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Pursuant to the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA; M.G.L. c. 30, ss. 61-62L) and 
Section 11.08 of the MEPA regulations (301 CMR 11.00), I have reviewed the joint Draft 
Environmental Assessment (EA) and Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) (Draft EA/EIR)1 and 
hereby determine that it adequately and properly complies with MEPA and its implementing 
regulations. The Proponent may prepare and submit for review a Final Environmental Impact Report 
(FEIR) in accordance with the Scope included in this Certificate. 
 
Project Description 
 

As described in the DEIR, the Proponent proposes several improvements to the Cape Cod 
Gateway Airport (Airport) in Hyannis as outlined in the 2022 Master Plan Update (MPU),2 which 
evaluated aviation demand forecasts, facility requirements, airport access and geometry, and navigation 
aids over a 20-year planning horizon. According to the DEIR, the MPU recommendations are needed to 
meet Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) airport safety standards3 as well as future aviation demand 
including rehabilitation of existing infrastructure. One of the main objectives of the Master Plan is to 
develop feasible and flexible alternatives to meet forecast demand. While the primary purpose of 
proposed improvements is safety, improvements also support future airport growth. 

 
1 The filing was submitted to the MEPA Office as a joint Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) and DEIR. The Draft EA is 
prepared pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). This Certificate will reference the “DEIR” for this joint 
document. 
2 The Master Plan was approved in May 2022 by the Cape Cod Gateway Airport Commission, the Massachusetts Department 
of Transportation (MassDOT) – Aeronautics Division and the FAA. See https://flyhya.com/master-plan/ 
3 In particular, FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5300-13B, Airport Design 

https://flyhya.com/master-plan/
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Since the filing of the Environmental Notification Form (ENF) and based on comments received 

from the public during outreach meetings and Agency input, the projects included for consideration in 
the DEIR have been revised. Projects discussed in the DEIR only include those anticipated to receive 
federal and state funding in the near future (within five to seven years – Phase 1) and comprise extension 
of Runway 15, modification of taxiways (TWY) A, B and D, construction of a run-up area and noise 
wall, removal of TWY E, and aeronautical development within the North and East Ramp areas. Future 
projects anticipated to take place beyond a 7+ year timeframe (Phase 2), including terminal building 
improvements, are conceptual and not discussed in detail; however, the DEIR provides some analysis of 
these future projects and potential environmental impacts, such as traffic analysis and greenhouse gas 
(GHG) commitments related to building energy efficiency. The DEIR also presents the cumulative 
impacts of all phases at a conceptual level. To the extent full disclosures are not available as to 
individual Phase 2 components, one or more Notices of Project Change (NPC) filings may be required. 

 
Components of the Master Plan (20-year period) include the following: 
 
Airside4 
• Runway 15-33 Extension (Phase 1) 

o Extend Runway 15 end by 895 feet (with a 695-foot displaced threshold5) to a total 
length of 6,150 feet from 5,255 feet 

• Taxiway Modifications (Phase 1) 
o Construct new partial parallel TWY D with a 400-foot standard separation east of 

Runway 15-33 from proposed relocated TWY B to existing TWY A1  
o Remove portions of TWY D between existing TWY A and the new partial parallel 

TWY D and between Runway 6-24 and proposed relocated TWY B 
o Extend TWY A by 895 feet to provide a full-length parallel taxiway to Runway 15-33 
o Remove TWY E and the existing runup area and construct a new run-up area along 

the north side of the new partial parallel TWY D 
o Realign TWY B to a standard 400-foot separation south of Runway 6-24 and extend 

TWY B northward by 750 feet with two midfield taxiways to Runway 6-24 and a 
northern taxiway spanning Runway 6-24 to TWY C 

o Remove TWY C1 between TWY C and Runway 6-24 
• Runway Safety Area Enhancement (Phase 2) 

o Install a ±200-foot by 400-foot engineered material arresting system (EMAS)6 to the 
safety area beyond the end of Runway 24 

 
Landside 
• General Aviation (GA) improvements for apron and/or hangar development (Phase 1) 

o East Ramp: ±8.7 acres of land 
o North Ramp: ±31.3 acres of land 

• Non-Aeronautical Land Use Development Areas (Phase 1) 

 
4 The DEIR notes airside facilities typically include runways, taxiways, airport lighting and markings, and navigational aids. 
5 A displaced threshold is a threshold located at a point on the runway other than the designated beginning of the runway. 
Displacement of a threshold reduces the length of runway available for landings. The portion of runway behind a displaced 
threshold is available for takeoffs in either direction and landings from the opposite direction. 
6 EMAS uses crushable material placed at the end of a runway to stop an aircraft that overruns the runway. The tires of the 
aircraft sink into the lightweight material and the aircraft is decelerated as it rolls through the material. 
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• Terminal Improvements to expand the existing 43,097 square foot (sf) terminal building for 
current and future demand (Phase 2) 

• 20,000 sf Snow Removal Equipment (SRE) building (unclear if Phase 1 or Phase 2) 
 

Airspace Safety Improvements 
• Runway Safety Area (RSA) and Runway Object Free Area (ROFA) Avigation Easements 

(Phase 1) 
• Airport control over Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) Properties (Phase 1) 
 
The DEIR was required to clarify which project components are intended to support future 

growth in airport operations, and how implementation of each will be phased to accommodate growth 
projections over a specified time horizon. In response, the DEIR states that aeronautical development 
areas within the East and North Ramps (the area of GA improvements to support apron and hangar 
development) and Terminal Building enhancements (in Phase 2) are identified in the MPU as needed to 
support the future growth in airport operations (with a focus on operating safety and efficiency). 
Aeronautical development areas are on existing areas of the Airport sited for their proximity to existing 
infrastructure (terminal building, ramps, and fixed-base operators). Work proposed in these areas, such 
as runway extension and taxiway realignment, is largely proposed to support safety upgrades for current 
aircraft fleets, though the DEIR indicates that future airport operations may need to accommodate larger 
aircraft that are still in the current family of aircraft that use the Airport. The DEIR does not clearly 
describe the number of hangars that would be proposed, or any other development that is proposed on 
the East and North Ramps. The FEIR should provide this information. 
 
Changes Since Filing the ENF 
 
 According to the DEIR, since the filing of the ENF, the Proponent has refined the project 
through conceptual design, additional needs analysis, and input from the community. The DEIR 
discusses additional alternatives evaluated for the project, including refined runway alternatives, options 
for an operational shift to Joint Base Cape Cod (JBCC), taxiway configurations, and airport terminal 
needs. The Proponent has shortened the proposed Runway 15-33 extension by 440 feet to address 
community concerns regarding noise and safety; no additional runway length is proposed to be added to 
the existing Runway 33-end. The Proponent has continued outreach to neighbors to provide updates on 
ongoing remediation efforts related to per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances (PFAS). 
 
 The DEIR includes an updated noise analysis completed per FAA’s required methodology which 
evaluates the updated preferred Runway 15-33 extension length. In addition, the DEIR describes minor 
changes to phasing of projects as annual Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) budgets are implemented at 
the state and federal level based on funding availability (Table 3.4-1 identifies the proposed project 
schedule from 2024 to 2029). Projects that have been determined to commence later than 2029 
(including design phases) have been removed from the analysis provided in the DEIR (including any 
terminal modifications/expansion as well as the Runway 6 RSA enhancements). This analysis has been 
moved to Appendix C for information purposes only. Conceptual grading plans have progressed for the 
runway and taxiway projects, determining the limits of work, areas of new land disturbance, wetland 
impacts, and required safety area tree removal on Airport. An updated obstruction analysis for easement 
acquisition has also been completed. 
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Project Site 
 
 The Cape Cod Gateway Airport (the “Airport” or “project site”) is located in Hyannis on Cape 
Cod. The Airport is bordered by a Massachusetts Fish and Wildlife designated conservation area and 
Route 6 to the north, Barnstable Road (Route 132) to the south, Yarmouth Road to the west, and an 
industrial park (Independence Park) to the east. The Airport is owned by the Town of Barnstable (Town) 
and provides commercial and GA services to Boston, New York and the islands of Martha’s Vineyard 
and Nantucket. It is managed by the Cape Cod Gateway Airport Commission and airport staff. The 
Airport is zoned for Business and Industrial uses. Land uses surrounding the Airport property include 
agriculture, commercial, industrial, mixed uses, open land, and residential. 
 
 The Airport encompasses ±639 acres of land, of which ±140 acres is developed for airport 
facilities and operations including a single 43,097 sf Passenger Terminal Building, Air Traffic Control 
Tower (ATCT), parking facilities, aircraft ramps, hangars, runways, taxiways, an Airport Rescue and 
Fire Fighting (ARFF) building and an aircraft fuel farm. More than 45 private tenants lease space on 
parts of the Airport property. The Airport includes two runways: Runway 15-33 is 5,255 feet long by 
150 feet wide and is aligned in a northwest to southeast direction and Runway 6-24 is 5,425 feet long by 
150 feet wide and is aligned in a southwest to northeast direction. The Airport has seven taxiways 
designated A, A1, B, C, C1, D, and E. The Airport has three ramps (Terminal Ramp, East Ramp, and 
North Ramp), that provide ±369,500 sf of aircraft parking, fueling, and staging and maneuvering areas. 
 
 Approximately 460 acres of the Airport are undeveloped areas consisting of upland evergreen 
and deciduous forests, wetlands, and two ponds (Upper Gate Pond and Lewis Pond) to the north. The 
forested communities are located north of the intersection between the two runways, with smaller 
patches of forested lands northwest of the Runway 15 end and southeast of Runway 6-24. Wetland 
resources areas include Bordering Vegetated Wetlands (BVW), Land Under Water (LUW), and Bank. 
Several of the small, isolated freshwater wetlands located on or immediately adjacent to Airport 
property are identified as Potential Vernal Pools (PVPs). The project site is located within Cape Cod’s 
public drinking water supply’s wellhead protection areas (Zone II). According to the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map, the majority of the Airport is within Zone X, 
an area of minimal flood hazard determined to be outside the 500-year flood (panels 25001C0566J and 
25001C0567J, effective July 16, 2014); however, a small section of forested area near Mary Dunn Pond, 
within the Airport property, is within an area with a 0.2% annual chance of flood hazard.  
 
 The Airport contains areas mapped as Estimated Habitat of Rare Wildlife, Certified Vernal Pools 
and/or Priority Habitat of Rare Species as designated by the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and 
Endangered Species Program (NHESP). However, these areas are not within the limits of the proposed 
improvements described in the Master Plan. The northern portions of the ponds contain densely forested 
embankments, extending into the Hyannis Ponds Wildlife Management Area (WMA). No federally 
identified critical habitats are located at the Airport. The project site supports habitat for many bird 
species, both resident and migratory, including several birds that are protected under the Migratory Birds 
Treaty Act of 1918 and/or the Bald Eagle and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940.  
 
 The project site is within the Designated Geographic Area (DGA) of Environmental Justice (EJ) 
populations7 located in whole or in part within 1 mile of the project site as stated in 301 CMR 11.02 

 
7 “Environmental Justice Population” is defined in M.G.L. c. 30, § 62 under four categories: Minority, Income, English 
Isolation, and a combined category of Minority and Income.  
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(definition of “DGA”). The project site is located within one EJ population characterized by Minority 
and Income; within 1 mile of 13 EJ populations characterized by Minority, Income, Minority and 
Income, and Minority, Income and English Isolation (10 in Barnstable and three in Yarmouth); and 
within 5 miles of ±20 EJ populations characterized by Minority, Income, Minority and Income, and 
Minority and English Isolation (13 in Barnstable and seven in Yarmouth). 
 
Environmental Impacts and Mitigation 
 

Table 1.5-1 provides a summary of potential impacts identified in the ENF and DEIR. 

 
Future new buildings, expansions, or additions (i.e., the 30,600-sf terminal building expansion 

proposed for Phase 2 and addition of new hangars on the East and North Ramps in Phase 1 and a 
20,000-sf Snow Removal Equipment (SRE) building in Phase 1 or 2) may generate new vehicle trips, 
increase water use, generate wastewater and emit greenhouse gasses (GHG) associated with energy use 
and transportation; these impacts were not quantified in the DEIR as the Proponent does not expect to 
construct any new buildings, expansions, or additions in the next five to seven years. The project will 
require tree clearing for Runway 15-33 Extension and Aeronautical Development at the East Ramp 
(hangar expansion at the East Ramp will require 6.11 acres of tree removal and 17.3 acres of new 
impervious area). 
 
 Measures proposed to avoid, minimize and mitigate environmental impacts include 
implementation of eight electric vehicle (EV) charging stations and electric aircraft charging 
infrastructure (as technology advances); construction of new or renovated buildings to meet the 2023 
Stretch Code with 100% heat pump space heating; construction of 4,600 sf of wetland replication; 
construction of a stormwater management system to improve water quality, reduce flow rates and 
infiltrate runoff; implementation of Transportation Demand Management (TDM); monitoring of 
groundwater to track PFAS plume at the Airport; and construction-period Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) to minimize noise, air and water quality impacts including construction of a noise barrier along 
the proposed run-up pad for noise protection. Additional measures should be specified in the FEIR. 
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Permitting and Jurisdiction 
 

The project is undergoing MEPA review and is subject to a mandatory EIR pursuant to 301 
CMR 11.03(1)(a)(1) and 11.03(1)(a)(2) because it requires Agency Actions and will result in direct 
alteration of 50 or more acres of land and creation of 10 or more acres of impervious area, respectively. 
The project is also required to prepare an EIR pursuant to 301 CMR 11.06(7)(b) because it is located 
within a DGA (1 mile) around one or more EJ Populations. The project exceeds ENF thresholds at 
11.03(6)(b)(3) for expansion of an existing runway at an airport, 11.03(6)(b)(4) for construction of a 
New taxiway at an airport, and 11.03(3)(b)(1)(f) for alteration of one-half or more acres of other 
wetlands (LUW). The project requires a Section 401 Water Quality Certification (WQC) from the 
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP). It is subject to the MEPA GHG 
Emissions Policy and Protocol. 
 

The project will require an Order of Conditions from the Barnstable Conservation Commission 
(or in the case of an appeal, a Superseding Order of Conditions (SOC) from MassDEP); submittal of a 
pre-construction notification (PCN) to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) seeking authorization 
under the General Permits for Massachusetts in accordance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act; 
review by the Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC), FAA and ACOE pursuant to Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966; review by FAA; Section 7 Consultation with the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) under the U.S. Endangered Species Act; preparation and review of 
an Environmental Assessment (EA) under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA); a National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Construction General Permit and Sole Source 
Aquifer Review from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA); federal consistency review by 
the Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone Management (CZM); and review by the Cape Cod 
Commission as a Development of Regional Impact (DRI). The Airport obtained coverage under the 
Multi-Sector General Permit (MSGP) for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Industrial Activity in 
2021 (Appendix L). 

 
The Proponent has received and may seek additional Financial Assistance through the 

Massachusetts Department of Transportation (MassDOT) Aeronautics Division ($7.5 million over a 20-
year period). Therefore, MEPA jurisdiction is broad and extends to all aspects of the project that are 
likely, directly or indirectly, to cause Damage to the Environment, as defined in the MEPA regulations.  

  
Review of the DEIR 
 
 The DEIR provides a brief description of the Airport and Master Plan (Chapter 1); a discussion 
of the purpose and need for the project (Chapter 2); a description of the project (Chapter 3); an expanded 
analysis of alternatives (Chapter 4); a description of existing environmental conditions (Chapter 5); an 
evaluation of environmental impacts associated with the project, the No Action alternative, and other 
alternatives considered for analysis (Chapter 6); measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate impacts 
(Chapter 7); a description of compliance with applicable federal, state, and local regulations (Chapter 8); 
and responses to comments received on the ENF (Chapter 10). The DEIR identifies changes to activities 
contemplated under the Master Plan, including changes in proposed phasing since the filing of the ENF. 
It includes plans of existing conditions and conceptual plans for all major project components on-site; no 
off-site work is proposed at this time. The DEIR describes existing avigation easements (Sheet 23 of the 
Airport Layout Plan in Appendix D) and proposed avigation easements that will be acquired.  
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 To provide context for the proposed activities under the Master Plan, the DEIR provides an 
overview of the airport’s functions and activities related to GA and commercial services, including 
operations and enplanement data. The DEIR provides information on the role that each of the project 
components will play in meeting the safety and efficiency goals of the Airport, as required by FAA and 
state aeronautical regulations and guidelines. It identifies applicable FAA design guidelines and/or 
standards to be addressed by each project. It provides a general description of airport operations, 
including hours of operation, conditions under which each runway is used, airplane taxiing and parking, 
and use of hangars and other Airport buildings. It includes data on past (2008 to 2023), current and 
projected levels of passenger volumes and aircraft operations on both an annual basis to justify the need 
to expand runway and taxiway capacity and to expand hangar space and other infrastructure to 
accommodate projected airport and passenger growth over time. Information was not provided 
specifically for peak summer months. Aeronautical development areas within the East and North Ramps 
and Terminal Building enhancements are identified in the MPU as needed to support the future growth 
in airport operations (with a focus on operating safety and efficiency). Specific project components 
intended to support future growth include proposed hangars at the East and North Ramps and terminal 
expansion. The DEIR notes that this development responds to Airport users waiting for hangars to be 
constructed on the airfield. Development of hangars (both size and configuration) is dependent on a 
private developer’s need and business plan. Any future hangar development will be subject to the 
Airport’s Guidelines for Construction and Alteration at Cape Cod Gateway Airport. The Airport 
Commission has worked with tenants for over 20 years to provide guidance on airport development for 
both new development and improvements to existing infrastructure that is either owned or leased by its 
tenants and associated businesses.  
 
Alternatives Analysis 
 

As stated in the ENF Certificate, project alternatives were conceptually reviewed in the ENF for 
all project components included in the MPU, including those related to Airside Alternatives, Terminal D 
Alternatives, Runway 6-24 Alternatives, and Terminal Building Alternatives. These alternatives were 
reviewed solely with respect to Level 1 and 2 screening criteria and did not comprehensively consider 
environmental impacts (Level 3 criteria). Supplemental evaluation of environmental criteria was 
required to be provided in the DEIR. 

 
According to the DEIR, alternatives were analyzed consistent with the purpose and need for 

proposed projects (i.e., infrastructure constraints, FAA standards and facility requirements). The DEIR 
evaluates additional alternatives based on preliminary design concepts used to identify environmental 
impacts, community impacts and estimated cost. It states that the analysis on alternatives considers what 
effect changing the parameters of a project, or components, will have on the environment. The 
alternatives analysis describes the No Build Alternative, Preferred Alternative, and other alternatives for 
proposed projects within a 5–7-year time frame except for Landside projects. Given that Landside 
projects, most notably the hangar development in the East and North Ramps, are proposed in the 5-7-
year time frame, an alternatives analysis as to all remaining project components should be provided in 
the FEIR. In addition, conceptual alternatives as to Phase 2 projects should be discussed; I note, in 
particular, that the Terminal Building Alternatives were reviewed in the ENF based on Level 1 and 2 
screening criteria, so Level 3 criteria (environmental impacts) should be discussed in the FEIR. To the 
extent the Airport wishes to defer consideration of alternatives for Phase 2, a specific procedure for such 
consideration through a future NPC filing should be proposed in the FEIR. Any Phase 2 projects that are 
proposed to be deferred for later review should be clearly severable from other project components, and 
earlier phases should not preclude or constrain alternatives to be considered for Phase 2. 
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Airside Alternatives 
 
Airside alternatives (related to arrival/departure of aircraft) were evaluated to identify potential 

solutions to non-standard FAA geometry or design conditions as identified in the MPU. FAA Advisory 
Circular (AC) 150/5300-13B, Airport Design contains standards and recommendations for the geometric 
layout and design of runways, taxiways, aprons, and other facilities at airports to ensure safety and 
efficiency. The MPU reviewed the design standards to ensure safety and efficiency of current and future 
Airport users and to identify basic aircraft characteristics which the Airport design will need to meet. 
The DEIR identifies the design critical aircraft8 (determined by the MPU) which sets dimensional 
requirements on an airport (i.e., separation distance between taxiways and runways, and size of certain 
areas protecting the safety of aircraft operations and passengers). Aircraft operational area dimensions 
are matched to the most demanding aircraft that regularly use runways, taxiways, and apron areas. 
Existing and proposed design aircraft are reviewed on an individual basis per FAA AC 150/5325-4B 
Runway Length Requirements for Airport Design. However, the runway length analysis looked at the 
family of aircraft using the facility now and proposed to use the facility in the future. The MPU also 
reviewed the Airport’s existing taxiway system with the design standards in AC 150/5300-13B to 
evaluate compliance with current standards for taxiway width, taxiway safety areas (TSA), taxiway 
object free areas (TOFAs), taxiway shoulders, taxiway gradient, and for parallel taxiways, the distance 
between the runway and taxiway centerlines.  

 
Runway 15-33 Extension 
 
As described in the DEIR, additional runway length is needed at the Airport to meet the 

requirements of the critical aircraft to enhance safety and efficiency of operations. Because Runway 15-
33 is considered the “bad weather” runway at the Airport, it was selected for extension. The DEIR 
provides an expanded analysis of Runway 15-33 ENF Preferred Alternative (Alternative 4) that reviews 
two alternatives, both of which exclude the 440-feet expansion from the Runway 33 end that was 
proposed in Alternative 4.  

 
Alternative 4A proposes a total runway length of 6,055 feet (801-foot extension only to Runway 

15 end) including a 695-foot displaced threshold on the Runway 15 end. This alternative meets the 
runway length needs of critical aircraft for takeoff on both runways and limits and avoids off Airport 
impacts to surrounding communities. Compared to all other alternatives, Alternative 4A results in 
reduced obstruction impacts, less impervious area, reduced costs and off-site acquisitions to extend 
TWY A to the ends of the extended Runway 33 end and meets takeoff runway available (TORA) 
recommendations for critical aircraft. This alternative does not meet the facility requirements for landing 
needs for Runway 15-33.  

