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HATS 
Hanscom Area Towns Committee 

 
 
 

10 March 2014 
 
 
 
Secretary Richard K. Sullivan, Jr. 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
Attn:  MEPA Office, EEA 5484/8696 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 
Boston, MA 02114 
 
Re:  2012 L. G. Hanscom Field Environmental Status and Planning Report (ESPR) 
 
 
Dear Secretary Sullivan: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment formally on the extensive 2012 ESPR prepared for L. G. Hanscom Field. 

The Hanscom Area Towns Committee (HATS) is the Growth and Development Policy Committee established under 
M.G.L. 40 § 4I with Bedford, Concord, Lexington, and Lincoln as member municipalities. HATS is the four town alliance 
that coordinates policies and activities regarding Hanscom Air Force Base and Hanscom Air Field.  This includes 
maintaining and growing effective relationships with the U. S. Air Force, the National Park Service, the Governor’s office, 
Mass Development, our U. S. and State Senators and Representatives, Massport, Lincoln Labs, business entities and 
non-profit organizations. 

The four HATS towns have shared interests in maintaining Hanscom’s contribution to the economy of the region and the 
Commonwealth, as well as its important contribution of electronic systems to our national defense. The four towns also 
share an interest in preventing Hanscom Field from becoming the site of commercial or cargo flights, as well as in 
reasonable control of noise from existing flight activities. 

Outreach Process 

HATS has appreciated the myriad opportunities for public engagement as well as the excellent February 27 briefing at the 
HATS meeting in Concord from Tom Ennis and Massport’s environmental consultants on the results of the ESPR 
exercise.  

We have reviewed the ESPR and find it to competently address the study’s formal scope initially certified back in 2012 by 
the Secretary of Environmental Affairs. However, the following comments address our broader concerns about issues 
identified in the ESPR analysis.  Furthermore, before listing these broader concerns, we’d also like to make a more 
fundamental point about improving future communications between the HATS Committee and Massport. We fully 
recognize that Massport’s public service objectives include providing for “high standards of service, superior facilities and 
customer convenience”, as well as to “maximize revenue opportunities for all business lines”. But they also call for 
continuing to be “a good corporate neighbor towards the surrounding communities affected by all our business 
operations”.  

In the spirit of this last objective, HATS respectfully requests that the communities’ concerns identified in this letter should 
provide the focus for periodic, mutually beneficial meetings between members of the HATS Committee and an appropriate 
senior representative of Massport’s Aviation Department --- someone less concerned with detailed environmental matters 
and more directly involved with airport operations and capital planning. Our initial recommendation regarding the 
frequency of such communications meetings may be once every 12-18 months, with the first one to be held sometime in 
2014. 
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Airport Facilities and Infrastructure 

HATS has repeatedly called for no further expansion of the airport footprint. However, despite this clear message, 
Massport’s Airport Layout Plan continues to propose expansion with existing and projected incremental developments.  
The Towns oppose any expansion of the airport footprint.  The proposed Jet Aviation expanded FBO is a clear affront to 
the desires of the communities. 

Another specific concern for the communities is whether a project like the current redevelopment of Hangar 24 for an FBO 
facility is a response to that “persistent demand” or is instead mainly designed to help stimulate it, in conjunction with like-
minded investors like Rectrix. Perhaps a fairer question is whether it is Massport’s intent to simply accommodate all 
potential future corporate business jet users, whatever the level of demand turns out to be, or instead at some point to 
strike some reasonable balance between this type of growth and the other, non-economic needs and desires of the 
neighboring communities, which may not always align with Massport’s “maximizing revenue opportunities” 

Airport Activity Levels 

The ESPR evaluates the cumulative effect of growth and change at Hanscom Field (2012 ESPR, 1.3).  However, it fails at 
achieving this objective because its baseline year is pushed forward every five years with the onset of the next ESPR, and 
hence the reported results are meaningless and misleading. 

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

Additionally, a metric that equates types of operation with types of environmental impacts should be developed.  Massport 
uses numbers of operations as if frequency represented a fixed impact irrespective of whether it is a single engine plane 
operation or a commercial cargo plane operation. 

Clearly all of the detailed ESPR impact findings are ultimately driven by Massport’s forecasts of airport activity levels and 
resulting future scenarios for the planning years 2020 and 2030. The forecasts derive from analysis of “local and national 
aviation trends” and FAA plans, but HATS would appreciate a further discussion of how these were developed, especially 
with respect to “business-related operations”. 

Specifically, while overall aircraft operations at Hanscom are projected to grow fairly slowly between now and 2030, 
“business jet operations” are shown to grow relatively much faster --- by 37% by 2020, another 34% between 2020 and 
2030. We presume that this projected outcome reflects Massport’s strategic designation of Hanscom as “the region’s 
premier general aviation airport [providing] niche commercial service”, combined with its forecast data providing strong 
evidence of “persistent demand” for business jet operations use of the airfield. We would welcome a chance to hear 
Massport’s thinking in more detail about what is driving the projected pace of this particular demand. 

Airport Planning 

Massport indicates that the ESPR responds to the Secretary’s March 29, 2007 Certificate on the 2005 ESPR.  However 
Massport’s acquisition of Worcester Airport makes Hanscom Field now part of a three-airport system.  Massport began a 
2011 update process to its Logan ESPR, but plans for an ESPR for Worcester Airport have not been scheduled.  Because 
of inter-related activities between Worcester and Hanscom airports (e.g. the January 2012 announcement by Massport – 
“Massport Approves General Aviation Development at Worcester Regional Airport and L.G. Hanscom Field”) it seems that 
there needs to be better planning as to how the activities at Worcester and Hanscom inter-relate such as by doing a 
concurrent ESPR or by other means.  

