility project must be considered as the building of a new terminal outside the current terminal area. The creation of another General Aviation Terminal at Hanscom without a thorough Environmental Review is totally wrong. Moreover, a new lease is defined in the MEPA regulations as “land transfer” by a state agency that requires special environmental attention. We recommend that HFAC object that the process to develop such a significant project with significant environmental impacts has not yet been advertised in an EIR or scheduled to include an ENF and that HFAC so inform both Massport and the Secretary of the EOEA.

We also recommend that HFAC object very strongly to Massport about the procedure followed in presenting the Crosspoint proposal. The HFAC Commission has a statutory responsibility to advise Massport regarding any new projects proposed for Hanscom, and it cannot discharge its duties properly, if it is not provided information in a timely manner and given enough time to review the data and make a recommendation.
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