 
Alternative 4B proposes a total runway length of 6,150 feet (895-foot extension only to the 

Runway 15 end) including a 695-foot displaced threshold on the Runway 15 end resulting in a TORA of 
6,150 feet and an LDA of 5,455 feet. Runway 33 TORA would increase to 6,150 feet also, and more 
importantly, LDA would increase to 6,000 feet to provide a runway that meets the LDA for the critical 
aircraft. Alternative 4B results in similar impacts as Alternative 4A except for an increase in runway 

 
8 Critical aircraft is defined as “the most demanding aircraft type or grouping of aircraft (family of aircraft) with similar 
characteristics, which make regular use of the airport.” Regular use is 500 annual operations, including both itinerant and 
local operations but excluding touch-and-go operations. An operation is either a takeoff or landing. 
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length by 94 feet (from 801 feet to 895 feet extension at the Runway 15 end) with additional land 
alteration and impervious area creation. However, Alternative 4B was selected as the Preferred 
Alternative as it meets the purpose and need of the runway length recommendation and would result in 
less land alteration, impervious area and community impacts than the ENF Preferred Alternative. 

 
The DEIR includes an evaluation of the use of JBCC as a public-use airport, with the closure of 

the Cape Cod Gateway Airport. The Proponent dismisses the alternative to use JBCC because it would 
shift environmental impacts to another community and notes the property itself is owned by the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts and leased by the Federal Government, and hosts five different 
military commands, which would complicate jurisdictional issues; JBCC is outside of the control of the 
Cape Cod Gateway Airport Commission, which is an agency of the Town of Barnstable; would require a 
major change in land use for Falmouth; may not be positively received by the public; and is farther for 
commuting to Nantucket. In addition, the DEIR identifies challenging constraints at the JBCC site and 
note that the Airport supports emergency response and provides economic benefits to the local economy. 

 
TWY D  
 
The DEIR reviews TWY D Alternatives that improve multiple existing non-standard geometry 

conditions associated with the taxiway intersection angle, high energy intersections, direct access and 
multiple taxiway crossings. The Preferred Alternative/Alternative 2 would construct a partial parallel 
taxiway east of Runway 15-33 with a 400-foot standard runway centerline to taxiway centerline 
separation. This alternative would also construct an engine run-up area along the north side of the 
proposed partial parallel TWY D and adjacent to the existing TWY E run-up pit, which would be 
removed. A blast fence/wall would be constructed next to the proposed run-up pit both for blast and 
noise protection. Proposed TWY D would result in impacts to BVW, Bank, and LUW associated with 
Upper Gate Pond. The DEIR evaluates design options for reducing wetland resource areas impacts 
including Alternatives 2A (4:1 slope), 2B/Preferred Alternative (2:1 slope), 2C (retaining wall), and 2D 
(bridge) as described in the Table 4.1-5.  
 

 
 
Alternative 2A (standard side slope of 4:1) would result in the largest impacts on BVW, Bank, 

and LUW due to fill on the north side of the taxiway. Alternative 2B/Preferred Alternative (steeper side 
slope of 2:1) would result in lower impacts on BVW, Bank, and LUW due to the increased sides slopes 
to the north of TWY D and wider area of TSA and TOFA. Alternative 2C (retaining wall) would result 
in reduced impacts on BVW, Bank, and LUW) over the impacts from 2A and 2B, due to the ability to 
create steeper side slopes to the north of TWY D and wider area of TSA and TOFA. The DEIR asserts 
this alternative was dismissed because higher side slopes do not meet the TSA and TOFA standards, it 
would still result in impacts on Upper Gate Pond and be costly. Alternative 2D (bridge/elevated taxiway 
surface would construct a bridge component to TWY D at the segment crossing Upper Gate Pond, 
spanning the bottom of the taxiway side slopes and would result in the lowest direct impacts on Upper 
Gate Pond. This alternative was eliminated from consideration because it requires extensive structural 
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design, significant amounts of new construction, as well as high costs.  
 
The DEIR also evaluates Alternative 4 (Reduced Taxiway/Runway Separation) which would 

locate a parallel TWY D south of Upper Gate Pond closer to Runway 15-33, compared to prior 
alternatives, to avoid impacts associated with BVW, Bank and LUW entirely. In Alternative 4, TWY D 
would be located ±300 feet from the runway centerline instead of 400 feet. Additionally, there would be 
less tree removal required for obstructions. According to the DEIR, locating the taxiway less than 400 
feet from Runway 15-33 would not meet FAA separation standards, which are based on the critical 
aircraft. Taxiway/Runway separation distances are a safety-based standard to protect the safety of the 
flying public. The DEIR asserts that this alternative results in a non-standard geometry on the airfield, 
which results in unsafe conditions, and would not be approved by FAA. Therefore, it was eliminated. As 
noted below, the FEIR should continue to assess alternatives to taxiway design to minimize wetland 
impacts. 

 
Environmental Justice 
 
 As noted above, the project site is located within one EJ population characterized by Minority 
and Income; within 1 mile of 13 EJ populations characterized by Minority, Income, Minority and 
Income, and Minority, Income and English Isolation (10 in Barnstable and three in Yarmouth); and 
within 5 miles of ±20 EJ populations characterized by Minority, Income, Minority and Income, and 
Minority and English Isolation (13 in Barnstable and seven in Yarmouth). Within the census tracts 
containing the above EJ populations in the DGA, the following languages are identified as those spoken 
by 5% or more of residents who also identify as not speaking English very well: Portuguese or 
Portuguese Creole and Spanish or Spanish Creole.  

 
The DEIR describes the public involvement plan that the Proponent has undertaken to engage 

with EJ Populations. A project website was created to provide information, updates, meeting notices, 
and presentation materials9 and project-specific email was made available to allow the public to contact 
the Proponent with any questions or comments.10 In accordance with the Scope, the Proponent obtained 
an updated “EJ Reference List” from the MEPA office, which included a list of Community Based 
Organizations (CBOs) and tribes/indigenous organizations. The Proponent held a public outreach 
meeting virtually at 2:00 PM (±35 attendees) and in-person at the Barnstable Town Hall at 6:00 PM 
(±40 attendees) on Thursday, June 21, 2023,11 to provide an update on revisions to the project and share 
information on additional impact analyses conducted since the filing of the ENF. Efforts to promote the 
meeting included newspaper ads and emails to stakeholders, updates to the project website (after the 
meeting, the presentation was published on the website). Translation services were also offered in 
Spanish and Portuguese. On September 6, 2023, a FAA Noise Policy Letter was distributed to 
stakeholders notifying them of the opportunity to comment on FAA’s Noise Policy Review Process, 
including evaluating use of Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) as the primary noise metric. The 
letter noted that the comment period opened on May 1, 2023, and ended on September 29, 2023. A 
second meeting was also held on December 12, 2023 (virtually at 2:00 PM (±35 attendees) and in-
person meeting at 6:00 PM at Barnstable Town Hall (±15 to 20 attendees) to inform the public of studies 
conducted since the June 2023 meeting.12 Advance notice of this meeting was communicated to the 

 
9 www.flyhya.com/environmentalassessment 
10 enviroHYA@epsilonassociates.com 
11 Email from Alyssa Jacobs, Epsilon Associates on behalf of the Proponent on February 13, 2024 to Purvi Patel (MEPA). 
12 Email from Alyssa Jacobs, Epsilon Associates on behalf of the Proponent on February 13, 2024 to Purvi Patel (MEPA). 
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public. Email notification was distributed to the EJ Reference List and larger project distribution list 
indicating that the DEIR is under MEPA review with opportunities for public involvement. The DEIR 
indicates that the Proponent remains committed to a comprehensive community outreach process and 
plans to continue efforts to engage with community members and groups to provide opportunities for the 
public to learn more about the project, ask questions, and share concerns as the project progresses. 

 
The DEIR contains a baseline assessment of any existing unfair or inequitable Environmental 

Burden and related public health consequences impacting EJ Populations in accordance with 301 CMR 
11.07(6)(n)1. and the MEPA Interim Protocol for Analysis of EJ Impacts. According to the DEIR, the 
data surveyed show some indication of an existing “unfair or inequitable” burden impacting identified 
EJ Populations. The DPH EJ Tool identifies two municipalities (Barnstable and Yarmouth) and census 
tracts within the one mile DGA as exhibiting “vulnerable health EJ criteria”; this term is defined in the 
DPH EJ Tool to include any one of four environmentally related health indicators that are measured to 
be 110% above statewide rates based on a five-year rolling average.13 Specifically, within the Project’s 
DGA, Barnstable, Yarmouth, and the identified census tracts meet the vulnerable health EJ criteria for 
the following parameters:  
 

• Low birth weight (census tracts 25001012102 (Barnstable) and 25001015300 (Yarmouth)) 
• Childhood Asthma (Barnstable) 

 
In addition, the DEIR indicates that the following sources of potential pollution exist within the 

one-mile DGA or within EJ block groups that are located partially within the one-mile DGA, based on 
the mapping layers available in the DPH EJ Tool: 
 

• Major air and waste facilities: 2 large quantity toxic users and 17 large quantity generators 
• M.G.L. c. 21E sites: 54 including 2 Tier 1 sites and 2 Tier 1D sites 
• MassDEP sites with Activity Use Limitations (AULs): 1 
• Underground storage tanks: 22 
• EPA facilities: 19 
• Road infrastructure: 3 (MassDOT roads – Routes 6, 28, and 132) and Boston to Cape 

Bikeway  
• MBTA Bus and Rapid Transit: commuter rail station (Hyannis Transportation Center) and 

several parking lots (Hy-Line and Steamship Authority) 
• Other transportation infrastructure: airports, freight yards, water taxis, railroad tracks and 

ferry routes 
• Region transit agencies: 15 bus routes for the Regional Transit Authorities of Massachusetts 

and associated bus stops; Cape Cod Regional Transit Authority (CCRTA) with 27 stops  
• Energy generation and supply: 1 power plant and 8 transmission lines 

 
Although not required by the MEPA Interim Protocol for Analysis of EJ Impacts, the DEIR also 

surveyed environmental indicators tracked through the U.S. EPA’s “EJ Screen,” which shows a 
percentile measure of each indicator as compared to the MA statewide average. The DEIR evaluated the 
following indicators within the one-mile DGA:  

 
13 See https://matracking.ehs.state.ma.us/Environmental-Data/ej-vulnerable-health/environmental-justice.html. Four 
vulnerable health EJ criteria are tracked in the DPH EJ Viewer by municipality (heart attack hospitalization, childhood 
asthma, childhood blood lead, and low birth weight), and two (childhood blood lead, and low birth weight) are also available 
on a census tract level. 

https://matracking.ehs.state.ma.us/Environmental-Data/ej-vulnerable-health/environmental-justice.html
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• Particulate Matter (PM): 5th percentile  
• Ozone: 62nd percentile  
• NATA Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM): 4th percentile  
• NATA Air Toxics Cancer Risk: 0 percentile 
• NATA Respiratory Hazard Index Ratio: 2nd percentile 
• Toxic Release to Air: 6th percentile 
• Traffic Proximity: 23rd percentile  
• Lead Paint: 9th percentile  
• Superfund Proximity: 45th percentile  
• RMP Facility Proximity: 2nd percentile  
• Hazardous Waste Proximity: 10th percentile  
• Underground Storage Tanks: 20th percentile  
• Wastewater Discharge: N/A  

 
Based on the study of vulnerable health EJ criteria, the data shows that some EJ communities in 

the DGA are considered vulnerable or subject to at least some level of existing environmental burdens. 
The DEIR asserts that the project is not anticipated to impact or contribute to any of the listed potential 
sources of pollution described above nor add to them and will not materially exacerbate the existing 
health burden of the EJ communities around the project site. It further asserts that analysis of estimated 
risk ratings for climate parameters (e.g., temperature, precipitation) does not indicate elevated climate 
risks for EJ populations within the DGA and the project is not expected to produce any direct climate 
impacts that will affect EJ populations. The EJ Screen analysis results show that none of the indicators 
are shown to be 80th percentile or higher of statewide average within one mile of the project site.  

 
According to the transportation analysis presented in the DEIR, an addition of 200 peak hour 

passengers may result in a traffic volume increase between 13 and 31 vehicle trips per hour (0.51 to 
1.3% increase in peak hour volumes along the major travel routes). The analysis reflects new traffic 
generation associated with the potential terminal expansion anticipated to occur beyond a 7+ year 
timeframe (Phase 2). The analysis does not appear to include traffic associated with the proposed 
hangars at the East and North Ramps. Potential terminal expansion is expected to result in up to +2,279 
tons per year (tpy) increase in mobile source GHG emissions, as further discussed below. According to 
the DEIR, these components are not expected to result in a significant increase in vehicle and truck 
traffic and impacts on surrounding roadways are anticipated to be minor under future growth scenarios.  

 
The DEIR states that the Airport is in a NAAQS attainment area and notes that minor project-

related contributions from vehicles will not contribute to air pollutant concentrations that would result in 
an exceedance of the NAAQS; therefore, no disproportionate adverse effect on EJ populations is 
anticipated as a result of the project. Minor temporary air quality impacts (i.e., from fugitive dust and 
construction vehicles during construction) will be minimized and mitigated through use of construction 
period BMPs. While the DEIR indicates that no increase in airplane emissions will result from the 
project, this does not appear to account for projected future growth in airport activity or the expansion in 
hangar space and other infrastructure need to support airport expansion. This clarification should be 
provided in the FEIR. 
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The project will create ±40 acres of impervious area.14 According to the DEIR, the project is not 
anticipated to contribute to additional risk to the surrounding areas and to EJ Populations relative to 
flooding because the project site has been designed to mitigate any impacts that are created as a result of 
the new impervious area. The Airport intends to install new leaching catch basins and infiltration 
chambers to enhance flood protection during storms and flooding events. The DEIR does not analyze the 
stormwater management system to specifically assess whether flooding risks may be exacerbated for 
nearby EJ populations under future climate conditions.  

 
The DEIR discusses EPA’s endangerment finding regarding emissions of lead from aircraft that 

operate on leaded fuel and associated air pollution which may endanger public health and welfare under 
the Clean Air Act15 and upcoming proposal and promulgation of regulatory standards for lead emissions 
from certain aircraft engines. Concurrently, the FAA will develop standards that address the 
composition, chemical, or physical properties of an aircraft fuel or fuel additive to control or eliminate 
aircraft lead emissions. EPA and FAA have started work on regulatory options to address lead emissions 
from aircraft engines. According to the DEIR, aircraft that use leaded aviation gasoline are generally 
small piston-engine aircraft; jet aircraft used for commercial transport do not operate on leaded fuel. 
EPA notes that levels of airborne lead in the U.S. have declined 99% since 1980, while acknowledging 
that emissions from aircraft that operate on leaded fuel may still pose risks to nearby communities, 
including those with EJ concerns. The DEIR states that the project is not expected to increase piston 
aircraft operations. 

 
The DEIR provides a discussion of reasonably foreseeable public health consequences from any 

environmental impacts of the project, including any impacts that might exacerbate the vulnerable health 
EJ criteria. According to the DEIR, the discussion also serves to identify and assess the potential health 
and safety risks that could disproportionately affect children, specifically related to air quality and 
noise.16 The vulnerability criteria that are likely to be associated with air quality impacts from vehicular 
traffic include heart attacks and asthma. It is unclear if the traffic includes airplane traffic. Childhood 
asthma was exceeded in the EJ communities within the DGA of the project site. According to the DEIR, 
although outdoor air pollution could be a contributing factor, the air quality near the project site is 
improving and current levels are below the NAAQS that are protective of health effects such as asthma, 
with a margin of safety for protecting vulnerable population groups (e.g., children). The DEIR asserts 
that any project-related impacts will not contribute to an exceedance of these health-based standards. 
The DEIR states that there is little data to suggest that air quality is associated with the low-birth-weight 
criteria.  

 
The DEIR states that the project is not expected to have disproportionate, adverse impacts on 

public health and on children’s environmental health and safety, particularly nearby schools or camps. 
As noted, the FEIR should clarify the extent to which any proposed airport expansion will increase air 
and noise impacts in the surrounding neighborhoods. The FEIR should respond to comments requesting 
an update on efforts to clean up existing PFAS contamination near EJ neighborhoods. 

 
  

 
14 The DEIR includes discrepancies in the amount of impervious area that will be created (38.5 acres versus 40 acres). 
15 According to the DEIR, EPA’s determination advances its Lead Strategy to Reduce Lead Exposures and Disparities in U.S. 
Communities aimed at reducing lead exposure in communities. 
16 In accordance with FAA’s 1050.1F Desk Reference and Executive Order 13405, Protection of Children from 
Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks. 
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Noise 
 

The FAA is currently reviewing its noise policy to address aircraft noise.17 As part of the review, 
FAA is looking at its current use of Day Night Average Sound Level (DNL) as the primary noise metric 
for assessing cumulative aircraft noise exposure; reviewing whether to continue to use the DNL 65 dB 
level as the metric and threshold for determining significant noise impacts in environmental reviews 
under the NEPA or the definition of the limit of residential land use compatibility; and considering if 
and how alternative noise metrics may be used in lieu of or in addition to DNL to better inform agency 
decisions and improve FAA’s disclosure of noise impacts. As part of their engagement with the public 
and other stakeholders, the FAA issued a Federal Register Notice on May 1, 2023, seeking public 
comment on its Noise Policy Review (comment period open from May 1 to September 29, 2023). In 
September 2023, the Airport provided a notice to all airport stakeholders of FAA’s current noise policy 
review and the solicitation of comments. The FAA received 4,857 comments from across the U.S. and is 
currently analyzing these comments to identify the range of input on noise metrics, noise thresholds, and 
other noise policy issues. This analysis will inform the development of any policy recommendations. 

 
 According to the DEIR, prior noise assessments at the Airport include a Federal Aviation 
Regulations (FAR) Part 150 Noise Study prepared in 1987 and approved by FAA in 1989, which was 
updated in 1998-99, resulting in additional practices being adopted. These studies analyzed existing and 
future noise levels at the Airport and in the vicinity resulting from aircraft operations and provided 
suggestions to reduce noise impacts, which are currently in effect as voluntary noise abatement flight 
procedures in good weather conditions. These procedures indicate priority runway use for noise 
abatement; identify known noise sensitive areas in the vicinity of the Airport; and provide optimum 
noise abatement arrival and departure paths for each runway. The procedures are to be followed unless 
otherwise directed by Air Traffic Control, or the pilot determines safety of the flight will be 
compromised (pilots are educated in these procedures via a handout and via airfield signage (also 
available on the Airport’s website)). The Airport has established voluntary quiet hours between 10 PM 
and 6 AM, when airlines and GA operators are encouraged to limit their flights. In addition, training, 
touch-and-go and certification flights are prohibited without approval of the Airport. 
 
 The DEIR was required to respond to comments raised by the Town of Yarmouth and residents 
regarding existing and proposed aircraft noise including an aircraft noise analysis and noise mitigation. 
According to the DEIR, a detailed noise analysis was conducted in accordance with CFR Title 14, Part 
150 with FAA-approved modeling software for predicting DNL impacts from airports. The DEIR states 
that under the current FAA noise policy, cumulative noise energy exposure of individuals to noise 
resulting from aviation activities must be established in terms of the DNL (as opposed to single-event 
aircraft noise). The DEIR provides details regarding this noise analysis on existing and proposed 
conditions. FAA guidelines indicate that all land uses are normally compatible with DNL noise levels 
less than 65 dBA; commercial land use areas are compatible with DNL levels below 70 dBA. 
 

Existing noise conditions surrounding the Airport have been documented through noise exposure 
maps that include annual DNL contours computed using FAA’s model for aircraft flights using 
operations data from 2019 to establish existing conditions DNL contours. According to the DEIR, using 
2019 data for the baseline noise analysis is a conservative approach as the operations numbers (67,350) 
were ±50% more than the number of operations in 2022 (34,190). Input data required for the noise 
model includes aircraft fleet mix, runway geometry, runway use, number and type of aircraft operations 

 
17 https://www.faa.gov/noisepolicyreview 
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(departures and arrivals) by aircraft type, and number of daytime (7 am to 10 pm) and nighttime (10 pm 
to 7 am) aircraft operations for a typical average annual day at the Airport. The 70, 65, and 60 DNL 
noise contours are shown in Figure 5.9-1 for the 2019 Existing Condition; the 70 dBA DNL contour is 
entirely within Airport property. The 65 dBA contour generally falls within the Airport property but 
slightly extends into commercial land use east of Yarmouth Road. According to the DEIR, these results 
indicate that the existing condition of land use surrounding the Airport is noise compatible. All 
residences are exposed to noise levels below a DNL of 65 dBA and all commercial facilities are below a 
DNL of 70 dBA as described by the FAA’s Order 1050.1F.  

 
The FAA model was used to assess future No Build conditions and generate DNL contours using 

future 2040 operations data developed in the MPU based on existing runway length conditions. Total 
operations forecasted for 2040 for all aircraft categories were 73,002, an increase of 5,652 operations, or 
8.3% over the 2019 data (67,350). Of these, 5,564 were Touch and Go, accounting for 7.6% of Aircraft 
operations, a decrease of 1.6% from 2019 data (6,203). Based on the modeling, the 70 dBA DNL 
contour for the No Build condition is entirely within the Airport property (Figure 6.6-1) and the 65 dBA 
contour generally falls on Airport property but slightly extends into commercial land use across 
Yarmouth Road. According to the DEIR, the land use surrounding the Airport under the future No-Build 
Alternative is noise compatible as all residences are exposed to noise levels below a DNL of 65 dBA 
and all commercial facilities are below a DNL of 70 dBA as described by the FAA’s Order 1050.1F. 
Under this scenario, no changes in the number of flights, flight patterns, aircraft types, or other factors 
that may affect noise would occur. Noise levels would be similar to current noise levels. 