The future scenario chosen for analysis should be required to be realistic and based upon factors such as how well the 
2005 scenarios for 2010 were actualized, as well as taking into account additional factors such as: planned activities of 
Hanscom in the context of now being in a three airport system and the recommendations that come out of the Inter-
agency Workgroup on protection of the Minute Man National Historical Park and environs. This scenario should fall within 
the parameters of the Master Plan. 
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Based on Massport’s recent assertions, the fleet mix in the scenario should not include any commercial cargo operations 
and no expansion of the incidental cargo as currently operationalized today.  The fleet mix should not include commercial 
passenger service in planes having more than 30 seats.  Leaded fuel based operations should be limited as described in 
the Air Quality section.   

Regional and Ground Transportation 

A multi-modal regional transportation policy coherence should be required to set the basis for future development 
planning at Hanscom.   

Noise 

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

The Towns agree with Massport’s observation that operations and noise are down since the last ESPR of 2005.  We also 
concur that the reasons for these decreases are due to the 2008 economic downturn and to government regulations 
intended to phase out the loudest categories of aircraft, and not to any conscious effort on Massport’s part. 

Rather than planning for a consistent volume of operations with continued decreases in noise, Massport is projecting 
significant increases in operations in the future.  The 2030 projections show forecasted increases in operations at and 
above the level of operations at the time of Shuttle America.  These projections are in direct contradiction to the position 
that Massport’s host communities--our Hanscom-area towns--have held the following consistent position for decades 
through Town Meeting votes, letters, meetings, and position papers: 

No expansion of Hanscom Field [Civil Airport] operations, infrastructure, or changes in use until a regional or 
federal transportation plan is in place that will balance transportation needs with the need to permanently protect 
the surrounding historic communities and their natural resources from any further harmful aviation-related 
impacts.   This position has been consistently supported by our Congressional delegation and State House 
representatives 

 

Air Quality and Wetlands/Wildlife/Water Resources 

HATS supports no intrusion into existing wetlands and proactive management of water resources. 

ESPR should be required to conform to all the MassDOT GreenDOT directives.  GreenDOT sets a goal of reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions over 2 million tons by 2020, a reduction of about 7.3 percent below 1990 transportation sector 
emission levels.  Massport should set goals and projections in this ESPR, and report on what base level it will use going 
forward along with quantitative measures of current direct and indirect sources of GHGs at Hanscom.  The ESPR should 
take into account particulate matter including fine and ultra-fine matter in conformance with the Transportation Reform Act 
of 2009 and report on how it will fund/study health effects in a parallel way as the Logan Health Study. 

ESPR needs to report on its commitment to monitoring/measuring lead emissions from aircraft and measure lead levels in 
nearby ground, water, and air, and include any lead based emissions from other sources that could add to the already 
high level of airplane lead emissions at Hanscom.  The ESPR air quality assessment must include lead measurements 
and modeling of lead migration into nearby ground, water, and air resources.  The EPA issued a 2008 report “Lead 
Emissions from the use of Leaded Aviation Gasoline in the United States” saying Hanscom is in the top 1% of lead 
emitters of over 3000 airports.  In addition, the EPA has recently reduced the atmospheric lead limits.  Piston planes still 
burn leaded fuel.   Another airport with emissions estimated to be near Hansom levels (located in California) was tested 
and found by the EPA to be outside of the Federal lead limits.  There is a legitimate concern that Hanscom may exceed 
federal lead limits.  According to the EPA report, Hanscom’s lead emissions are 533 kg/year, or 1175 lbs./year, because 
of the large percentage of piston engine aircraft at Hanscom (71%) which still use leaded aviation fuel.  Jets and 
commercial aircraft no longer use leaded fuel.  Much of Europe has phased out leaded aviation fuel altogether, but 
lobbyists in the US have successfully fought its continued use.  The ESPR needs to address how measured levels may 
affect fleet mix and operations of leaded fuel based planes.  
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Summary 

The ESPR results suggest that Massport’s “moderate growth” projections for business jet use can be accommodated 
within an environmental envelope of modest, acceptable levels of impact. We recognize that Massport had its reasons for 
limiting its projections to a single “moderate” growth future, but what if the future growth turns out to be even more 
dramatic? At what point, if any, would Massport look to demand management and/or other mitigation strategies potentially 
available to it to limit additional growth in business jet traffic rather than continue to simply accommodate it?  

This question is not an idle one. Virtually all of the projected environmental impacts in the ESPR turn out to be acceptable 
largely because of factors having nothing to do with Massport’s own strategies and actions, e.g., the effects of the recent 
economic downturn and continuing weak recovery on the level of aircraft operations, and the ratcheting downward of 
emissions due to various federally-mandated technology and equipment standards. When if ever would Massport, for 
instance, indicate to Rte. 128 and I-495 business executives that corporate jet capacity at Hanscom has to be limited in 
order to protect the local environment and quality of life broadly construed, and that instead they might have to sacrifice 
some of the undoubted advantages of on-demand flight scheduling and shortened travel time to the airport in the interest 
of a competing public good? 

We look forward to continuing communications with Massport as we collectively create our future together. 

Sincerely, 

 

Michael Rosenberg, Bedford Selectman 

 

Elise Woodward, Concord Selectman 

 

Deb Mauger, Lexington Selectman 

 

Peter Braun, Lincoln Selectman 

 
Cc: Tom Ennis, Massport 
 Amber Goodspeed, Massport 
 Representative Jay Kaufman 
 Nancy Nelson, Superintendent, Minute Man National Historical Park 
 Richard Canale, HATS Environmental Subcommittee 
  
 
 
 