 
According to the DEIR, proposed projects are not anticipated to generate an increase in different 

aircraft operational activity at the Airport as operations are forecasted to increase regardless of the 
implementation of these projects (Table 1.4-3 Annual Operations Forecast by Type). Therefore, impacts 
to community noise levels are not expected. Based on the future runway conditions using the above 
referenced operations data, FAA modeling indicates that the 70 and 75 dBA DNL contours are entirely 
within the Airport property, while the 65 dBA contour generally falls on Airport property but slightly 
extends into the commercial land use across Yarmouth Road, similar to No Build conditions (Figure 6.6-
2). According to the DEIR, the land use surrounding the Airport under the future Build condition is 
noise compatible as all residences are exposed to noise levels below a DNL of 65 dBA and all 
commercial facilities are below a DNL of 70 dBA as described by the FAA’s Order 1050.1F. Under this 
scenario, noise levels would be similar to current noise levels. I note, however, that these projections do 
not appear to account for project components that explicitly expand capacity of the airport to 
accommodate future growth, including the addition of proposed hangars and potential terminal 
expansion. This expansion in capacity could induce further demand for airplane and vehicular travel and 
should be accounted for in a calculation of impacts. 

 
Other than aircraft operations, the DEIR does not identify all noise-generating activities and 

components of the project. It briefly discusses FAA regulations or policies that apply to noise impacts of 
airport operations; it only states that project activities will adhere to MassDEP’s Noise Pollution Policy 
at 310 CMR 7.10 but does not address this policy or the project’s consistency with it. The DEIR does 
not discuss whether noise impacts are likely to disproportionately affect surrounding EJ neighborhoods 
or other vulnerable populations (including those that may be considered “sensitive receptor”). It states 
that the projects do not exceed FAA noise thresholds and no mitigation is required.  
 

The DEIR does not analyze the mitigation recommendations in the Town of Yarmouth’s 
comments on the ENF, such as implementation of a standard instrument departure procedure for 
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Runway 15 to provide a definite flight path and altitudes that minimize noise impacts on residential land 
uses southeast of the Airport. The DEIR states that the FAA prohibits restrictions from the Airport on 
flight paths, hours of operation and restricted access to airports; federal law prohibits restricting the 
route by which an aircraft has access to the airport to aid in noise abasement. However, the DEIR 
indicates that the Airport will consult with FAA and primary Airport air taxi operators such as Cape Air 
on flight path modifications that may serve to minimize noise impacts. The DEIR does not analyze 
aircraft noise impacts by showing contours for the 55 DNL through 80 DNL in five-level increments, as 
well as single-event contours for the same DNL increments as applicable to a range of aircraft types as 
requested by the Town of Yarmouth in its comments on the ENF. It also does not present these contours 
for existing flight routes commonly flown at the Airport on each of the four runway ends, and for any 
future flight path recommended for aircraft noise mitigation measures. The Town of Yarmouth’s 
comments on the ENF noted that the intent of these single-event aircraft noise is to better reflect the 
aircraft noise impact that residents experience on a daily basis. 

 
Land Alteration, Impervious Area and Stormwater 
 

The DEIR provides an updated table (Table 3.5-1) which quantifies land alteration and 
impervious area associated with each project including the amount of alteration in previously 
undisturbed areas. Cumulative land impacts include 67.6 acres of temporary disturbance to grassed 
areas; 46.15 acres of existing vegetated areas being converted to impervious surface and removal of 6.65 
acres of impervious area for a net increase in impervious area of 39.47 acres. Net impervious area 
includes 3.78 acres for work associated with TWY D/E; 3.25 acres to extend Runway 15-33; 5.2 acres to 
relocate/extend TWY B; 1.69 acres to extend TWY A; 17.3 acres for East Ramp Development; and 8.25 
acres for North Ramp Development. The project will remove a substantial number of existing mature 
trees from the site and within areas of proposed easements, which will be acquired. Table 6.4-2 provides 
a summary of tree cutting impacts by area for Aeronautical Development at the East Ramp (6.11 acres) 
and TWY D and Runup Pad Relocation (2.54 acres) for a total of 8.65 acres of tree removal including 
0.70 acres of shrub/shrub. Six acres of tree removal and 9 acres of impervious area are attributed with 
the additional of proposed new hangars. The DEIR briefly discusses opportunities to minimize land 
alteration and impervious area. Removal of 440 feet from the Runway 33 end will remove a significant 
amount of impervious area. The DEIR provides an evaluation of TWY D alternatives to reduce impacts 
to wetlands as discussed above. 

 
According to the DEIR, the Airport includes 460 acres of undeveloped areas (72%) that might 

otherwise be developed if the Airport were not in operation. Approximately 410 acres of the Airport will 
remain undeveloped post-construction and includes 110 acres of dense forest north of Upper Gate Pond 
and Lewis Pond adjacent to the Hyannis Pond WMA, of which 37.5 acres is identified in the MPU as 
Non-Aeronautical Development Areas. According to the DEIR, any necessary tree removal will occur 
during time periods that minimize impacts to any potential Northern Long Ear Bat populations 
(Federally protected species) (i.e., outside of the summer roosting period (April through September). 

 
Each of the projects will be designed to comply with the MassDEP Stormwater Management 

Standards (SMS); however, the DEIR does not include a Stormwater Report, which will be developed 
for future permitting. The DEIR includes a high level analysis of treating stormwater runoff from new 
taxiway and runway pavements; it does not discuss stormwater management associated with 
Aeronautical Development at the North and East Ramps.  
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Wetlands 
 
 The Barnstable Conservation Commission will review the project for its consistency with the 
Wetland Protection Act (WPA), the Wetlands Regulations (310 CMR 10.00) and associated 
performance standards, including the SMS. According to the DEIR, impacts to wetland resource areas 
are associated with permanent fill from the relocation of TWY D and associated grading on Upper Gate 
Pond including 12,700 sf LUW, 4,600 sf of BVW, 300 lf of Bank and 3.8 acres of vegetated upland 
areas within the 200 feet of the pond. No other project components will impact wetland resource areas. 
The DEIR asserts that due to site constraints and FAA design requirements for airport geometry (400-
foot separation), TWY D cannot be designed to fully avoid impacts to BVW. Impacts have been avoided 
and minimized to the maximum extent practicable through use of 2:1 side slope design with an 
engineered slope option. In addition, up to 5,200 cubic yards (cy) of excavation (dredge) of 
unconsolidated organic materials (i.e., “muck”) along the pond bottom may be required to provide 
suitable base material for the taxiway slope. As part of the next phase of design, geotechnical engineers 
will further investigate this area to determine if excavation is recommended or if there are other options 
to adequately support the slope and meet FAA design criteria. Temporary impacts of 1,500 sf of BVW 
will involve a 5-foot horizontal area for construction access and work associated with TWY D; 
temporary impacts will be restored to pre-existing grades and seeded with a native wetland seed mix. 
 

The DEIR provides updated wetlands calculations, including an updated summary table, which 
reflect the most recent design of the project and identifies temporary and permanent impacts to each 
wetland resource area and 200-foot buffer zone area. It describes how the project will comply with 
performance standards outlined in the WPA for each resource area. The DEIR includes analysis of an 
alternative to avoid impacts to wetland resource areas; however, this alternative was dismissed because 
it would not comply with FAA standards. The project will provide 4,600 sf of BVW replication in 
accordance with MassDEP’s Inland Wetland Replication Guidelines, although it is unclear where this 
replication will be provided (i.e., on-site versus off-site). The FEIR should provide this information. 
 

The project will require a 401 WQC from MassDEP due to the cumulative impacts to BVW and 
LUW. MassDEP will review the project for its consistency with Water Quality Regulations pursuant to 
314 CMR 9.00. The DEIR provides information to describe cumulative impacts to “Waters of the 
Commonwealth” (BVW, Isolated Vegetated Wetland (IVW) and LUW) pursuant to 314 CMR 9.00 and 
identifies efforts to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts. The DEIR states that no impacts to federally 
jurisdictional IVWs are anticipated. As previously mentioned, up to 5,200 cy of proposed dredging will 
occur within upper Gate Pond as well as 4,600 sf of filling. The DEIR indicates that there is no 
practicable alternative available that has less adverse impact to the aquatic ecosystem based on the FAA 
standard that requires a 400-foot separation from Runway 15-33 and TWY D. As noted below, this issue 
should be further explored in the FEIR. 
 
Cultural Resources 

 
MHC comments on the ENF noted that the Airport contains two sites that are considered 

significant ancient Native American sites. No work is proposed at these archaeological site locations and 
as such, no impacts to these sites are anticipated. An Indian Trail site crosses north-south through the 
Airport property. Work areas in the vicinity of this former Indian Trail have previous heavy impacts 
related to the construction of the airfield and runways. The DEIR notes that preparation of an 
archaeological site avoidance and protection plan (ASAPP) in underway to describe how the 
archaeological sites will be protected and preserved from inadvertent construction-related impacts or 
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future land use impacts. The ASAPP will be submitted to MHC for its review and comment. The 
ASAPP will address pre-construction, construction and post-construction activities. Avoidance and 
protection measures will include installing high-visibility temporary fencing (i.e., orange construction 
fence) around and barring access to the two significant sites (sensitive cultural resource areas). 

 
Water and Wastewater  
 
 According to the DEIR, the Airport was the first airport in Massachusetts to purchase the 
ecologic unit to eliminate the need to use foam during annual firefighting equipment testing.  
 
 As previously noted, the Airport is located over a Sole Source Aquifer that is a source of 
drinking water for Cape Cod. Therefore, proposed improvements will be subject to review under EPA’s 
Sole Source Aquifer Protection Program. The DEIR provides information responsive to the EPA Region 
1 Sole Source Aquifer Project Review Information document to allow EPA to determine whether project 
construction and operation have the potential to contaminate the underlying aquifer. It describes existing 
groundwater conditions, identifies surface water discharges (Figure 5.4-4), and describes the location of 
USTs. According to the DEIR, the Airport continues to monitor PFAS concentrations in groundwater at 
and downgradient of the capped areas to measure their effectiveness. These results are presented every 
six months in status reports submitted to MassDEP. Comments from EPA identify recommendations 
related to the analysis of groundwater/aquifer protection, public drinking water sources, chemical 
storage and use, spill prevention control, and stormwater management. These issues should be more 
fully addressed in the FEIR. 
 
Climate Change 

 
Adaptation and Resiliency 

 
The DEIR contains an updated output report from the MA Climate Resilience Design Standards 

Tool (the “MA Resilience Design Tool”),18 which notes the project has a high exposure based on the 
project’s location for extreme precipitation (urban and riverine flooding) and extreme heat. Based on the 
60-year useful life and the self-assessed criticality of the terminal building, the Tool recommends a 
planning horizon of 2070 and a return period associated with a 100-year (1% chance) storm event when 
designing this asset. Based on a 20-year useful life and self-assessed criticality of runway and taxiways, 
the Tool recommended a planning horizon of 2050 and a return period associated with a 10-year (10% 
chance) storm event. This recommendation appears to be based on a “Low” criticality assessment, which 
is understated given the critical functions served by airport operations for regional travel. The FEIR 
should adjust the planning horizon and user inputs to generate revised recommendations for the design 
of runways and taxiways. 

 
The DEIR provides a discussion of the Airport’s vulnerabilities to climate change. According to 

the Town of Barnstable 2022 Hazard Mitigation Plan Update, the Town is vulnerable to several natural 
hazards including flooding, high winds, winter or extreme weather, coastal erosion, sea level rise, 
wildfire, and climate change and ocean acidification; windstorms and severe winter weather were 
identified as particularly threatening to the Airport. The Airport is not located within a mapped 
floodplain and no flooding is anticipated. Although the project will remove 8.65 acres of trees and 
convert this land to pavement, the DEIR asserts that heat island effects are not anticipated based on large 

 
18 https://resilientma.org/rmat_home/designstandards/  

https://resilientma.org/rmat_home/designstandards/
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areas of forested lands (110 acres) in the northern portion of the Airport. 
 
The project may reduce climate risks by improving stormwater management systems, using 

onsite energy generation/storage via a microgrid, and using “green” construction standards for airport 
tenants. The DEIR proposes to offset carbon releases and loss of carbon sequestration resulting from the 
project with tree planting/replanting, and preservation of forested areas north of the airport. According to 
the DEIR, the Airport has initiated the development of a smart microgrid19 in conjunction with the Cape 
Cod Transit Authority (CCTA) and MassDOT Aeronautics Division to provide a supplementary source 
of reliable power with energy storage to allow for flexibility in peak conditions and enhance resiliency 
and sustainable energy at the Airport. The DEIR maintains that the project is consistent with, and 
responds to future climate scenarios (e.g., heat impacts) by adding runway length to maintain safe 
aircraft operations. The State Hazard Mitigation and Climate Adaptation Plan (SHMCAP, 2018) notes 
that “high temperatures may also impact airplane operations. If the length of existing runways is not 
sufficient under higher temperature conditions, planes may not be able to take off when there is less lift 
available [and] high temperatures and dense air conditions could lead to increased runway length 
requirements for aircraft due to diminished performance in such conditions.”  

 
All new projects will be designed to meet MassDEP stormwater standards at the time of design. 

All current and future upgrades to the stormwater management system will be designed and sized to 
accommodate the 10-year storm events and peak precipitation values derived from the National 
Regional Climate Center (NRCC) for each rain event to account for the predicted increase in rainfall 
quantities and frequency for the region. A copy of the final Stormwater Report for each project will be 
provided to DEP during the design phase for each project.  

 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 
This project is subject to review under the May 5, 2010, MEPA GHG Policy, which requires 

Proponents to quantify carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions and identify measures to avoid, minimize or 
mitigate such emissions.  
 
  Stationary Sources  
 

The ENF described proposed construction of a 30,000-sf terminal expansion, which required a 
GHG analysis in the DEIR; however, the DEIR indicates that the Airport does not plan to build any 
expansions or additions for at least five years, if at all. Any potential expansion would be proposed as 
passenger demand necessitates. According to the DEIR, the project may also propose a 20,000-sf 
building for storage of existing maintenance and snow removal equipment (SRE). There are no current 
architectural plans or designs to model for energy use at this time. In lieu of the preparation of a GHG 
model, the Proponent is committing to GHG mitigation identified below.  

 
The Airport is located in Barnstable, which is not a Stretch Code community. However, the 

DEIR states that the Proponent will commit to implementing 2023 Stretch Energy Code20 measures to 
support the Airport’s decarbonization goals. According to comments from the Massachusetts 

 
19 The MassDOT Aeronautics Division received a $1.95 million grant from the U.S. Department of Transportation’s 
Strengthening Mobility and Revolutionizing Transportation (SMART) Program for planning of the microgrid at the Airport. 
20 https://www.mass.gov/info-details/stretch-energy-code-development-2022#final-code-language-for-stretch-code-update-
and-new-specialized-stretch-code-  
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Department of Energy Resources (DOER), the DEIR was very responsive in committing to GHG 
mitigation measures and DOER has no further comments or recommendations as related to the terminal 
expansion component of the project. In addition to the terminal expansion, the Proponent is committing 
to the following series of GHG mitigation commitments for any new buildings, expansions, or additions, 
including the SRE: 

 
• High performing envelope that complies with the 2023 Stretch Code envelope performance 

requirements 
• 100% of building space heating will be provided by electric air source heat pumps 
• Energy recovery ventilation per the 2023 Stretch Code update 
• Electric domestic hot water heating (specific method to be determined) and heat pump 

domestic hot water heating will be analyzed 
• Roof to be constructed solar photovoltaic (PV)-ready 
• Install EV charging spaces (quantity to be determined but at minimum the number required 

by the 2023 Stretch Code) 
• EV infrastructure for additional future EV-parking spaces to be installed (quantity to be 

determined) 
 

The DEIR indicates that any new buildings, expansions, or additions including the terminal 
building and SRE will be constructed in accordance with C502.1 of the Stretch Code which requires 
application of prescriptive requirements of C401.3, C402 through C406, and Section C408 if less than 
20,000-sf or in accordance with C401.2 Part 3, relative performance21 if 20,000-sf or larger. Key 
mandatory sections in both pathways above include: C402.1.5 which establishes minimum, above-grade 
vertical envelope performance which cannot be “traded off” with other building improvements; C402.3 
(solar readiness); C402.4 (revised fenestration performance of U-0.30/0.32); C402.5 (air leakage); 
C402.7 (thermal bridge derating); C403.5 (economizers); C403.7 (ventilation energy recovery); C405.13 
(EV readiness); and C406 (additional energy efficiency).  

 
The DEIR indicates that the project will comply with any future Energy Code Updates (beyond 

the 2023 Update) that occur prior to the commencement of proposed work. It states that specific GHG 
emissions reductions have not been quantified as there are no plans to conduct modeling, and DOER has 
indicated consent that the above commitments are sufficient to support an opt-out request in accordance 
with the MEPA GHG policy. Future terminal building enhancements are anticipated to be 100% 
electrically powered by the Airport’s microgrid project which is currently in the planning phase and will 
use both battery storage and renewable energy sources (Airport’s solar array). The Airport will reduce 
GHG emissions long-term by improving the energy efficiency of buildings on-site, evaluating the 
installation of solar canopies at the Airport parking lot, limiting idling by aircrafts, upgrading airport 
maintenance vehicles, requiring low sulfur diesel fuel use by contractors, and carrying out regular 
energy audits on on-site buildings. Upon completion of  potential future buildings, additions, or 
expansions, the Proponent will submit a self-certification to the MEPA Office, prepared in accordance 
with the GHG Policy. This certification will identify the GHG mitigation measures incorporated into the 
building and will illustrate the degree of GHG emission reduction achieved. Details of the Proponent’s 
implementation of operational measures will also be included in this certification. 

 
The DEIR also identifies the ongoing GHG emissions commitments at the Airport including two 

 
21 which requires conformance with C401.3, C402.1.5, C402.2.8, C402.3, C402.4, C402.5, C402.6, C402.7, C403.5, C403.7, 
C405.2.4, C405.13, C406, C407.2, C408, and ASHRAE 90.1-2019 Appendix G (modified by C407.2) 
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solar fields occupying 25 acres of the site and producing 6.7 megawatts of energy to offset more than 
5,000 metric tons of CO2 emissions annually; eight EV charging stations in three parking lot locations; 
and roof-mounted solar arrays on two leased hangars.  

 
The DEIR states additional information on implementation of electric aircraft charging stations is 

still preliminary; locations are identified on the Airport’s terminal ramp but specific technologies would 
be identified as part of the newly awarded smart grid planning project. The microgrid will generate and 
distribute clean, reliable power, not only to the Airport, but for charging electric aircraft, and electric 
ground vehicles (including buses). The microgrid enhances the Airport’s plans to implement electric 
aircraft charging infrastructure and pursue opportunities that are less reliant on external/conventional 
power sources. Phase I involves the study and planning of a microgrid placed at the Airport. Phase II 
will consist of funding to construct the microgrid infrastructure. 

 
Mobile Sources / Air Quality 

 
 A mobile source emissions analysis was conducted to calculate the changes in CO2 emissions as 
a result of the project and identifies potential reductions associated with improvements via TDM and 
other green initiatives at the Airport. An estimate of CO2 emissions from mobile sources was calculated 
based on existing and estimated new trips, approximate distances traveled, and GHG emissions factors 
for vehicle trips. As with the traffic study, this calculation was provided based on the anticipated 
increase in vehicular trips only associated with the terminal expansion and did not account for any 
increase in airplane emissions associated with airport expansion. Potential reductions in mobile source 
CO2 emissions may be achieved via TDM measures (e.g., subsidized bus passes, biking incentives). 
Direct emissions from transportation sources (e.g., fleet vehicles) are not included in the analysis 
because the Airport does not anticipate additional fleet vehicles as a result of the project.  
 

The baseline condition is calculated from existing daily trips to the airport (472 vehicle trips). 
The project proposes a potential range of terminal building expansions in the future. In one scenario, the 
100 peak hour passenger scenario for the terminal building would generate ±236 net new daily vehicle 
trips, which would increase annual CO2 emissions by ±1,139 tons of CO2 per year. The 150 peak hour 
passenger scenario for the terminal building would generate ±472 net new daily vehicle trips, which 
would increase annual CO2 emissions by ±2,279 tons of CO2 per year (shown in Table 6-5.1). 
 

 
 

The Airport has committed to investigate several TDM strategies to reduce emissions from 
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mobile sources such as providing airport and tenant employees with subsidized public transportation 
options (e.g., reduced CCRTA bus passes). The Airport will provide employee facilities (lockers and 
changing areas) to increase employee trips to the Airport by walking or biking. The future microgrid 
infrastructure (currently in planning) will allow the Airport to achieve additional TDM strategies, not yet 
feasible, including adding EV vehicle and bus charging infrastructure using onsite generated and stored 
renewable energy. The future microgrid is a key component to promoting trips to the airport using zero 
emissions vehicles. Energy created from the smart grid would support electric ground vehicles, 
including buses, and in the future, electric aircraft. This project is on collaboration with the Airport and 
CCRTA to support the transportation options of the community living in the area. The Airport has 
committed to providing eight EV charging stations. As noted, the Airport has preliminary plans to 
provide power to facilitate electric aircraft charging and should commit to strong measures in this regard 
to support future electrification of airplanes. The FEIR should also provide revised air quality analysis to 
account for increased airplane traffic associated with future capacity expansion. 
 

Land Alteration 
 
The project will alter ±50 acres of land, which includes conversion of vegetation to impervious 

surface and grading. The DEIR identifies tree removal proposed on ±8.65 acres of the site which is 
forested and ±3 acres of it is shrub-dominated. The only currently foreseeable off-site impact may be 
associated with potential obstruction removal in a runway approach area and/or RPZ, which will be 
verified with a future tree-top canopy mapping effort. At this time, it does not appear that any off-site 
tree clearing is required. There is a very small amount in the Runway 33 approach which is located on 
airport property. Table 6.4-2 provide a summary of tree clearing impacts. 
 

 
 
In accordance with the GHG Policy, projects that alter over 50 acres of land are required to 

analyze the carbon loss associated with removal of trees and soil disturbance during the construction 
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period and loss of carbon sequestration. The purpose of this analysis is to develop an estimate, not an 
exact accounting of GHG emissions associated with land alteration, including removal of trees and 
release of sequestered carbon in soil. The DEIR describes the methodology for the analysis22 and 
identifies associated impacts on GHG emissions. Table 6.4-3 provides estimates of carbon sequestration 
as a result of the project from tree removals within areas of the Airport being converted from forested 
area to pavement. The analysis estimates a loss to carbon sequestration of +6.52 metric tons (MT) 
Carbon in a year (14,374 lbs/year) and +195 MT Carbon over 30-year period.  

 

 
 
Tree cutting also results in a one-time release of carbon emissions due to the release of carbon 

stored within above ground and below ground forest related carbon stores. The DEIR provides a 
quantitative analysis of one-time carbon releases from tree clearing activities based on the EPA’s 
emissions estimates of carbon stores for 1 acre of forest land (83 MT of carbon per acre composed of 
five carbon pools (i.e., above ground biomass, below ground biomass, dead wood, litter, and soil carbon. 
The analysis uses 22.26 MT/Carbon/Acre) for the above ground forest biomass store of carbon to arrive 
at an estimate of up to 175 MT/Carbon released from carbon stores due to cutting. The DEIR maintains 
that harvested wood products will continue to contain some carbon (e.g., lumber). 

 
The DEIR asserts that project-related carbon releases and loss in carbon sequestration are 

proposed to be offset from the Airport’s undeveloped forested areas north of the airfield with ±110 acres 
of dense forest north of Upper Gate Pond and Lewis Pond, adjacent to the Hyannis Pond WMA (365 
acres). Within the 110-acre area, ±37.5 acres is identified in the Master Plan/Airport Layout Plan as 
Non-Aeronautical Development Areas. Using the above factors for carbon sequestration (-0.84 
MT/Carbon/Acre) the Airport’s forest land within this area results in 92.40 MT of carbon sequestration 
per year. The Airport indicates that this will fully offset the GHG emissions associated with tree 
clearing. The FEIR should clarify how non-development of the specified areas will be enforced, and 
whether conservation restrictions (CRs) can be considered to ensure permanent protection. The FEIR 
should explore additional ways to directly mitigate the GHG emissions of land clearing, including 
through tree replanting efforts, reuse of felled wood, and CRs placed on conservation areas within EJ 
communities. 

 
22 A carbon sequestration factor was derived from EPA’s estimate in U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990–2020 
of 0.57 metric tons of carbon sequestered per hectare per year (or 0.23 metric tons of carbon sequestered per acre per year). 
https://www.epa.gov/energy/greenhouse-gases-equivalencies-calculator-calculations-andreferences, 9/7/2023. 

https://www.epa.gov/energy/greenhouse-gases-equivalencies-calculator-calculations-andreferences
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Solid and Hazardous Waste 
 

The DEIR states that the Proponent is not able to estimate volumes of solid waste to be generated 
by the project at this time. It does not describe handling, reuse, recycling and disposal of solid waste but 
indicates that these activities will be conducted in compliance with applicable laws and regulations.  

 
The Airport includes disposal sites regulated by M.G.L. c. 21E, the Massachusetts Contingency 

Plan (MCP; 310 CMR 40.0000) because releases of oil and hazardous materials (OHM) have occurred 
at the site. According to the DEIR, a total of 64 Sites with documented releases of OHM to soil and/or 
groundwater were identified on or adjacent to the Airport property, of which 13 Sites are adjacent to 
proposed activities as follows: TWY B (five Sites); TWY D (one Site); Runway 33 (two Sites); Aviation 
Development Area near TWY A (two Sites); Aviation Development Area near TWY B (one Site); and 
Proposed Electric Aircraft Charging Areas (two Sites). The DEIR discusses the Sites in relation to 
proposed or potential Airport improvements. It notes each project area will be evaluated independently, 
and as required, work will be performed in accordance with either the Preliminary or Comprehensive 
Response Actions of the MCP. It includes a plan that identifies the location of disposal sites and project 
elements (Figure 6.13-1). 

 
The DEIR describes potential excavation or disturbance in disposal sites. It is estimated that up 

to ±200,000 cy of soil may be generated over the course of the various projects being executed and 
potentially contaminated soil or groundwater may be encountered. Excavation and management of soil 
contaminated with, or potentially contaminated with, OHM will be conducted in general accordance 
with Response Action Performance Standards (RAPS) (i.e., testing, disposal, mitigation, etc.) defined in 
the MCP. It is anticipated that excess soil or sediment will either be reused on-site during construction 
(especially PFAS-impacted soil due the limited options for offsite disposal), stockpiled in accordance 
with the MCP for future reuse, or transported offsite for reuse, recycling, or disposal. Stockpiled soils 
will be stabilized to minimize potential fugitive dust and include secondary containment to prevent 
sediment migration. While it is not expected that significant groundwater will be encountered as part of 
the project, if groundwater and surface water are encountered, they will either be treated and discharged 
to surface water in accordance with requirements of the NPDES DRGP, recharged in accordance with 
local, state, and federal regulations, or collected and transported offsite for disposal.  

 
The Proponent is working with MassDEP to continue PFAS remediation at the site. The DEIR 

notes that an “Ecologic Cart” system is used to prevent the discharge of firefighting foam onto the 
ground surface during required testing of the foam. The DEIR does not specifically reference 
preparation of a Release Abatement Measure (RAM) Plan prior to construction for any of the proposed 
projects; instead, it generally notes that work will be performed under the Preliminary or Comprehensive 
Response Action provisions of the MCP, as applicable. It states that when development begins for TWY 
A and TWY B, MCP submittals will include a plan to sample and test disturbed soil in areas not 
previously sampled for PFAS and describe how PFAS-containing soils will be managed, if identified. 
The DEIR confirms that existing monitoring wells will be maintained for future assessment of 
groundwater for PFAS, 1,4-dioxane, and potentially other contaminants. Wells that cannot be 
maintained due to their location will be decommissioned and replaced, if necessary. 

 
The DEIR identifies projects that may occur within areas where PFAS has been identified. The 

Airport currently routinely tests for 20 to 24 PFAS compounds which include the six PFAS compounds 
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currently regulated by MassDEP. Investigations are ongoing and status reports documenting response 
actions at the Airport are submitted to MassDEP Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup (BWSC) every six 
months. The DEIR addresses areas to be excavated that may contain soil or groundwater contaminated 
by PFAS. Groundwater monitoring by the Airport will continue to track the PFAS plume migration and 
document the reduction in concentration over time until regulatory closure is achievable (estimated to be 
completed by 2029). A majority of the PFAS impacted soil within the two effected areas have been 
capped to reduce infiltration and groundwater impacts. The caps are inspected bi-annually to verify their 
effectiveness. The actual time for treatment will be based on collection of analytical samples for 
laboratory analysis. Groundwater monitoring beyond 2029 may be conducted at the Airport as part of an 
annual activity and use limitation (AUL) inspection or if plume concentrations have not dropped below 
the applicable GW-1 standard. Bi-annual reports will continue to be uploaded to MassDEP until a 
permanent solution can be obtained. According to the DEIR, the Town of Barnstable through the 
Hyannis Water System will continue to operate the Maher Wells treatment plant and provide drinking 
water that meets the regulatory drinking water standards. MassDEP periodically inspects the Maher 
Treatment plant under the water supply/drinking water program.  

 
The MPU has developed an emergency response plan, which is discussed in the DEIR. The 

DEIR discusses generation of hazardous waste and/or waste oil at the Airport and identifies potential 
measures to reduce, recover and reuse hazardous waste. It identifies the Airport’s Spill Prevention, 
Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan and regular maintenance of management facilities to address 
prevention and management of potential releases of OHM from pre- and post-construction activities.  
 
Construction Period 
 

Construction activities must be managed in accordance with applicable MassDEP regulations 
regarding Air Pollution Control (310 CMR 7.01, 7.09-7.10), and Solid Waste Facilities (310 CMR 16.00 
and 310 CMR 19.00, including the waste ban provision at 310 CMR 19.017). According to the DEIR, 
the selected contractor will apply relevant and practicable procedures to allow for the reuse and 
recycling of construction materials. A Construction Waste Management Plan (CWMP) will be 
developed to ensure the minimum amount of waste debris is disposed in landfills. Non-recyclable solid 
waste will be transported in covered trucks to an approved solid waste facility. The DEIR does not 
identify a percentage commitment for C&D recycling activities to divert waste from landfills, but states 
that the Airport ensures compliance with all regulations including 310 CMR 19.017 through the 
contracting process.  

 
The DEIR generally describes construction period impacts and associated mitigation (listed in 

draft Section 61 Findings). The Airport will identify these impacts and proposed mitigation in greater 
detail relative to wetlands, stormwater, noise, air quality, water quality, and traffic commensurate with 
the commitments made in the DEIR. The DEIR does not specifically describe truck routes and other 
mitigation measures to minimize impacts to residential areas by trucks travelling to the site during the 
construction period. Construction period traffic will be managed to minimize off-airport impacts 
including coordination with the Town of Barnstable to discuss transportation-related impacts; 
designation of truck routes; police details; submission of a Construction Period Traffic Management 
Plan to the Town identifying designated truck routes and temporary roadway improvements to 
accommodate truck traffic while maintaining safe passage for all modes of travel; avoiding full or partial 
street closures to the extent possible (any partial street closures will be limited to off-peak hours); and 
parking for construction workers on-site, (parking will be prohibited along adjacent roadways). The 
Proponent will require use of equipment retrofitted with diesel emissions control devices and confirms 
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that Ultra Low Sulfur Diesel fuel will be used for trucks and construction equipment. 
 
The Proponent is reminded that any contaminated material encountered during construction must 

be managed in accordance with the MCP and with prior notification to MassDEP. Each project 
component will develop a SWPPP in accordance with its NPDES CGP to manage stormwater during the 
construction period. The DEIR describes stormwater BMPs that will be implemented during 
construction; dewatering activities will be identified as part of permitting processes.  
 
 

SCOPE 
 
 
General 
 

The FEIR should follow Section 11.07 of the MEPA regulations for outline and content and 
include the additional information and analyses required by this Scope. It should clearly demonstrate 
that the Proponent will pursue all feasible measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate Damage to the 
Environment to the maximum extent feasible. 
 
Project Description and Permitting 
 
 The FEIR should describe any changes to the project since the filing of the DEIR. It should 
identify, describe, and assess the environmental impacts of any changes to the project that have occurred 
between the preparation of the DEIR and FEIR. The FEIR should also include an updated list of 
required Permits, Financial Assistance, and other state, local and federal approvals and provide an 
update on the status of each of these pending actions. It should also describe a mechanism for 
conducting more detailed reviews of future projects through the filing of NPCs. 
 
 The FEIR should include plans of existing and proposed conditions at a legible scale that identify 
all major project components (existing and proposed buildings, access roadways, runways, taxiways, 
etc.), public areas, impervious areas, subsurface utilities, surface elevations, wetland resource areas, 
ownership of parcels including easements, and stormwater and utility infrastructure. Conceptual plans 
should be provided for on-site work as well as any proposed off-site work for transportation or utility 
improvements that will benefit the project.  
 

The information and analyses identified in this Scope should be addressed within the main body 
of the FEIR and not in appendices. In general, appendices should be used only to provide raw data, such 
as drainage calculations, TSS removal rates, traffic counts, capacity analyses and energy modelling, etc. 
that are otherwise adequately summarized with text, tables, and figures within the main body of the 
FEIR. Information provided in appendices should be indexed with page numbers and separated by tabs, 
or, if provided in electronic format, include links to individual sections. Any references in the FEIR to 
materials provided in an appendix should include specific page numbers to facilitate review. 

 
The FEIR should clarify whether the project itself is anticipated to, directly or indirectly, result 

in an increase in Airport operations and associated increase in airplane or jet activity. If so, the FEIR 
should explain the methodology used to quantify the projected increase in Airport operations. The FEIR 
should provide updated air quality, noise, and GHG emissions analyses that account for the forecasted 
increase in Airport operations. The FEIR should include all impacts associated with activities asserted to 
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qualify as “Replacement Project” and “Routine Maintenance” work for which no advisory ruling has 
been issued by the MEPA Office.  

 
Alternatives Analysis 
 

The objective of the MEPA review process is to provide disclosures of all feasible measures to 
avoid, minimize and mitigate Damage to the Environment. The Proponent should review the 
requirements in 314 CMR 9.06 and determine whether a practicable alternative is available that has less 
adverse impact to the aquatic ecosystem. Specifically, the alternatives analysis should include a 
thorough analysis to demonstrate why the separation distance (taxiway centerline to runway centerline) 
cannot be reduced from the recommended 400 feet for TWY D to decrease wetland impacts. The FEIR 
should identify the distance between Runway 15-33 and TWY D at which there would be no impacts to 
BVW, LUW and Bank. It should also review an alternative that minimizes impacts to wetland resource 
areas and identify the separation distance from Runway 15-33.  

 
In the event impacts to wetlands cannot be justifiably avoided, the FEIR should propose 

appropriate mitigation measures to demonstrate consistency with the WQC regulations. It should 
identify the location of any proposed wetland replication.  
 

The FEIR should include additional alternatives analysis for project components not discussed in 
the DEIR, including the hangar development in the North and East Ramps and other Phase 2 projects 
that were excluded from the DEIR. To the extent the Airport wishes to defer review of Phase 2 
components, a procedure for review through the filing of NPCs should be proposed in the FEIR. The 
supplemental alternatives analysis should justify the need for hangar development, whether it is 
supported by current or future forecasted demand, and whether this increase in capacity will induce 
more demand for airplane and vehicular travel. The analysis should include a No Build Alternative, and 
also identify any alternative configurations or locations for proposed hangars and other development at 
the North and East Ramps that would avoid or minimize impacts to land alteration and impervious area. 
The alternatives analysis and project narrative should support the selection of the Preferred Alternative 
that includes all feasible measures to avoid Damage to the Environment, or to the extent Damage to the 
Environment cannot be avoided, to minimize and mitigate Damage to the Environment to the maximum 
extent practicable. 
 
Environmental Justice 
 

The FEIR, or a summary thereof, should be distributed to the EJ Reference List that was used to 
provide notice of the DEIR. The Proponent should obtain a revised EJ Reference List from the MEPA 
Office to ensure that contact information is updated. The same efforts to notice the project should be 
made prior to the submission of the FEIR. The FEIR should provide an update on any outreach 
conducted since the filing of the DEIR, and identify any changes made to the project design in response 
to this outreach.  

 
The FEIR should respond to comments from the Sierra Club regarding unfair and inequitable 

burdens on EJ communities in the vicinity of the Airport, particularly as related to ongoing cleanup of 
PFAS contamination in the surrounding community. 

 
As noted, while the DEIR indicates that several project components, such as new hangar space 

and terminal expansion, are intended to support future growth, it does not attribute any noise or air 
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quality increase in impacts (other than a modest increase in vehicular traffic) to this project, asserting 
that future growth would occur anyway with or without the project. This is not satisfactory, given that 
the DEIR unequivocally states that the project will increase capacity of Airport operations to support 
future expansions. The FEIR should clearly explain why an increase in infrastructure capacity, including 
hangar space, runway and taxiway extensions, and terminal expansion, should not be presumed to 
induce additional demand for airport operations, and should cite academic literature or other sources to 
support this explanation. Alternatively, the FEIR should present revised estimates of noise, traffic, and 
air quality/mobile source that include certain assumed increases from No Build to Build conditions as a 
result of the project components that are described as capacity expansions to support growth. Based on 
this assumed increase, the FEIR should update all conclusions relative to the extent of increased impacts 
and detail the extent to which each category impact is likely to impact surrounding EJ populations. The 
FEIR should consider additional mitigation measures to address noise and air quality impacts, including 
strong measures to support future electrification of aircraft and use of sustainable aviation fuels (SAFs) 
and noise abatement measures such as those suggested by the Town of Yarmouth. The FEIR should 
consider whether real-time data related to noise and air monitoring could be made available to the 
surrounding communities for added transparency. The FEIR should provide information regarding a 
Scope of Work to review potential modifications to Airport departure procedures including coordination 
with residents and EJ populations. 
 

Consistent with the Scope related to Climate Change and Land Alteration below, analysis of the 
stormwater management system should assess whether flooding risks may be exacerbated for nearby EJ 
Populations, including under future climate conditions, and whether existing conditions would be 
worsened or improved by the project design. The FEIR should update analyses related to air emissions 
and noise to account for the increase in airplane activity that is anticipated from the proposed hangar 
expansion or other work that may result in an increase in Airport capacity. As discussed below, the 
FEIR should provide all the information requested in the EPA comment letter as to anticipated impacts 
to groundwater and the SSA, including from stormwater, associated with the project. The FEIR should 
assess whether any increase in pollutant loading in groundwater is anticipated to impact the identified EJ 
Population based on the results of groundwater modeling or other analysis. 
 
Public Health / Sole Source Aquifer (SSA) 
 

The FEIR should fully address comments from EPA. As requested in EPA’s comments, the 
FEIR should include a plan showing groundwater depth, contours, and flow directions to better describe 
the context, existing location and subsurface environment for areas potentially affected by the project. 
The plan should detail the location of existing and proposed monitoring wells, public and private water 
supply wells, and surface water supply sources within five miles of the Project. The plan should be 
accompanied by a narrative to explain how groundwater contours were developed. The FEIR should 
provide additional hydrogeologic information as it relates to the flow of potential contaminants from the 
project, including from increased wastewater flows, stormwater discharges, and construction activities, 
and the potential impact, including groundwater flow continuing off-site, to existing or proposed public 
or private water supplies. Distances and time of travel (if times are readily available) to nearest water 
supplies should also be provided. 

 
The FEIR should include a list describing the expected annual loading of potential contaminants 

of groundwater (as compared to baseline conditions at the Airport) from construction and project-related 
operations including information on fuel-related contaminants and loadings such as volatile organic 
compounds, metals, and polyaromatic hydrocarbons. It should provide a description of any past 
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contamination events at the airport along with baseline groundwater contaminant conditions. It should 
also include an expanded description of measures and best management practices to reduce the release 
of contaminants and provide aquifer protection during construction and airport operations, with a 
specific focus on how the Airport will protect groundwater from contaminated runoff, spills, or 
accidents at the airport. 
 

The FEIR should include a monitoring plan that describes how and when soil and groundwater 
will be monitored for potential contaminants of concern and how baseline soil and groundwater 
contaminant conditions will be established. The monitoring plan should detail the frequency of sampling 
and how the sampling results, along with needed and executed response actions, will be shared with 
appropriate water department officials in the project area. 
 
Land Alteration, Impervious Area and Stormwater 
 

The Proponent should continue to evaluate opportunities to avoid and minimize land alteration 
and impervious area creation. The FEIR should further clarify how the project is designed to avoid and 
minimize land alteration and impervious area. It should provide a comprehensive evaluation of all 
measures to preserve open space and tree cover, to reduce the amount of land alteration, and to convert 
impervious areas to pervious materials, including reductions in pavement associated with runways and 
taxiways, reductions in size of aprons and hangars, and supplemental landscaping or tree planting to 
mitigate impacts associated with clearing. The DEIR notes that 410 acres of the Airport will remain 
undeveloped, of which 110 acres is densely forested. The FEIR should confirm the amount of open 
space that will remain undisturbed and/or restored upon completion of construction. It should include 
site plans that clearly locate and delineate areas proposed for development and those to be left 
undisturbed. The FEIR should indicate whether a CR could be considered for non-development areas of 
the airport, and how non-development commitments will be enforced. As the design for runway and 
taxiway modifications is finalized, the Proponent should identify any new areas where vegetated buffers 
can be maintained or re-established to protect nearby surface waters and incorporate these locations in 
landscaping and maintenance plans.  

 
The DEIR includes a high-level review of stormwater for several, not all, project components. 

The FEIR should provide a copy of the Stormwater Report for the project which identifies all measures 
that will be employed to protect the water quality of the SSA, describes the proposed stormwater 
management system for each project/phase, and identifies BMPs that will be incorporated into its 
design. It should describe how the proposed stormwater management system will fully comply with the 
SMS. The FEIR should provide details on the size, location, and design of proposed stormwater 
systems. The Airport should take all feasible measures to manage stormwater runoff, including by 
exceeding stormwater management standards and incorporating Low Impact Design (LID) strategies 
and green infrastructure wherever practicable; such measures should be described in the FEIR. Green 
infrastructure is an effective way to treat stormwater generated by impervious surfaces and provide 
cooling and other benefits for the community and should be incorporated to the maximum extent 
possible. LID designs should be carefully considered, and where not used, the FEIR should provide a 
thoughtful explanation as to why they are infeasible for implementation on-site. The FEIR should 
commit to ongoing maintenance and monitoring to ensure stormwater is adequately treated before 
entering surface and groundwater bodies. 

 
As described further below, the FEIR should discuss how the stormwater management system 

will be designed to accommodate larger storm events. The FEIR should consult the rainfall volumes that 
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are provided by the MA Resilience Design Tool as indicative of future climate conditions and describe 
how the project will consider future conditions in design. It should include a plan showing the location 
of BMPs and describe whether sufficient space is being provided to allow for future retrofits as needed 
to accommodate large storms. 

 
Climate Change 
 
 Adaptation and Resiliency 

 
The FEIR should describe the precipitation data used for the design of the stormwater 

management system and clearly discuss how it will be sized to address future climate conditions. The 
MA Resilience Design Tool provides rainfall volumes associated with a 24-hour storm for the Project as 
input by the user. The FEIR should discuss whether the proposed stormwater design is anticipated to 
meet the recommended 2050 10-year return period (24-hour rainfall volume of 6.1 inches) from the Tool 
for the runway extension and taxiways. It should also discuss the 2070 100-year return period volume 
for aviation hangars and buildings (24-hour rainfall volume of 11.0 inches). Estimates can be provided 
in lieu of exact calculations, to the extent stormwater design is not advanced enough by the time of the 
DEIR. To the extent the project is unable to accommodate future year storm scenarios, the DEIR should 
discuss whether the project has engaged in flexible adaptative strategies, and whether current designs 
allow for future upgrades to be made to adapt to climate change.  

 
Stationary Source  GHG Emissions 

 
 Comments from DOER reference the proposed terminal expansion only and do not opine on any 
other expansions, new buildings, or additions, including the SRE. The FEIR should identify all proposed 
new buildings, expansions, or additions, including hangars that may be developed in the 20-year 
timeframe and discuss GHG commitments for these components. The Proponent should consult with the 
MEPA Office regarding the requirement to prepare separate GHG analyses for future new buildings, 
expansions, or additions, including the SRE. 
 

Mobile Sources and Air Quality 
 
 The DEIR notes eight EV charging stations will be installed. The FEIR should commit to 
providing designated parking spaces for these vehicles. The DEIR states that information regarding 
implementation of electric aircraft charging stations is still preliminary. While locations are identified on 
the Airport’s terminal ramp, specific technologies would be identified as part of the newly awarded 
smart grid planning project. The FEIR should provide an update regarding implementation of electric 
aircraft charging stations and implementation of conduits to facilitate future stations. It should provide a 
clear timeline for planning and construction of the microgrid infrastructure. It should include strong 
measures to facilitate a transition to electrification of airplanes and use of SAFs. For instance, the FEIR 
should consider whether conduits can be installed to facilitate electric charging stations for aircrafts. 
Any new infrastructure such as hangar spaces should be fully equipped with electric wiring and solar PV 
where feasible. The FEIR should describe how many aircraft charging stations will be proposed.  
 

Land Alteration 
 

The FEIR should describe efforts to minimize tree and shrub clearing and land disturbance to the 
extent practicable and mitigate impacts when unavoidable. The FEIR should clearly explain the 
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Proponent’s plan for disposition of the trees cleared through the project, including the process for 
identifying potential markets for reuse of wood. The Proponent should commit to reuse of cleared trees 
for long-lived wood products to the greatest extent practicable and should indicate how the ultimate 
disposition of the trees will be tracked and documented. As noted, the use of CRs should be considered 
to ensure permanent protection of non-development areas. The FEIR should describe the proposed 
location of tree planting and the number of trees onsite or off-site in the Town of Barnstable. The FEIR 
should explore additional ways to directly mitigate the GHG emissions of land clearing, including 
through tree replanting efforts, reuse of felled wood, and CRs placed on conservation areas within EJ 
communities. 
 
Solid and Hazardous Waste 
 

As requested in EPA’s comments, the FEIR should provide a list of chemicals used at the 
Airport, and a description of where and how they will be stored and managed on airport property. The 
list should be accompanied by a discussion of aircraft or vehicle maintenance practices/activities that 
can pollute runoff along with measures that will be implemented to reduce and control pollutants. 

 
The Proponent should review MassDEP’s comment letter for solid waste handling and disposal 

requirements. MassDEP comments reiterate that one or more RAM Plans or possibly a modified Phase 
IV Remedy Implementation Plan may be necessary for the various construction activities proposed in 
the DEIR. The FEIR should describe how the project will comply with all applicable requirements. The 
FEIR should confirm if a RAM Plan will be required under 310 CMR 40.0000 for any project activities 
based on review of proposed projects by a Licensed Site Professional (LSP). The Proponent and LSP 
should evaluate whether the sampling/analytical results obtained from soil management under this 
project affect the remediation options as described in the Phase III Remedial Action Plan under RTN 4-
0026347. The Proponent and the LSP should work together to ensure that future RAMs for the airport 
construction activities do not exacerbate contamination. In particular, it should be demonstrated that any 
excavation of, or introduction of, soil beneath the caps will not exacerbate groundwater contamination. 
The Proponent should work with MassDEP to resolve any issues regarding PFAS before conducting any 
work for the project. The FEIR should provide a detailed response to comments from the Association to 
Preserve Cape Cod and the Sierra Club regarding PFAS contamination and further response actions. The 
FEIR should identify if the Proponent qualifies as a generator of hazardous waste and/or waste oil. 

 
Construction 
 

I refer the Proponent to the comprehensive review of construction-period regulatory 
requirements in MassDEP’s letter (i.e., air quality, idling, asbestos containing material (ACM), etc.). 
The FEIR should describe how the project will comply with all applicable requirements. 
 
Mitigation and Draft Section 61 Findings 
 

The FEIR should include a separate chapter summarizing all proposed mitigation measures 
including construction-period measures. This chapter should also include a comprehensive list of all 
commitments made by the Proponent to avoid, minimize and mitigate the environmental and related 
public health impacts of the project, and should include a separate section outlining mitigation 
commitments relative to EJ populations. The filing should contain clear commitments to implement 
these mitigation measures, estimate the individual costs of each proposed measure, identify the parties 
responsible for implementation, and contain a schedule for implementation. The list of commitments 
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should be provided in a tabular format organized by subject matter (traffic, water/wastewater, GHG, EJ, 
etc.) and identify the Agency Action or Permit associated with each category of impact. Draft Section 61 
Findings should be separately included for each Agency Action to be taken on the project. The filing 
should clearly indicate which mitigation measures will be constructed or implemented based upon 
project phasing, either tying mitigation commitments to overall project square footage/phase or 
environmental impact thresholds, to ensure that adequate measures are in place to mitigate impacts 
associated with each development phase. 

 
The FEIR should include a commitment to provide a GHG self-certification to the MEPA Office 

upon expansion of the terminal building signed by an appropriate professional indicating that all of the 
GHG mitigation measures, or equivalent measures that are designed to collectively achieve identified 
reductions in stationary source GHG emission and transportation-related measures, have been 
incorporated into the project. If equivalent measures are adopted, the project is encouraged to commit to 
achieving the same level of GHG emissions (i.e., “carbon footprint”) identified in the Preferred 
Alternative expressed as a volumetric measure (tpy) in addition to a percentage GHG reduction from 
Base Case. The commitment to provide this self-certification in the manner outlined above should be 
incorporated into the draft Section 61 Findings included in the FEIR. 

 
Responses to Comments 
 

The FEIR should contain a copy of this Certificate and a copy of each comment letter received. 
To ensure that the issues raised by commenters are specifically addressed, the FEIR should include 
direct responses to comments to the extent they are within MEPA jurisdiction; references to a chapter or 
sections of the FEIR alone are not adequate and should only be used, with reference to specific page 
numbers, to support a direct response. This directive is not intended, and shall not be construed, to 
enlarge the scope of the FEIR beyond what has been expressly identified in this certificate.  
 
Circulation 
 
 In accordance with 301 CMR 11.16, the Proponent should circulate the FEIR to those parties 
who commented on the ENF and DEIR, each Agency from which the project will seek Permits, Land 
Transfers or Financial Assistance, and to any other Agency or Person identified in the Scope. Pursuant 
to 301 CMR 11.16(5), the Proponent may circulate copies of the FEIR to commenters in a digital format 
(e.g., CD-ROM, USB drive) or post to an online website. However, the Proponent should make 
available a reasonable number of hard copies to accommodate those without convenient access to a 
computer to be distributed upon request on a first come, first served basis. The Proponent should send 
correspondence accompanying the digital copy or identifying the web address of the online version of 
the FEIR indicating that hard copies are available upon request, noting relevant comment deadlines, and 
appropriate addresses for submission of comments. A copy of the FEIR should be made available for 
review in the Barnstable and Yarmouth Public Libraries. 
 
  
         

    February 16, 2024               ________________________  
    Date         Rebecca L. Tepper 
 
 
Comments received:  
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12/15/2023 TJ Sully 
01/22/2024  Diane LeDuc 
02/02/2024 Association to Preserve Cape Cod, Inc. (APCC) 
02/04/2024  Linda Bolliger, Hyannis Park Civic Association 
02/07/2024 Betty Ludtke 
02/07/2024 Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources (DOER) 
02/07/2024 Galileo Faria 
02/07/2024 Helyne Medeiros 
02/08/2024 Walter Spokowski 
02/09/2024 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) New England – Region 1 
02/09/2024 Cape Cod Commission 
02/09/2024 Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) –  

Southeast Regional Office (SERO) 
02/09/2024 Sierra Club – Cape and Islands Group 
02/09/2024 Chris Greeley 
02/09/2024 Thomas Collier 
02/09/2024 Karen Ingemie 
 
 
RLT/PPP/ppp 
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Patel, Purvi (EEA)

From: MEPA (EEA)
Sent: Thursday, December 28, 2023 12:46 PM
To: Patel, Purvi (EEA)
Subject: Fw: EEA #16440 Joint Draft Environmental Assessment/Environmental Impact Report (Draft EA/EIR), 

Hyannis, MA

I didn't see your name in the list of recipients for this comment. ‐ Jen 

From: tjsully46@comcast.net <tjsully46@comcast.net> 
Sent: Friday, December 15, 2023 5:29 PM 
To: MEPA (EEA) <mepa@mass.gov>; Corinne Snowdon <CSnowdon@epsilonassociates.com> 
Cc: MEPA‐EJ (EEA) <MEPA‐EJ@mass.gov>; Boccadoro, Helena (DEP) <helena.boccadoro@mass.gov>; Zoto, George (DEP) 
<george.zoto@mass.gov>; Hobill, Jonathan (DEP) <jonathan.hobill@mass.gov>; MassDOT PPDU 
<massDOTPPDU@dot.state.ma.us>; cheryl.j.quaine@faa.gov <cheryl.j.quaine@faa.gov>; Mailloux, Colleen P (FAA) 
<Colleen.P.Mailloux@faa.gov>; jacobs.kira@epa.gov <jacobs.kira@epa.gov>; McConarty, Cindy (DOT) 
<Cindy.McConarty@dot.state.ma.us>; McKenna, Steve (EEA) <stephen.mckenna@mass.gov>; Ormond, Paul (ENE) 
<paul.ormond@mass.gov>; Schluter, Eve (FWE) <eve.schluter@mass.gov>; DeCarlo, Jeffrey (DOT) 
<Jeffrey.DeCarlo@dot.state.ma.us>; Matz, James B. (DOT) <James.B.Matz@dot.state.ma.us>; 
ksenatori@capecodcommission.org <ksenatori@capecodcommission.org>; regulatory@capecodcommission.org 
<regulatory@capecodcommission.org>; cynthia.lovell@town.barnstable.ma.us 
<cynthia.lovell@town.barnstable.ma.us>; darcy.karle@town.barnstable.ma.us <darcy.karle@town.barnstable.ma.us>; 
thomas.mckean@town.barnstable.ma.us <thomas.mckean@town.barnstable.ma.us>; 
Hans.Keijser@town.barnstable.ma.us <Hans.Keijser@town.barnstable.ma.us>; rwhritenour@yarmouth.ma.us 
<rwhritenour@yarmouth.ma.us>; kwilliams@yarmouth.ma.us <kwilliams@yarmouth.ma.us>; 
bdirienzo@yarmouth.ma.us <bdirienzo@yarmouth.ma.us>; jgardiner@yarmouth.ma.us <jgardiner@yarmouth.ma.us>; 
hpl_mail@clamsnet.org <hpl_mail@clamsnet.org>; jcain@yarmouth.ma.us <jcain@yarmouth.ma.us>; 
phalanpaul@gmail.com <phalanpaul@gmail.com>; sulkoskis@gmail.com <sulkoskis@gmail.com>; 
greeleyc@comcast.net <greeleyc@comcast.net>; bettyludtke@verizon.net <bettyludtke@verizon.net>; 
lisbuja@gmail.com <lisbuja@gmail.com>; Linda.bolliger0@gmail.com <Linda.bolliger0@gmail.com>; 
Maureen@ProducerToProducer.com <Maureen@ProducerToProducer.com>; richard.mikolajczak@gmail.com 
<richard.mikolajczak@gmail.com>; suza100@hotmail.com <suza100@hotmail.com>; sfbrita@gmail.com 
<sfbrita@gmail.com>; grassflowerknits@gmail.com <grassflowerknits@gmail.com>; timmermann.timothy@epa.gov 
<timmermann.timothy@epa.gov>; donald.w.englert@gmail.com <donald.w.englert@gmail.com>; be97@stanford.edu 
<be97@stanford.edu>; kareningemie@comcast.net <kareningemie@comcast.net>; gdoblebh@gmail.com 
<gdoblebh@gmail.com>; danielledolan@massriversalliance.org <danielledolan@massriversalliance.org>; 
juliablatt@massriversalliance.org <juliablatt@massriversalliance.org>; Elvis Mendez <elvis@n2nma.org>; 
ben@environmentmassachusetts.org <ben@environmentmassachusetts.org>; claire@uumassaction.org 
<claire@uumassaction.org>; cluppi@cleanwater.org <cluppi@cleanwater.org>; Deb Pasternak 
<deb.pasternak@sierraclub.org>; Heather Clish <hclish@outdoors.org>; Heidi Ricci <hricci@massaudubon.org>; 
kelly.boling@tpl.org <kelly.boling@tpl.org>; kerry@msaadapartners.com <kerry@msaadapartners.com>; 
ngoodman@environmentalleague.org <ngoodman@environmentalleague.org>; rob@oceanriver.org 
<rob@oceanriver.org>; robb@massland.org <robb@massland.org>; Staci Rubin <srubin@clf.org>; Sylvia Broude 
<sylvia@communityactionworks.org>; tribalcouncil@chappaquiddick‐wampanoag.org <tribalcouncil@chappaquiddick‐
wampanoag.org>; crwritings@aol.com <crwritings@aol.com>; Peters, John (EOHLC) <john.peters@mass.gov>; 
acw1213@verizon.net <acw1213@verizon.net>; melissa@herringpondtribe.org <melissa@herringpondtribe.org>; 
rockerpatriciad@verizon.net <rockerpatriciad@verizon.net>; rhalsey <rhalsey@naicob.org>; Coradot@yahoo.com 
<Coradot@yahoo.com>; Solomon.Elizabeth@gmail.com <Solomon.Elizabeth@gmail.com>; thpo@wampanoagtribe‐
nsn.gov <thpo@wampanoagtribe‐nsn.gov>; Brian.Weeden@mwtribe‐nsn.gov <Brian.Weeden@mwtribe‐nsn.gov>; 
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info@capecodclimate.org <info@capecodclimate.org>; info@cacci.cc <info@cacci.cc>; 
Maureen@ProducerToProducer.com <Maureen@ProducerToProducer.com>; Jacobs, Alyssa 
<ajacobs@epsilonassociates.com>; Nathan Rawding <nrawding@epsilonassociates.com>; Hiromi M. Hashimoto 
<hhashimoto@epsilonassociates.com> 
Subject: Re: EEA #16440 Joint Draft Environmental Assessment/Environmental Impact Report (Draft EA/EIR), Hyannis, 
MA  
  

 

This Report is a Complete Whitewash, Especially on the so‐called Part 150 noise study. You can't do a Noise study from a 
Computer to get the effects of noise on the Residents. This Draft should be Rejected and the Gateway Airport be made 
to have a real part 150 study done. 
The Ed e sd should be no runway extension or other construction at the airport until All ground water poll is Removed 
from the Airport. In fact, the Sirport should be Closed Permanently. 
On Dec 15, 2023 at 2:38 PM ‐0500, Corinne Snowdon <CSnowdon@epsilonassociates.com>, wrote: 
 

Dear Secretary Tepper: 
  
On behalf of Cape Cod Gateway Airport Commission attached please find the EEA #16440 Joint Draft Environmental 
Assessment/Environmental Impact Report (Draft EA/EIR) for the Airport’s Master Plan Improvement Projects in 
Hyannis, Massachusetts.   
  
Please use this link to download a PDF of the Draft EA/EIR:  https://epsilon.sharefile.com/d‐
s22ca345c5ebf47c28fcb65ee260e9682 
  
Please notice the Draft EA/EIR in the Environmental Monitor to be published on December 22, 2023. We would like to 
request an extended Public Comment period through February 9, 2024, and would anticipate that the Certificate will 
be issued on February 16, 2024. 
  
By copy of this email, I am advising recipients of the Draft EA/EIR that written comments may be filed during the 
comment period, to: 
  
Rebecca L. Tepper, Secretary 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 
Boston, MA 02114 
  
You may also comment directly online at the MEPA’s Web 
site:  https://eeaonline.eea.state.ma.us/EEA/PublicComment/UI/searchcomment 
  
If you would like a paper copy of the document, please e‐mail Corinne Snowdon at csnowdon@epsilonassociates.com. 
  
If there are any issues accessing the PDF, please let me know. 
  
Thank you, 
Corinne 
  
  

Corinne A. Snowdon  |  Production Manager 

CAUTION: This email originated from a sender outside of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts mail 
system.  Do not click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is 
safe.  
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Epsilon Associates, Inc.  
3 Mill & Main Place, Suite 250 
Maynard, Massachusetts 01754 
978.897.7100  |  978.461.6239 (direct) 
csnowdon@epsilonassociates.com   
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Patel, Purvi (EEA)

From: enviroHYA <enviroHYA@epsilonassociates.com>
Sent: Monday, January 22, 2024 2:39 PM
To: Diane LeDuc; enviroHYA
Cc: Diane LeDuc; Jacobs, Alyssa; Servis, Katie (KHYA); Patel, Purvi (EEA)
Subject: RE: CC Gateway Airport expansion plan

 

Hi Diane,  
 
Thank you for your email.  To help you navigate to the MEPA comment page,  please use the following link to access the 
MEPA eMonitor home page:  https://eeaonline.eea.state.ma.us/EEA/MEPA‐eMonitor/home  On the tabs on the top, 
you’ll need to click on “Projects Under Review” and then again on “Environmental Impact Report”.  From there, you will 
then see Project #16640, Cape Cod Gateway Airport (formerly Barnstable Municipal Airport) Master Plan Projects.  You 
can then click on “the comment button”.  See below for the screen capture showing you how to navigate the screen.  
  
I’ve copied Purvi Patel, the MEPA Analysis for the project, (617)874‐0668, purvi.patel@mass.gov, here as well, as you 
can send comments to her directly.  Just make sure to include Project #16640 in the subject line.  I also think she would 
be best to address you question about using the MEPA webpage, and ability to comment via the link provided. 
  
Also, you can use the following link to learn more about how to provide MEPA a comment https://www.mass.gov/info‐
details/submitting‐comments  There are instructions for providing a comment be regular mail if that is preferred by you. 
  
Lastly, we have already extended the comment period by an additional month beyond what would have been required.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
The HYA project team 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

CAUTION: This email originated from a sender outside of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts mail 
system.  Do not click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is 
safe.  
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Nathan Rawding 
Senior Scientist, Ecological Sciences 
  
Epsilon Associates, Inc. 
3 Mill & Main Place, Suite 250 
Maynard, Massachusetts 01754 
Cell: 508.423.3252 
Epsilon:  978.897.7100 
nrawding@epsilonassociates.com 
www.epsilonassociates.com 
  

From: Diane LeDuc <capecodgreenenergy@gmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, January 19, 2024 5:00 PM 
To: enviroHYA <enviroHYA@epsilonassociates.com> 
Cc: Diane LeDuc <dianejleduc@comcast.net> 
Subject: CC Gateway Airport expansion plan 
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Greetings, 
I've been trying to submit my comments about the Airport Expansion plan to the .gov site set up to receive comments 
but the "thinking wheel" just keeps spinning.  I'd like to think that the site is on the verge of crashing because so many 
people want to submit their comments.  I'm wondering if the deadline will be extended for submissions.  Who gets to 
make that call? 
  
I have several environmental scientist friends who wrote fantastic comments.  I'm not a scientist.  I'd like to take a 
"human touch" approach. 
  
The airport in Hyannis should never have been built there. Expanding it is a ridiculous idea.  It's become a fueling station 
for planes.  Ridership has been, and continues to decline. The people who live near the airport are being poisoned by the 
soot and the chemicals that have migrated to their wells.  The noise is awful too.  The man in charge of the Airforce Base 
in Bourne has said he'd be open to a conversation about moving the operation there. 
  
I'm so sick of MONEY winning out over people's health that I could spit. 
  
Please urge the decision makers to STOP and think about the big picture.  Money isn't everything.  I'm guessing that 
they don't actually need more money ‐ they've just been programmed to seek more and more and more.  Greed will be 
the death of us all and I mean that literally. 
  
Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to express my feelings. 
  
Sincerely, 
Diane LeDuc 
Harwich, MA  
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February 2, 2024 

 

Rebecca Tepper, Secretary 

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 

Attn: MEPA Office 

Purvi Patel, EEA No. 16640 

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 

Boston, MA 02114 

 

RE:  Cape Cod Gateway Airport Master Plan Projects Draft Environmental Impact 

Report 

 

Dear Secretary Tepper: 

 

The Association to Preserve Cape Cod (APCC) has reviewed the Draft Environmental 

Impact Report (DEIR) for the Cape Cod Gateway Airport project (EEA # 16640) and 

submits the following comments.  

 

Founded in 1968, APCC is the Cape region’s leading nonprofit environmental 

advocacy and education organization, working for the adoption of laws, policies and 

programs that protect, preserve and restore Cape Cod’s natural resources. APCC 

focuses our efforts on the protection of groundwater, surface water, and wetland 

resources, preservation of open space, the promotion of responsible, planned 

growth and the achievement of an environmental ethic. 

 

APCC has focused our comments for this DEIR on the areas of wetland impacts, 

groundwater protection, and carbon sequestration mitigation related to proposed 

tree clearing.  

 

Wetland Impacts 

APCC is extremely concerned about the proposed significant impacts to Upper Gate 

Pond, which, according to MassGIS, is mapped by the Natural Heritage and 

Endangered Species Program as BioMap Core Habitat (Rare Species Core) and 

Critical Natural Landscape. According to the DEIR, a new Taxiway D would directly 

and permanently adversely impact Upper Gate Pond and its surrounding wetland 

buffer.  
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Wetland impacts include: 

 

• Approximately 12,700 sf of Land Under Water (nearly a third of an acre) in the pond to 

be permanently filled. 

• Approximately 4,600 sf of Bordering Vegetated Wetlands to be permanently filled. 

• 3.78 acres of 200-ft. wetland buffer to be impacted by the construction of 1.13 acres of 

additional pavement. 

• 0.1 acre of bordering vegetated wetland to be impacted by .01 acre of additional 

pavement. 

• 1.85 acres of 100-ft. wetland buffer to be impacted by .52 acres of additional pavement. 

 

The project applicant’s preferred alternative includes either an engineered slope or a retaining 

wall that will be constructed within Upper Gate Pond to “minimize impacts” to the pond. A 

vegetated earthen berm would be constructed along the top of the pond slope in an attempt to 

prevent stormwater runoff from causing erosion. Given that the taxiway will fill in part of the 

pond and destroy portions of the 100 and 200 ft. wetland buffer, it is difficult to envision that 

the taxiway's extremely close proximity to what remains of the wetland after construction will 

not lead to increased stormwater impacts to the pond. 

 

The DEIR states that there is the potential for up to 5,200 cubic yards of unconsolidated organic 

materials along the pond bottom to be excavated in order to provide suitable base material for 

the taxiway slope. Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons and lead are contaminants known to be 

present in Upper Gate Pond sediments, likely as a result of airport stormwater runoff. APCC 

recalls from airport projects in the previous decade, which required study of Upper Gate Pond 

and Lewis Pond, that the airport’s environmental consultants determined it would be unwise to 

dredge the pond bottom in an attempt to remove contaminated sediments because it would 

release and distribute contaminants and further degrade pond water quality. APCC also 

questions whether releasing contaminants into the water body may impact groundwater.  

 

The project applicant has proposed, in very general, non-specific terms, possible mitigation for 

the wetland impacts that includes potential wetland replication on airport property (with 

limitations on what is acceptable to FAA guidelines) and/or on a property or properties 

elsewhere in the town of Barnstable. The DEIR states that the mitigation “will be designed in 

the subsequent permitting phases of the project.” Given the scarcity of detailed information 

regarding any specific proposed mitigation actions, it is APCC's position that the mitigation 

measures described in Section 7 of the DEIR are inadequate in relation to the substantial 

impacts created by the work proposed in and adjacent to Upper Gate Pond and its wetland 

buffer. It is impossible for the public to adequately review and comment on the  
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appropriateness of the mitigation for these significant wetland impacts if the mitigation plan is 

not provided in the MEPA review process.  

 

Lastly, the applicant in the DEIR states, “Based on the proposed avoidance, minimization, and 

mitigation, in Section 6.1.5., there are no significant impacts on wetlands and surface water 

beyond the existing condition as a result of the Proposed Action.” APCC completely rejects the 

suggestion that the impacts to Upper Gate Pond will not be significant. 

 

Groundwater Protection 

APCC would like to see more assurances in the next EIR filing that the airport project 

construction and operation will not adversely impact the underlying aquifer, which is a source 

of public drinking water. It has been well-documented that the airport is a source of PFAS 

contamination in groundwater that has impacted public drinking water supplies. The airport has 

taken steps to address PFAS contamination from the airport, including capping contaminated 

soil areas and conducting groundwater monitoring. To ensure continued remediation of 

existing PFAS contamination and to prevent additional contamination in the future, MassDEP 

should require, and the applicant should commit to, expanded sampling and monitoring of the 

airport property for the presence of PFAS and other contaminants, including within the 

proposed project area. 

 

Additionally, the project's future EIR filing should provide more detail about proposed 

stormwater management, and should describe where and how LID and green infrastructure will 

be utilized, and where and how conventional stormwater treatment will be used. Where 

conventional stormwater treatment is proposed, the applicant should explain in detail why 

more modern LID and green infrastructure approaches are not feasible.  

 

Tree Removal Mitigation 

The DEIR states that approximately 1.54 acres of forested upland areas and approximately 3.37 

acres of shrub-scrub upland areas will be impacted for the construction of the airport project. 

The tree clearing will result in a loss of carbon sequestration estimated as equal to an increase 

of 6.52 metric tons of carbon per year, or 195 metric tons over a 30-year period. As proposed 

mitigation for this loss, the applicant claims that the carbon sequestration loss will be “offset” 

by the airport’s existing forested areas north of the airfield.  

 

APCC maintains that the above proposal is not appropriate mitigation for lost carbon 

sequestration. The existing forest is not adding new sequestration benefits lost by the planned 

tree cutting. No new sequestration value will be gained by maintaining the status quo of the 

remaining forested area. Existing forest does not replace the loss of cleared trees; it still results 

in a carbon sequestration deficit. The applicant should commit, at a minimum, to replacing the  
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number of trees that will be lost. Ideally, the sequestration value of new tree plantings should 

be calculated to confirm that an equal carbon sequestration value will be preserved by the 

replacements. A sapling will not provide the same current level of environmental benefit as a 

mature tree. 

 

Conclusion 

Based on the information provided in the DEIR, APCC must conclude that the objectionable loss 

of wetlands and critical habitat due to the filling of Upper Gate Pond and destruction of 

wetland buffer, combined with the absence of meaningful mitigation for the carbon 

sequestration loss due to tree removal, provide no path for the project, as currently proposed, 

to proceed and still be environmentally acceptable. 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on this proposed project.  

 

Sincerely,  

 
Andrew Gottlieb 

Executive Director 



TO: MEPA  
FROM: Linda Bolliger, on behalf of Hyannis Park Civic Association 
RE: Cape Cod Gateway Airport Master Plan EA/EIR Public Comment 
DATE: February 2, 2024 
 
The following comments are a compilation and distillation of the thoughts of the 
community of Yarmouth’s Hyannis Park.  
 
Hyannis Park is grateful for all the public meetings that Cape Cod Gateway Airport 
(CCGA) has afforded the public throughout the entire Master Plan process. The 
Environmental Assessment Phase has particular impact on our community due to our 
proximity to CCGA’s operations. We recognize a long history of coexistence with the 
Airport; however, Master Plans by definition denote change. We welcome changes to 
the Airport’s operation, but our acceptance ends at those changes which negatively 
affect our community’s quality of life.  
 
NOISE 
Our community is pleased that CCGA has promised to consider flight procedures that 
circumvent our neighborhood. Noise has been the number one issue for the majority of 
Hyannis Park residents, since it universally affects neighbors. The regular interruption of 
our lives by low-flying aircraft either taking off or landing along current flight paths is 
incompatible with our coastal village way of life. The inability to leave windows or doors 
open may seem inconsequential. It is not. Furthermore, it is much more than 
inconvenient for all of us to curtail conversations on our porches and patios. It is a 
consistent life interruption for us. 
 
Flight procedures in avoidance of residential areas is not an anomaly. In fact, many 
airports have these procedures in place. Let us not make CCGA an “unfriendly” airport 
and ignore the opportunity to be a good neighbor. 
 
PFAS AND OTHER CONTAMINANTS 
Complete clean-up of contamination of groundwater is critical especially to a community 
south-southeast (i.e., downgradient) of the CCGA like Hyannis Park. We understand the 
importance on various levels of forensic analysis regarding accountability. The existence 
of a second source at the former Barnstable Fire Training Academy complicates the 
accountability and ownership of clean-up for the Airport. Let us be clear—Hyannis Park 
requires (1) timely containment of all identified PFAS plumes, and (2) the timely 
remediation of contaminated groundwater and affected soil at the source and 
downgradient from both sources. This will entail a close and well-defined collaboration 
of CCGA and the former Barnstable Fire Training Academy. This appears to be currently 
lacking. Both sources need to demonstrate a complete, clean-up commitment to the 
public at large and Hyannis Park in particular.  
 
Hyannis Park’s Grist Mill Village which is made up of 44 homes along Mill Creek have 
had their 65-year historical way of life on the Creek abruptly upended. We are 
discouraged from swimming, fishing (other than catch and release), and shell-fishing in 



our beloved river. This is no small wrinkle. This has been a way of life for many of us for 
2+ generations. Grist Mill Village is frustrated over the knowledge that our river is 
contaminated with no possible remediation options on the horizon.  
 
Scientists are predicting that this is just the beginning of an awakening for down- 
gradient communities like Hyannis Park. The acknowledgement of possible lead 
contamination and other yet unidentified contaminants are possible in the years ahead. 
The Airport’s handling of PFAS is being closely watched as a prelude to further clean-up 
projects that will surely be part of its future. 
 
PLANE EMISSIONS AND PUBIC HEALTH 
With studies emerging from academic sources like Tufts University School of 
Engineering (see Hudda N, Durant LW, Fruin SA, Durant JL. Impacts of Aviation 
Emissions on Near-Airport Residential Air Quality. Environ Sci Technol. 2020 Jul 
21;54(14):8580-8588. doi: 10.1021/acs.est.0c01859. Epub 2020 Jul 8. PMID: 
32639745.), the next major concern is the effects of plane emissions on human 
populations under flight paths. This may not be on the Airport’s list of concerns, but it 
certainly is included on Hyannis Park’s. With a simple change in flight procedures, the 
Airport can put our communities concerns to rest. 
 
CONCLUSION 
Hyannis Park will continue to press the Airport to minimize the impacts of its Master 
Plan by altering flight paths through the process of establishing “friendly” flight 
procedures circumventing our community. Hyannis Park wants to see the Airport adopt 
the recommendations provided by Mr. Ronald Price of QED Aviation. He is the Town of 
Yarmouth’s consultant in matters of evaluating CCGA’s Master Plan. We appreciate 
CCGA’s open discussions with Mr. Price. But now is the time to adopt his 
recommendations into the Master Plan. 
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It would be one thing for Cape Cod Gateway Airport to only analyze themselves as they seek to enlarge their operation, but it is quite another for Mass DoT Aviation and the FAA to join in this effort.  One only has
to look at the alternatives analysis to see that the Cape Cod Gateway airport is completely encroached.  The preferred alternative is the only viable alternative because of encroachment.  Then what?  What does
Gateway do after this expansion?  Build more ramp space to accommodate more corporate jets?  What does the next 100 years look like?

The collective “you” need to study air service for Cape Cod and the Islands regionally.  I read the Mass DoT Aviation and FAA documents regarding airport assets in Massachusetts.  Neither entity, in their
documents, has accounted for any of the assets at Joint Base Cape Cod.  It is as if the airfield there does not exist.  Perhaps there were good reasons to have done that when those documents were created, but
there are no good reasons now.

In the alternative analysis provided for JBCC, included in this document, that absence of asset recognition continues even though the mission of JBCC has been drastically changed by BRAC actions.  You
discuss every obstacle you can muster and again rely on jurisdictional barriers owing to the structure of the Cape Cod Gateway airport as to why it is just “too difficult” to study airfield operations at JBCC.  And
when asked if you ever spoke with anyone at JBCC, you answered no.

I am not sure why you cannot bring yourselves to recognize how encroached Cape Cod Gateway Airport is.   Just as I cannot understand why you won’t even look at consolidating air operations at the largest
airfield complex on Cape Cod.  The proposed displaced threshold ought to provide some insight into the level of encroachment you face at Gateway Airport.  There are viable alternatives to the
Gateway expansion recommended in this study.  Those have not been studied to the level required to make this Environmental Assessment adequate to the task.
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        23 January 2023 

 

Rebecca Tepper, Secretary 

Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

100 Cambridge Street 

Boston, Massachusetts 02114 

Attn:  MEPA Unit   

 

RE: Cape Cod Gateway Airport, Hyannis, EEA #16640 

 

Cc: Jo Ann Bodemer, Director of Energy Efficiency, Department of Energy Resources 

Elizabeth Mahony, Commissioner, Department of Energy Resources   

 

Dear Secretary Tepper: 
 

We’ve reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed project.  The 

project includes construction of a 30,000-sf terminal expansion (this size may change).  The project 

was very responsive to include GHG mitigation measures, which are summarized below.  The 

DOER has no further comments or recommendations. 

 

Key Commitments 

 

The addition will be built to Stretch Code standards, available here: https://www.mass.gov/info-

details/stretch-energy-code-development-2022#final-code-language-for-stretch-code-update-and-

new-specialized-stretch-code- and will have efficient electrification of space heating with 100% 

heat pump space heating. 

 

In summary: 

 

• The addition will be built in accordance with C502.1 of the Stretch Code which requires: 

 



Cape Cod Gateway Airport, 16640 

Hyannis, MA 
 

   

  

 

o If the addition is less than 20,000-sf, the prescriptive requirements of C401.3, C402 

through C406, and Section C408 apply. 

 

o If the addition is 20,000-sf or larger, the addition shall be built in accordance with 

C401.2 Part 3, relative performance, which requires conformance with C401.3, 

C402.1.5, C402.2.8, C402.3, C402.4, C402.5, C402.6, C402.7, C403.5, C403.7, 

C405.2.4, C405.13, C406, C407.2, C408, and ASHRAE 90.1-2019 Appendix G 

(modified by C407.2). 

   

• Key mandatory sections in both pathways above include: 

 

o C402.1.5 which establishes minimum, above-grade vertical envelope performance 

which cannot be “traded off” with other building improvements. 

 

o C402.3, solar readiness 

 

o C402.4, revised fenestration performance of U-0.30/0.32 

 

o C402.5, air leakage 

 

o C402.7, thermal bridge derating 

 

o C403.5, economizers 

 

o C403.7, ventilation energy recovery  

 

o C405.13, electric vehicle readiness 

 

o C406, additional energy efficiency 

 

• 100% of building space heating will be provided by electric air source heat pumps.   

  

Sincerely, 

 

 
 

Paul F. Ormond, P.E. 

Energy Efficiency Engineer 

Massachusetts Department of Energy 

Resources 
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I am a Atlantic Aviation employee who has worked and participated in multiple airport operations and development. I can not understand the idea behind relocating the Cape Cod Gateway Airport to Otis Airforce
Base are multiple levels. Simply the cost of relocating the airport ranging from FAA grants, to private company's who operate within this airport would be so massive that I am not even sure how the Town could
possible even entertain this idea. I understand and sympathy's with people who bring noise in the the picture as a influential topic to this debate, but I also struggle with how this argument is valid as they are
simple shifting the issue to someone else, for this instance it would be the residents of Mashpee. I will certainly be participating in Town meets regarding this topic in the future and want to make it clear that I
do not support the idea of relocating the Cape Cod Gateway Airport to Otis Airforce Base.  
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In the argument of relocating the Cape Cod Gateway Airport to Otis Airforce Base I would like to give my opinion on why I believe it would be beneficial for the Airport to remain where it currently is. First I want
make clear how important this airport is to our community ranging from life saving medical treatment with Med Flight which is conveniently located in the Center of Cape Cod to even the season economic
commerce we all experience living here on Cape Cod. It is literally a gate way for people who want to visit Cape Cod for vacation or to see family. As well as I am not really sure how the Airport would be able to
relocate when there is so much FAA grant money invested here as well as private business who exist sole on this airfield. I want to make it clear that I do not support the Cape Cod Gateway Airport relocating to
Otis Airforce Base.
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For several generations, the Cape Cod Gateway Airport (CCGA) has provided a crucial link in connecting Marine Home Center (MHC) operations on the islands with skilled, highly sought after workforce living in
Barnstable County and the South Shore.

The Hyannis airport has become a true partner to the Cape's economic engine governed by a locally appointed Commission that balances both aviation needs and community impacts. The CCGA commitment
to Aviation Safety is paramount, with continuous runway, navigation and environmental improvements. It's adoption of "Quiet Flying" is a first defense opportunity in mitigating the impacts to the population of
Barnstable County. The CCGA's 20-year Master Plan represents a thoughtful and balanced approach to airport operations. Simply having a plan provides a valuable component to any long-term partnership.
Its location is absolutely critical to the viability of the MHC business model. Other methods simply do not work. The aviation department of MHC alone has invested over $6 million in the past year in operations
upgrades.

Marine Home Center has demonstrated for over 40 years that the Hyannis airport is the only viable solution to its complex business model. It's commitment to safety, location, commuter access, reliability and
environmental awareness make it the ideal partner for the future.   -   Walt Spokowski, President, Marine Home Center
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February 9, 2024 
 
Cheryl Quaine 
Federal Aviation Administration 
New England Division 
12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 
 
Rebecca L. Tepper, Secretary 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 
Boston, MA 02114 
 
RE: EPA comments on the Draft Environmental Assessment and Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(EEA File Number: 16640) for the Cape Cod Gateway Airport, Hyannis, Massachusetts 
 
Dear Secretary Tepper and Ms. Quaine:  
 
We are writing in response to the Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) and Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (DEIR) for the Cape Cod Gateway Municipal Airport project located in the Town of 
Hyannis, Massachusetts. We submit the following comments on the EA/DEIR in accordance with our 
responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, 
and the Safe Drinking Water Act.  
 
The EA/DEIR describes several capital improvement projects at the Cape Cod Gateway Municipal 
Airport that will be completed in the next five to seven years. The proposed projects are intended to 
meet facility requirements, enhance safety and efficiency of the airfield, and achieve compliance with 
Federal Aviation Administration (“FAA”) standards (FAA AC 150/5300-13B, Airport Design). The report 
states that the proposed projects are based on the recent 2022 Airport Master Plan (AMP) and Airport 
Layout Plan (ALP). The proposed project includes extension of Runway 15, modification of taxiways A, 
B and D, construction of a run-up area and noise wall, removal of Taxiway E, and aeronautical 
development within the North and East ramp areas.  
 
EPA reviewed the EA/DEIR and offers the following comments and recommendations related to the 
analysis of groundwater/aquifer protection, public drinking water sources, chemical storage and use, 
spill prevention control, and stormwater management. We request that these issues be more fully 
addressed in the final EA/EIR for the project. 
 



 

2 
 

Cape Cod Sole Source Aquifer 
 
The Cape Cod Gateway Municipal Airport project is located over the Cape Cod Sole Source Aquifer. 
EPA’s review of the EA/DEIR focused primarily on the project’s potential to impact the underlying 
aquifer pursuant to our responsibilities under Section 1424 (e) of The Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA). 
The SDWA provides EPA discretionary authority to review federally funded projects within Sole Source 
Aquifers. In this case, a portion of the funding for the project is being supplied by the Federal Aviation 
Administration. The Cape Cod Sole Source Aquifer was designated on July 13, 1982 (Federal Register 
Notice: 47 FR 30282 also see https://www3.epa.gov/region1/eco/drinkwater/capecod.html) 
 
The Cape Cod Aquifer provides 100% of the Cape’s drinking water, and its highly permeable aquifer 
deposits make it one of the most productive groundwater systems in New England. These water 
supplies are susceptible to contamination from development and land uses within their watersheds. 
Based on previous groundwater investigations, groundwater flows in a southeasterly direction from 
the airport towards Lewis Bay. Nearly the entire airport and most of the land area between Route 132, 
Route 6, and Yarmouth Road, is situated within a zone of groundwater contribution to public water 
supplies. 
 
Based on our review we found that the EA/DEIR lacks sufficient information to fully assess the 
potential for groundwater impacts associated with the project. The comments and recommendations 
in this letter highlight the information necessary to support conclusions regarding potential impacts to 
groundwater.  
 
EPA intends to review the responses provided to our comments in the final EA/EIR to determine if 
additional information is required to understand potential impacts to groundwater or if any follow-up 
groundwater assessment is recommended. We encourage the airport and the FAA to coordinate with 
us directly during the preparation of the final EA for any clarification regarding our recommendations. 
 
Public and Private Drinking Water Sources and Coordination with Water Systems   
  
The airport has been a source of contamination in the past. One example of many provided in the 
EA/DEIR highlights numerous contaminants discovered in the soil and groundwater: 
 

Barnstable Municipal Airport, Hanger Bay #1 RTN: 4-12048: Airline Realty Trust submitted a DPS for 
releases of chlorinated solvents and petroleum compounds to soil and groundwater. The release was 
attributed to several upgradient sources including leaching pits at the Cape Air Hanger and Griffin Air, 
and jet fuel contamination associated with former USTs. This RTN was linked to RTN 4-823 in October 
1997. RTN 4-823 was associated with releases at the Cape Air Hanger and response actions included 
disposal of petroleum containing liquid and solids from leaching pits, installation of a soil vapor 
extraction and air sparging system to treat petroleum-contaminated soil and groundwater, additional 
soil and groundwater sampling, and injection of remedial additives to treat the chlorinated solvents and 
petroleum compounds. 
 
PFAS contamination of groundwater is highlighted in the EA/DEIR as a significant issue associated with 
both on-airport and off-airport sources. Currently known on-airport sources include the aircraft rescue 
and firefighting/snow removal equipment (ARFF/SRE) building and deployment area. EPA 

https://www3.epa.gov/region1/eco/drinkwater/capecod.html
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acknowledges that the airport is working closely with MassDEP’s Waste Site Cleanup program to 
remediate existing contamination and to install institutional controls. 
 
Public Water Sources 
 
As discussed in the EA/DEIR, public drinking water wells are located to the north and east of the 
airport. The Maher Wellfield is located approximately 0.1 miles southeast of the airport and consists of 
three production wells that supply approximately 30 to 35 percent of the Town of Barnstable’s Water 
Supply Division service connections in Hyannis and Hyannis Port. The Maher Wellfield has been 
contaminated by numerous contaminants as described in chapter 5 of the EA/DEIR. 
 
Existing wells proximate to the airport are operated by the Barnstable Water Company and the 
Barnstable Fire District. Additional wells operated by the Yarmouth Water Department are located east 
of Willow Street in Yarmouth. The report also described potential future well locations, including two 
locations leased by the airport to the Barnstable Water Company, and two locations on airport 
property that are identified as future well sites on the Town of Barnstable’s zoning map. It is 
imperative that current and future water supplies be protected. Barnstable is a highly developed 
community and the ability to locate new water supplies is severely limited. 
 
MassDEP regulations protect both Zone I and Zone II of public water supplies. The Zone I area is a 
protective area – usually a 400-foot radius - which must be owned or controlled by the public water 
supplier. Zone II protection is provided through local wellhead protection zoning, passed by cities and 
towns under impetus from MassDEP.  
 
As outlined in the EA/DEIR, the airport is located within wellhead protection areas which underly the 
entire airport property. Areas within Zone II reflect areas of highest sensitivity due to their direct 
connection to existing drinking water supplies. In addition, Barnstable has adopted local regulations 
which impose stronger restrictions on the five-year “time of travel” area for the aquifer. The 
Barnstable Groundwater Protection Overlay District is referred to under local zoning as the Wellhead 
Protection (WP) Overlay District.  
 
Recommendation:  
 

• EPA recommends that the final EA/EIR provide more information about how the Airport plans 
to meet the restrictions required in the Barnstable WP Overlay District. 

 
Aquifer Protection  
 
As noted above, the airport is located within the wellhead protection areas (Zone II areas) of several 
public drinking water supply wells. Wellhead protection areas represent the land area where rain soaks 
into the ground, enters groundwater, and flows to one of the wells. EPA has concerns about 
construction and operation impacts associated with the proposed projects at the airport and whether 
any of the proposed work will conflict with any of the on-site cleanups currently in progress and 
overseen by the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP). 
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Recommendations:  
 

• EPA recommends that the groundwater section of the final EA/EIR be expanded to provide 
additional hydrogeologic information as it relates to the flow of potential contaminants from 
construction and operation of the proposed project and the potential impact, including 
groundwater flow continuing off-site, to existing or proposed public or private water supplies. 
We recommend that distances and time of travel (if times are readily available) to nearest 
water supplies be provided. We also recommend that the EA describe past and proposed future 
coordination with public water supply systems regarding drinking water resources.  

 

• We recommend that the EA/DEIR be expanded to fully support any conclusions reached 
regarding direct or cumulative groundwater impacts to include the following:  

 

• A map showing groundwater depth, contours, and flow directions to better describe the 
context, existing location and subsurface environment for areas potentially affected by the 
proposed project. Please show the location of existing and proposed monitoring wells and 
include a narrative to explain how groundwater contours were developed. We recommend 
that the locations of public and private water supply wells and surface water supply sources 
within 5 miles of the proposed project be included in the maps.  

 

• A list describing the expected annual loading of potential contaminants to groundwater (as 
compared to baseline conditions at the airport—see below) from construction and project-
related operations including information on fuel-related contaminants and loadings such as 
volatile organic compounds, metals, and polyaromatic hydrocarbons.  

 

• A description of baseline groundwater contaminant conditions.  
 

• An expanded description of measures and best management practices to reduce the release 
of contaminants and provide aquifer protection during construction and airport operations. 
We specifically recommend additional detail regarding how the airport will protect 
groundwater from contaminated runoff, spills, or accidents at the airport. 

 
Chemical Storage and Use  
 
Recommendations:  
 

• We recommend that the final EA/EIR provide a list of chemicals and de-icing products used at 
the airport, and a description of where and how they will be stored and managed on airport 
property. A full discussion of aircraft or vehicle maintenance practices/activities that can pollute 
runoff along with measures that will be implemented to reduce and control pollutants is 
recommended.  

 

• We also recommend that the final EA/EIR include a list of past and current firefighting foam 
products (which might contain per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances PFAS/PFOA/PFOS) which will 
be used in association with the proposed project. 
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Monitoring Plan 
 
Recommendations: 
 

• We recommend that the final EA/EIR consider the development of multi-media monitoring as a 
means of determining the effectiveness of pollution prevention measures aimed at preventing 
or minimizing the potential for the proposed project to contaminate the aquifer. We request 
that the final EA/EIR include a monitoring plan that describes how and when soil and 
groundwater will be monitored for potential contaminants of concern and how baseline soil 
and groundwater contaminant conditions will be established. We recommend that the 
monitoring plan detail the frequency of sampling and how the sampling results, along with 
needed and executed response actions, will be shared with appropriate water department 
officials in the project area. We recommend annual reporting. 

 
Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan  
 
Recommendation:  
 

• Given the location of the proposed project above a Sole Source Aquifer, EPA recommends that 
the airport’s Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan be updated prior to 
construction to account for all aspects of the proposed project’s construction and operations. 
The current plan (Revision 4) is dated 2020. 

 
For more specific information about requirements with the SPCC rule, refer to www.epa.gov/oil-spills-
prevention-and-preparedness-regulations/spill-prevention-control-and-countermeasure-19. Please 
direct questions regarding the SPCC rule to EPA’s Joe Canzano at canzano.joseph@epa.gov or 617-918-
1763.  
 
Stormwater Management  
 
The NPDES Construction General Permit (CGP) authorizes stormwater discharges from construction 
activities that result in a total land disturbance of equal to or greater than one acre, where those 
discharges enter Waters of the U.S. or a municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) leading to 
Waters of the U.S. subject to the conditions set forth in the CGP. As noted in the EA/DEIR, compliance 
with the CGP is required. 
 
The EA/DEIR notes that the airport maintains a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) in 
accordance with EPA’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Stormwater Multi-
Sector General Permit (MSGP) issued on January 15, 2021 (Airport NPDES ID MAR 053164, see 
Appendix F). The majority of stormwater collected on impervious surfaces at the airport is managed 
through a network of 300 catch basins discharging to surface water outfalls, seven bioretention basins 
which discharge to infiltration basins, vegetated swales, and Class V injections wells (see below for 
more information about Class V well requirements).  
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The report states that the majority of Airport property is pervious vegetated airfield surfaces in areas 
characterized by little to no potential for potential pollutants to be exposed to stormwater.  
 
Recommendation:  
 

• We recommend that the final EA/EIR provide additional detail to explain why there is only 
limited potential for pollutants to be exposed to stormwater. 

 
The EA/DEIR describes oversight of erosion and sediment controls to mitigate the impacts of proposed 
construction. Stormwater from a portion of the airport may be discharged near the Maher Wellfield, 
which is located near the intersection of Route 28 and Yarmouth Road. 
 
Recommendation:  
 

• EPA recommends that the airport’s erosion and sediment control plan, including stormwater 
runoff controls and Best Management Practices (BMPs) include consideration of groundwater 
resources at the site, and adjacent public drinking water supply wells. The final EA/EIR should 
detail any necessary changes to reflect this focus and include a description of monitoring wells 
and advanced stormwater BMPs needed for spill control. We also recommend that all 
stormwater BMPs described include a description of pretreatment capabilities as required by 
Massachusetts stormwater requirements. 

 
The EA/DEIR states that the proposed stormwater design will treat stormwater using a combination of 
BMPs. The current stormwater BMPs rely on the Vortech system, a below-ground, engineered 
stormwater treatment device that combines swirl concentration and flow controls into a single 
treatment unit. As discussed in the report, Vortech is used for capturing and retaining trash, debris, 
sediment, and hydrocarbons from stormwater runoff. Stormwater technologies can be very effective 
but need to be maintained adequately.  
 
Recommendation:  
 

• EPA requests more information about the proposed BMPs that will be developed for the 
airport, and regarding the operations and maintenance of the Vortech system. Also, given the 
location of the proposed project above a Sole Source Aquifer, EPA encourages the use of 
monitoring wells. 

 
Underground Injection Control 
 
EPA’s Underground Injection Control (UIC) program is administered by MassDEP and, as such, UIC 
systems are regulated by MassDEP. Infiltration best management practices used to drain stormwater 
runoff or other wastewater are regulated as “Class V” underground injection wells under 
Massachusetts UIC regulations (310 CMR 27.02) if they include any of the following: 
 

• a bored, drilled, or driven shaft, a dug hole, or seepage pit whose depth is greater than its 
largest surface dimension; or,  
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• an improved sinkhole; or,  

• any subsurface structure that has a soil absorption system (SAS) with a subsurface fluid 
distribution line and aggregate. Note: This refers to subsurface infiltration enhancement 
systems but does not include underdrains designed to collect and convey stormwater to a 
surface outfall or a storm drain network.  

 
Any new UIC wells need to be approved by MassDEP. MassDEP needs a UIC registration application 
with the required UIC Stormwater Technical Compliance Form, site plans, and cross-sectional plans 
showing the proposed UIC well structures. For more information, please contact: 
  
Joe Cerutti  
MassDEP Drinking Water Program 
UIC Program Coordinator 
joseph.cerutti@mass.gov 
781-465-4123  
 
Please contact us during the development of the final EA/EIR for clarification of any of the comments 
and recommendations provided above. EPA requests the opportunity to be kept informed about any 
activities that might affect the Sole Source Aquifer during project design, construction, or operation. 
Please communicate directly with the EPA Region 1 Sole Source Aquifer Coordinator, Kira Jacobs. She 
can be reached at jacobs.kira@epa.gov or 617-918-1817.  
  
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Timothy Timmermann, Director 
Office of Environmental Review 
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Via Email 
 
February 9, 2024 
Rebecca Tepper, Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
Attn: MEPA Office, Purvi Patel, Environmental Analyst 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900, Boston, MA 02114 
 
Re:  Draft Environmental Impact Report 

EEA No. 16640 (Cape Cod Commission File No. 22033)  
       Cape Cod Gateway Airport Master Plan Projects, Barnstable 
 
Dear Secretary Tepper: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the above-referenced Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (“DEIR”). Because this Project requires an Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”), it is 
deemed a Development of Regional Impact (“DRI”) under § 12(i) of the Cape Cod Commission Act, 
c. 716 of the Acts of 1989. Cape Cod Commission staff previously submitted comments on this 
Project’s 2022 ENF. We offer the following additional suggestions as Cape Cod Gateway Airport 
(“the Applicant”) completes the MEPA process and prepares for DRI review. 
 
The Cape Cod Gateway Airport 2022 Master Plan proposes multiple improvements to be 
completed in three phases over 20 years. This DEIR encompasses the improvements anticipated 
to receive funding within the next five to seven years, including extending runway 15-33, 
modifying taxiways A, B, and D, removing taxiway E, constructing a run-up area and noise wall, 
and new hangar development (“the Project”). Our comment letter on the ENF highlighted the 
amount of new land alteration, increased impervious surfaces, wetlands disturbance, and 
vegetation clearing associated with construction as areas of concern. We encouraged the 
Applicant to assess design alternatives to minimize negative impacts to natural resources while 
fulfilling applicable Federal Aviation Administration (“FAA”) requirements.  
 
The DEIR includes a detailed alternatives analysis and some beneficial modifications, such as a 
decrease in the total acreage of new land alteration—from approximately 63 acres in the ENF to 
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less than 50 as currently proposed. The Applicant should continue assessing any alternatives that 
might be less detrimental to sensitive resources. 
 
The proposed Taxiway D relocation will involve earthwork and construction of paved surfaces in 
Upper Gate Pond’s buffer, impacting surface waters, wetlands and NHESP BioMap Core Habitat 
and Critical Natural Landscape areas. Over time, stormwater runoff, debris, and frequent nearby 
vegetation management have decreased this pond’s habitat function and contaminated its 
sediments. Previous DRI decisions on the Airport property required an undisturbed natural buffer 
surrounding Upper Gate and other freshwater ponds, with only limited vegetation removal 
allowed. The DEIR indicates that locating the new Taxiway D closer to Runway 15-33 is not possible 
due to FAA separation standards, and work within wetlands and open water cannot be avoided. 
Among the identified alternatives, the retaining wall (2C) and bridge/elevated taxiway surface (2D) 
both appear less impactful to Upper Gate Pond than the preferred 2:1 side slope. These options 
warrant further evaluation in light of their potential wetland resource benefits. The cost and 
feasibility of providing mitigation for wetlands impacts, potentially at other locations, should be 
considered as part of this analysis. 
 
The Runway 15-33 extension alternatives analysis notes that the preferred alternative adds only 
the minimum pavement necessary to meet runway length needs. We support the modification of 
the design initially selected in the ENF, which would have added more pavement than the current 
proposal. Even with that design change, the Project is expected to increase impervious surface 
coverage by about 40 acres, requiring additional measures to manage and treat runoff. As the 
design for runway and taxiway modifications is finalized, the Applicant should identify any new 
areas where vegetated buffers can be maintained or re-established to protect nearby surface 
waters and incorporate these locations in landscaping and maintenance plans. The DEIR indicates 
that new leaching catch basins will be installed to capture stormwater, and a Vortechs water 
quality unit will be relocated. Details on the size, location, and design of these stormwater systems 
should be provided if available. The Applicant should plan for ongoing maintenance and 
monitoring to ensure stormwater is adequately treated before entering surface and groundwater 
bodies. 
 
As proposed, the Project anticipates clearing 8.65 acres of land with a mixture of forest and 
shrubs. Tree removal will be timed to avoid negative impacts on potential bat populations: outside 
of the summer roosting period (April through September), and when possible, between October 
and March. This schedule is a good construction practice which is likely to protect other wildlife 
including breeding bird species. The Applicant should still aim to minimize tree and shrub clearing 
and land disturbance to the extent possible and mitigate when unavoidable. The DEIR proposes to 
offset carbon releases and loss of carbon sequestration resulting from the Project with tree 
planting/replanting, and preservation of forested areas north of the airport. Commission staff 
encourage the Applicant to pursue permanent protection of existing forest via conservation 
restriction where feasible and identify locations on-site and elsewhere in the Town of Barnstable 
that might be appropriate for new planting. 
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The proposed improvements will involve construction and disturbance in several locations that 
are near known archaeological sites and may be archaeologically sensitive. The DEIR states the 
Applicant will prepare an avoidance plan for review by Massachusetts Historical Commission to 
address known archaeological sites in the area. The potential for unexpected discoveries should 
also be addressed by an unexpected discoveries plan and general monitoring of cultural 
resources during the construction process. 
 
The Project is not expected to generate a significant increase in vehicular traffic volume on the 
adjacent roadway network and construction-related impacts will be temporary. Any increases in 
traffic volume to and from the Airport are likely to be gradual, resulting from market and 
operational factors. The Applicant commits to implementing a Transportation Demand 
Management (“TDM”) program as part of the Master Plan. Commission staff support the inclusion 
of a TDM program as a method to reduce single-occupancy vehicle trips to the Airport and 
promote alternative transportation options. The DEIR notes several planned roadway 
infrastructure projects in the vicinity of the Project site, including but not limited to, the MassDOT 
Airport Rotary improvements and the Town of Barnstable Route 132 Corridor Improvements. We 
encourage the Applicant to review and coordinate with MassDOT and the Town of Barnstable to 
ensure multimodal connectivity is provided to the Airport from these roadways and major 
intersections.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Project. Commission staff are 
available to answer any questions you might have about these comments. 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Kristy Senatori 
Executive Director 
 
Cc:     Project File 

Alyssa Jacobs, Epsilon Associates 
Katie Servis, Airport Manager, Cape Cod Gateway Airport 
Elizabeth Jenkins, Director, Barnstable Planning & Development 
Barnstable Cape Cod Commission Representative, via email 
Cape Cod Commission Chair, via email 
Cape Cod Commission Committee on Planning and Regulation Chair, via email 

 
 
 



 
  

Maura T. Healey 
Governor 
 
Kimberley Driscoll 
Lieutenant Governor 

 

Rebecca L. Tepper
Secretary

Gary Moran
Acting  Commissioner 
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                                                                                    February 9, 2024 
 
Rebecca L. Tepper 
Secretary of Energy and Environment 
Executive Office of Energy and   
Environmental Affairs                                 

RE: DEIR Review. EOEEA 16640 
BARNSTABLE Cape Cod Gateway Airport 
at 480 Barnstable Rd

Boston, MA 02114                                               
ATTN:  MEPA Office  
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900                                                                   
                                                                     
Dear Secretary Tepper, 
 

 
  

The Southeast Regional Office of the Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) has 
reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Cape Cod Gateway Airport at 480 
Barnstable Rd, Barnstable, Massachusetts (EOEEA #16640).  The Project Proponent provides the 
following information for the Project:   
 
 Consistent with its safety mission, the proposed Projects, included in the Airport’s recent Master Plan (2022) 
update, are needed to meet facility requirements, enhance safety and efficiency of the airfield, and achieve 
compliance with Federal Aviation Administration (“FAA”) standards (FAA AC 150/5300-13B, Airport Design) 
 
Since the filing of the ENF (filed November 30, 2022) and based on comments received from the public during 
outreach meetings and agency input, the Projects included for consideration in this joint draft EA/EIR have been 
revised. Projects discussed in the Draft EA/EIR only include those anticipated to receive federal and state 
funding in the near future (next 5 to 7 years). The Projects include the extension of Runway 15, modification of 
taxiways A, B and D, construction of a run-up area and noise wall, removal of Taxiway E, and aeronautical 
development within the North and East Ramp areas. Future projects anticipated to take place beyond a 7+ year 
timeframe, including terminal building improvements, are excluded from discussion. 
 
This Draft EA/EIR provides extensive and detailed analysis of the Projects and potential environmental impacts, 
alternatives considered, and proposed environmental mitigation measures. 
 
Bureau of Water Resources (BWR)Comments 
Wetlands. The Project Proponent has adequately addressed the Wetland’s Program comments 
submitted in response to the ENF. The Proponent discussed compliance with the applicable 
performance standards to each of the resource areas’ anticipated impacts in Chapter 8 and quantified 
permanent impacts in the most recent design in relation to site constraints and the proposed 
realignment of Taxiway D. Mitigation measures include a wetland replication area to be designed 
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and constructed per MassDEP’s Inland Wetland Replication Guidelines. According to the DEIR, it 
is anticipated the Proponent will seek an Order of Conditions from the Barnstable Conservation 
Commission and a Section 401 Water Quality Certification from the Department. Adherence to the 
respective performance standards will be reviewed during these permitting processes.” 
 
Drinking Water.  Cape Cod Gateway Airport (formerly Barnstable Municipal Airport) Master Plan 
recommends improvements needed to meet the goals of the Airport and its users.  The Projects, 
constructed over the next 7 years, include the extension of Runway 15, modification of taxiways A, 
B and D, construction of a run-up area and noise wall, removal of Taxiway E, and aeronautical 
development within the North and East Ramp areas.  
 
The Airport Property abuts several properties containing municipal Public Water Supply sources. 
Each source has a designated Zone 1 and Zone II protection area as required by the Massachusetts 
Drinking Water Regulations (310 CMR 22.00).  After review of the included figures in the DEIR, the 
MassDEP Drinking Water Program has determined that these projects do not interfere with, or intrude 
on, the Zone 1 of any of the public water supply sources.  The entire airport property is within a Zone 
II, but the regulations do not preclude this construction activity. Activities within the Zone II are 
subject to local bylaws which are required by the Massachusetts Drinking Water 
Regulations.  MassDEP’s Drinking Water Program concludes that the proposed project will not 
impact the public water supply sources adjacent to the airport property. 
 
 
Stormwater Comments: 
 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Construction General Stormwater  
Permit.  
 
The Project Proponent acknowledges that its activities will require filing a Notice of Intent (NOI) 
with the United States Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA). Access to information regarding 
the NPDES Stormwater requirements and an application for the Construction General Permit is 
obtained by completing and submitting a Notice of Intent (NOI) to EPA via the Stormwater 
Discharges from Construction Activities | National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
| US EPA. 
 
The Proponent is advised to consult with Margarita Chatterton at Chatterton.Margarita@epa.gov or 
by phone at 601-918-1034 for questions regarding EPA’s NPDES Construction General Permit 
requirements. 
 
Industrial Stormwater Permit 
 
The Project Proponent has acknowledged its requirement for an EPA NPDES Multi Sector General 
Permit (Industrial Stormwater) Program (https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-
04/documents/sector_s_airtransmaint.pdf).  
 
Under the 2015 Multi-Sector General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Industrial Activity 
(MSGP), EPA has updated the requirements for Sector S to incorporate the Airport deicing effluent limitation 
guidelines and new source performance standards. Airlines and airports conduct deicing operations on aircraft 
and airfield pavement to ensure the safety of passenger and cargo flights. In the absence of controls, deicing 
chemicals are widely dispersed causing pollutants to enter nearby rivers, lakes, streams, and bays. On May 16, 
2012, EPA published the Airport Deicing ELG in the Federal Register to control the discharge of pollutants 
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from airport deicing operations to surface waters. See 40 CFR Parts 9 and 449. The requirements largely apply 
to wastewater associated with the deicing of airfield pavement at primary airports. The rule also established 
NSPSs for wastewater discharges associated with aircraft deicing for a subset of new airports. These guidelines 
are implemented in discharge permits issued by states and EPA Regional Offices under the NPDES program. 
Therefore, the 2015 MSGP is incorporating the requirements from the Airport ELG that are appropriate to the 
kinds of discharges the permit authorizes. Additional information regarding this EPA permit may be 
found at: https://www3.epa.gov/npdes/pubs/sector_s_airtransmaint.pdf .  
 
The Proponent is advised to consult with Abed Ragab at ragab.abdulrahman@epa.gov or 617-918- 
1695 and Michelle Vuto at vuto.michelle@epa.gov or 617-918-1222 for any of its questions 
regarding EPA’s NPDES stormwater permitting requirements. 
 
Underground Injection Control 
 
The Proponent acknowledges that each of its UICs will be registered with the UIC program. 
The Project Proponent is reminded that these structures must be registered through the submittal of a 
BRP WS-06 UIC Registration application through MassDEP’s electronic filing system, eDEP. The 
statewide UIC program contact is Joe Cerutti, who can be reached at (617) 292-5859 or at 
joseph.cerutti@state.ma.us . All information regarding on-line (eDEP) UIC registration applications 
may be obtained at the following web page under the category “Applications & Forms”: 
https://www.mass.gov/underground-injection-control-uic. 
 
Waste Water Management. Cape Cod Gateway Airport is required to demonstrate the ability to 
apply extinguishing agent as part of its FAA Part 139 safety certification.  The capital improvements 
to the airport should include provisions to collect the wastewater containing the extinguishing agents 
generated during these demonstrations and/or training events so that proper treatment and/or disposal 
can occur in conformance with Massachusetts requirements. 
 
Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup (BWSC) Comment 
Based upon the information provided, the Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup (BWSC) searched its 
databases for disposal sites and release notifications that have occurred at or might impact the 
proposed project area.  A disposal site is a location where there has been a release to the environment 
of oil and/or hazardous material that is regulated under M.G.L. c. 21E, and the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan [MCP – 310 CMR 40.0000].  
 
Five releases have been reported at or within the vicinity of the project area since the submittal of the 
ENF in January 2023. One release identified as Release Tracking Number 4-0030077 occurred at 714 
Iyannough Road approximately 300 feet from the Cape Cod Gateway Airport. This release is 
currently open; however, based on the type and volume of oil released it is unlikely to impact the 
proposed project. Four other releases (4-0029977, 4-0029946, 4-0029870, 4-0029807) have been 
closed with Permanent Solution Statements with No Conditions; three of the releases occurred at 
Cape Cod Gateway Airport. Any soil excavated within a Disposal Site Boundary of either an open or 
closed site is considered remediation waste and must be handled as such.   
 
Interested parties may view a map showing the location of BWSC disposal sites using the MassGIS 
data viewer at  MassMapper.  Under the Available Data Layers listed on the right sidebar, 
select  “Regulated Areas”, and then “DEP Tier Classified 21E Sites”.  MCP reports and the 
compliance status of specific disposal sites may be viewed using the BWSC Waste Sites/Reportable 
Release Lookup at:  https://eeaonline.eea.state.ma.us/portal#!/search/wastesite 
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BWSC has reviewed the DEIR for the Cape Cod Gateway Airport and offers the following comments: 
Section 6.13.10 Impact Summary, states that the project does not have the potential to involve a 
contaminated site.  However, portions of the project are located within the Disposal Site Boundary 
of RTN 4-0026347 which contains PFAS contamination.   
 
The DEIR describes the measures the Proponent plans to take to comply with MGL C. 21E and the 
MCP for this project.  MassDEP agrees with the proposed work as described in the DEIR for 
hazardous materials/MCP disposal sites with the following additional comments:  MassDEP 
reiterates that one or more RAM Plans or possibly a modified Phase IV Remedy Implementation Plan 
may be necessary for the various construction activities as proposed in the DEIR.  MassDEP also 
reiterates that the Proponent and LSP should evaluate whether the sampling/analytical results 
obtained from soil management under this project affect the remediation options as described in the 
Phase III Remedial Action Plan under RTN 4-0026347.  All remediation waste shall be properly 
managed per the MCP.   
 
MassDEP also directs the Proponents attention to the portions of the MCP that state that remedial 
activities shall not result in the exacerbation of contamination.  The Proponent and the LSP should 
work together to ensure that future RAMs for the airport construction activities do not exacerbate 
contamination. In particular, it should be demonstrated that any excavation of, or introduction of, soil 
beneath the caps will not exacerbate groundwater contamination.  
 
All requirements of the MCP shall be followed during this project.   
 
The Project Proponent is advised that if oil and/or hazardous material are identified during the 
implementation of this project, notification pursuant to the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (310 
CMR 40.0000) must be made to MassDEP, if necessary.  A LSP should be retained to determine if 
notification is required and, if need be, to render appropriate opinions.  The LSP may evaluate 
whether risk reduction measures are necessary if contamination is present.  The BWSC may be 
contacted for guidance if questions arise regarding cleanup.  
 
Spills Prevention and Control. The Department acknowledges that Cape Gateway Master Plan - 
reporting: “In accordance with Code of Federal Regulations 40, Subpart 112 (40 CFR 112), a Spill 
Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure Plan (SPCCP) is maintained by the Airport to minimize the 
risk associated with bulk storage and transfer of Oil and Hazardous Materials (OHM).”  The DEIR 
further reports: “During construction, all potential contaminants will be stored, handled and disposed 
of so that accidental releases to the environment are avoided. Spill prevention and control measures 
will be implemented consistent with the Airport’s Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure Plan 
(SPCCP), and will include measures to prevent spills, provide emergency response measures and 
training of all construction personnel.” 
 
The Project Proponent is advised that a spills contingency plan addressing prevention and management 
of potential releases of oil and/or hazardous materials from pre- and post-construction activities should 
be presented to workers at the site and enforced.  The plan should include but not be limited to, refueling 
of machinery, storage of fuels, and potential on-site activity releases.  Information related to spills 
prevention best practices may be obtained at the following web page: 
https://www.mass.gov/files/spill_prevention.pdf? 
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Hazardous Waste Management.  The Department acknowledges that Cape Gateway Master Plan, 
in has developed an emergency response plan, which is discussed in the NPC. 
 
If any occupant of the Project generates hazardous waste and/or waste oil, that entity must register 
with the MassDEP or EPA to obtain a permanent identification number, as applicable, in accordance 
with 310 CMR 30.000 for legally generating and managing regulated waste.  The Proponent is 
advised to consult at this MassDEP website https://www.mass.gov/guides/hazardous-waste-
generation-generators to determine if the Proponent qualifies as a generator of hazardous waste and/or 
waste oil.  
 
Bureau of Air and Waste (BAW) Comments 
 
Air Quality. 
 
Construction and/or Demolition Air/Noise Pollution  
 
Construction and demolition activity must conform to current Massachusetts Air Pollution Control 
regulations governing nuisance conditions at 310 CMR 7.01, 7.09 and 7.10 and not cause or 
contribute to a condition of air pollution due to dust, odor or noise. As such, the proponent should 
propose measures to prevent and minimize dust, noise, and odor nuisance conditions, which may 
occur during construction. 
 
To determine the appropriate requirements please refer to: 

310 CMR 7.09 Dust, Odor, Construction, and Demolition 
310 CMR 7.10 Noise 

 
Air Pollution 
.  
The Project Proponent reports: “The construction phases of each proposed action are expected to 
temporarily increase air emissions from both fugitive dust generated from earth moving activities and 
the exhaust of non-road construction equipment. Emissions from the operation of construction 
machinery (i.e., carbon monoxide [CO], nitrogen oxide [NOx], particulate matter [PM10, PM2.5], 
volatile organic compounds [VOCs], and GHG emissions) are short-term and not generally 
considered substantial.” 
 
Several strictly enforced measures would be used by contractors to reduce potential emissions and 
minimize impacts including: 
 
 Using wetting agents on areas of exposed soil on a scheduled basis; 
 Using covered trucks;  
 Monitoring actual construction practices to ensure that unnecessary transfers and mechanical 

disturbances of loose materials are minimized;  
 Minimizing storage of debris on the site; 
 Periodic street and sidewalk cleaning with water to minimize dust accumulations; and  
 The contractor would comply with the National Emission Standards for Hazardous Pollutants 

(NESHAP) throughout demolition and construction activities.” 

 
MassDEP requests that all non-road diesel equipment rated 50 horsepower or greater meet EPA’s 
Tier 4 emission limits, which are the most stringent emission standards currently available for off-
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road engines. If a piece of equipment is not available in the Tier 4 configuration, then the Proponent 
should use construction equipment that has been retrofitted with appropriate emissions reduction 
equipment. Emission reduction equipment includes EPA-verified, CARB-verified, or MassDEP-
approved diesel oxidation catalysts (DOCs) or Diesel Particulate Filters (DPFs). The Proponent 
should maintain a list of the engines, their emission tiers, and, if applicable, the best available control 
technology installed on each piece of equipment on file for Departmental review.  
 
The Proponent is advised that the Department's Air Quality regulations (310 CMR 7.11(3) Aircraft) 
specifies that “No person owning or operating an airport shall cause, suffer, allow, or permit routine 
warmups, testing, or other operation of aircraft while on the ground, in such a manner as to cause or 
contribute to a condition of air pollution, outside of the property lines of the airport, that in the opinion 
of the Department are unreasonable and feasibly preventable.” To further clarify, this means that all 
aircraft, once on the ground, should cease to operate its engines until such time when departure is 
warranted. Alternatively, to running these engines on idle, when warranted to maintain comfort within 
these aircraft during the warm summer months, plug in stations should be provided by the airport as an 
alternative to the greenhouse gas emissions, air pollutant emissions and noise that are emitted while these 
engines continue to operate while on the ground to keep onboard systems (refrigeration, air conditioning, 
etc.) running. 
 
Noise 
 
MassDEP’s noise policy establishes a 10 dB(A) increase in sound as the maximum sound impact which 
cannot be exceeded at the property line or the nearest receptor. Sound increases are evaluated in 
accordance with the MassDEP Noise Pollution Policy Interpretation. The Proponent is reminded that the 
10 dB(A) is not a design standard but a performance standard. Sound impacts should be mitigated to 
extent practicable. 
 
Massachusetts Idling Regulation 
 
The ENF reports that the Project Proponent proposes to maintain an idle free work area. 
 
MassDEP reminds the Proponent that unnecessary idling (i.e., in excess of five minutes), with limited 
exception, is not permitted during the construction and operations phase of the Project (Section 7.11 
of 310 CMR 7.00). Regarding construction period activity, typical methods of reducing idling include 
driver training, periodic inspections by site supervisors, and posting signage. In addition, to ensure 
compliance with this regulation once the Project is occupied, MassDEP requests that the Proponent 
install permanent signs limiting idling to five minutes or less on-site. 
 
Solid Waste Management.  The DEIR states: “It is estimated that up to approximately 200,000 cubic 
yards of soil may be generated over the course of the various projects being executed. As discussed 
above several Sites with documented releases of OHM are located within or adjacent to areas of 
proposed Airport improvements. Based on the location of these Sites, it is anticipated that potentially 
contaminated soil or groundwater maybe encountered during the implementation of the various 
projects...” 
 
Additionally, the DEIR states that the proponent’s “selected contractor will apply relevant and 
practicable procedures to allow for the reuse and recycling of construction materials. Prior to 
construction, the contractor will develop a Construction Waste Management Plan to ensure that a 
minimal amount of waste debris is disposed in landfills. For materials that cannot be recycled, solid 
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waste will be transported in covered trucks to an approved solid waste facility per the DEP Regulation 
for Solid Waste Facilities, 310 CMR 16.00.” 
 
As a reminder, the Project Proponent is advised of the following requirements: 
 
1. Reuse of any material requires submittal of MassDEP’s BWP SW41 – Beneficial Use 

Determination – Restricted Applications.  The permit is intended to protect public health, safety, 
and the environment by comprehensively regulating the reuse of waste materials as effective 
substitutes for a commercial product or commodity.  Information pertaining to this requirement 
is available at https://www.mass.gov/doc/instructions-sw-39-40-41-42-beneficial-use-
determinations/download. 

 
2. Compliance with Waste Ban Regulations:  Waste materials discovered during construction that 

are determined to be solid waste (e.g., construction and demolition waste) and/or recyclable 
material (e.g., metal, asphalt, brick, and concrete) shall be disposed, recycled, and/or otherwise 
handled in accordance with the Solid Waste Regulations including 310 CMR 19.017: Waste 
Bans.  Waste Ban regulations prohibit the disposal, transfer for disposal, or contracting for 
disposal of certain hazardous, recyclable, or compostable items at solid waste facilities in 
Massachusetts, including, but not limited to, metal, wood, asphalt pavement, brick, concrete, and 
clean gypsum wallboard.  The goals of the waste bans are to: promote reuse, waste reduction, or 
recycling; reduce the adverse impacts of solid waste management on the environment; conserve 
capacity at existing solid waste disposal facilities; minimize the need for construction of new solid 
waste disposal facilities; and support the recycling industry by ensuring that large volumes of 
material are available on a consistent basis.  Further guidance can be found at: 
https://www.mass.gov/guides/massdep-waste-disposal-bans. 
MassDEP recommends the Proponent consider source separation or separating different recyclable 
materials at the job site.  Source separation may lead to higher recycling rates and lower recycling 
costs.  Further guidance can be found at: https://recyclingworksma.com/construction-demolition-
materials-guidance/ 

 
For more information on how to prevent banned materials from entering the waste stream the 
Proponent should contact the RecyclingWorks in Massachusetts program at (888) 254-5525 or 
via email at info@recyclingworksma.com. RecyclingWorks in Massachusetts also provides a 
website that includes a searchable database of recycling service providers, available at 
http://www.recyclingworksma.com. 

 
3. Asphalt, brick, and concrete (ABC) rubble associated with the removal of existing structure must 

be handled in accordance with the Solid Waste regulations. These regulations allow, and 
MassDEP encourages, the recycling/reuse of ABC rubble.  The Proponent should refer to 
MassDEP's Information Sheet, entitled " Using or Processing Asphalt Pavement, Brick and 
Concrete Rubble, Updated February 27, 2017 ", that answers commonly asked questions about 
ABC rubble and identifies the provisions of the solid waste regulations that pertain to 
recycling/reusing ABC rubble.  This policy can be found on-line at the MassDEP website: 
https://www.mass.gov/files/documents/2018/03/19/abc-rubble.pdf. 

 
4. Tree removal/land clearing/clean wood: As defined in 310 CMR 16.02, clean wood means 

“discarded material consisting of trees, stumps and brush, including but limited to sawdust, chips, 
shavings, bark, and new or used lumber”…etc.  Clean wood does not include wood from 
commingled construction and demolition waste, engineered wood products, and wood containing 
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or likely to contain asbestos, chemical preservatives, or paints, stains or other coatings, or 
adhesives.  The Proponent should be aware that wood is not allowed to be buried or disposed of 
at the Site pursuant to 310 CMR 16.00 & 310 CMR 19.000 unless otherwise approved by 
MassDEP.  Clean wood may be handled in accordance with 310 CMR 16.03(2)(c)7 which allows 
for the on-site processing (i.e., chipping) of wood for use at the Site (i.e., use as landscaping 
material) and/or the wood to be transported to a permitted facility (i.e., wood waste reclamation 
facility) or other facility that is permitted to accept and process wood. 

 
If you have any questions regarding the Solid Waste Management Program comments above, please 
contact Jennifer Wharff at Jennifer.Wharff@mass.gov or Mark Dakers at Mark.Dakers@mass.gov  
for solid waste comments. 
 
Asbestos. The Project Proponent reports that “Due to the age and material at the Airport, it is 
suspected that asbestos may be present in materials if installed before 1981. 
 
As a reminder, the Project Proponent is advised of the following requirements: 
  

1. Asbestos Survey Requirements. Prior to conducting any demolition or renovation activities, 
MassDEP’s Asbestos Regulations at 310 CMR 7.15(4) requires any owner or operator of a 
building or facility to employ or engage a Department of Labor Standards (DLS) licensed 
asbestos inspector to thoroughly inspect the facility using US EPA approved procedures and 
methods to identify the presence, location and quantity of any ACM or suspect ACM and to 
prepare a written asbestos survey report. The survey shall identify and assess suspect ACM 
located in all areas that will be breached or otherwise affected by the demolition activities, 
including, but not limited to wall cavities, pipe chases, subsurface conduits, areas above 
ceilings and under/between multiple layers of flooring. Adequate and representative samples 
must be collected of all suspect asbestos containing building materials and sent to a DLS 
certified laboratory for analysis, using US EPA approved analytical methods.  

  
The written asbestos survey report shall contain an inventory of the exact locations of the 
ACM or suspect ACM from which samples were collected, analytical results of all samples 
taken, the date(s) such samples were collected, the name(s) of the persons who provided 
asbestos analytical services, and a blueprint, site map, diagram or written description of the 
facility and locations(s) thereof subject to demolition or renovation. This documentation shall 
clearly identify each location subject to demolition and/or renovation and the corresponding 
footage (square and/or linear) of any ACM or suspect ACM in each location.  

2. Asbestos Abatement Requirements. The owner or operator must hire a DLS licensed asbestos 
abatement contractor to remove and dispose of any asbestos containing material(s) from the 
facility or facility component, prior to conducting any demolition or renovation activities. The 
removal and handling of asbestos from the facility or facility components must adhere to the 
Specific Asbestos Abatement Work Practice Standards required at 310 CMR 7.15(7).  

  

If any proposed alterations or exemptions to Specific Asbestos Abatement Work Practice 
Standards required at 310 CMR 7.15(7) are proposed, the owner or operator must submit a 
Non-Traditional Asbestos Abatement Work Practice Plan (NTWP) to MassDEP for approval 
in accordance with 310 CMR 7.15 (14).   As part of an NTWP submittal package, MassDEP 
will require pre- and post- abatement inspections to ensure alternate work practices specified 
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in the approved NTWP are adhered to. The AQ 36 Non-Traditional Asbestos Abatement 
Work Practice Approval application form (AQ 36) and instructions for submitting the NTWP 
and AQ 36, can be found at the following links: Application: https://www.mass.gov/how-
to/aq-36-non-traditional-asbestos-abatement-work-practice-approval Instructions:  
https://www.mass.gov/doc/instructions-aq-36/download 

  
3. Asbestos Notification Requirements. 

In accordance with 310 CMR 7.15 (6), the asbestos contractor is required to submit a BWP 
ANF-001 Asbestos Notification Form to MassDEP at least ten (10) working days prior to 
beginning any abatement or removal of asbestos containing materials from the facility. The 
AQ 04 (ANF 001) notification form, and instructions for completing an ANF 001, can be 
found at the following links:  
 
Notification Form: https://www.mass.gov/how-to/file-an-aq-04-anf-001-asbestos-removal-
notification 
Instructions: https://www.mass.gov/doc/bwp-aq-04-anf-001-asbestos-removal-notification-
instructions-july-2015- 0/download  

  

If you have any questions regarding the Asbestos Program comments above, please contact Colleen 
Ferguson at Colleen Ferguson@mass.gov.. 
 
Other Comments/Guidance 
 
The MassDEP Southeast Regional Office appreciates the opportunity to comment on this DEIR. If 
you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact George Zoto at 
George.Zoto@mass.gov or Jonathan Hobill at Jonathan.Hobill@mass.gov. 
 
                                                          Very truly yours, 

                                                                              
                                                             Jonathan E. Hobill, 
                                                             Regional Engineer, 
                                                             Bureau of Water Resources  
JH/GZ 
 
Cc:  DEP/SERO 
         
ATTN: Millie Garcia-Serrano, Regional Director  
            Gerard Martin, Deputy Regional Director, BWR 
            John Handrahan, Deputy Regional Director, BWSC 
 Seth Pickering, Deputy Regional Director, BAW 
            Jennifer Viveiros, Deputy Regional Director, ADMIN   
 Maissoun Reda, Chief, Wetlands and Waterways, BWR 

Brendan Mullaney, Waterways, BWR 
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Daniel DiSalvio, Chief, Compliance and Enforcement, BAW 
 Joseph Cerutti, Underground Injection Control, BWR/Boston 
 Jim McLaughlin, Chief, Drinking Water, BWR 
 Michelle Regon, Drinking Water, BWR 
 Mark Dakers, Solid Waste, BAW 
 Jennifer Wharff, Solid Waste Management, BAW 
 Angela Gallagher, Audits, BWSC 
 Amanda Cantara, Site Management, BWSC  
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Patel, Purvi (EEA)

From: Chris Powicki <chrisp@weeinfo.com>
Sent: Friday, February 9, 2024 3:42 PM
To: Patel, Purvi (EEA)
Subject: Cape Cod Gateway Airport (formerly Barnstable Municipal Airport) Master Plan Projects (#16640) - 

Sierra Club Comments

Importance: High

 

Thank you for the opportunity for Sierra Club’s Cape Cod & Islands Group, representing members 
and supporters in Barnstable, Dukes, and Nantucket counties, to submit comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for Cape Cod Gateway Airport (formerly Barnstable Municipal 
Airport) Master Plan Projects (#16640). 
 

Sierra Club concludes that the Airport's DEIR is incomplete as submitted, and that additional 
analysis and reporting are required before judgment can be made as to whether MEPA 
requirements have been satisfied. Two main concerns exist: 
 

First, the DEIR does not acknowledge or in any way mitigate historical and continuing unfair and 
inequitable burdens imposed on designated environmental justice (EJ) communities in the 
vicinity of the Airport. In particular, decades of handling and use of aqueous film‐forming 
firefighting foams (AFFF) at and around the Airport resulted in inadvertent but extensive PFAS 
contamination of public water supply wells and exposed Hyannis residents, students, workers, 
and visitors to significant but unknown amounts of hazardous but unknown chemical mixtures for 
significant but unknown time periods with potentially significant but unknown health 

consequences. PFAS‐contaminated soil and the associated plumes flowing 
onto and emanating from Airport property continue to pose risks. 
 

Sierra Club appreciates that the Airport has ceased use of AFFF except in emergency situations, 
that control measures are in place for when AFFF use is required, and that groundwater drawn 
from Hyannis‐area wells is designated “safe" under the current state drinking water standard 
based on the granular activated carbon (GAC) treatment systems installed at various locations, 
including within the Maher wellfield located on property downgradient from the Airport owned 
by the town of Barnstable. However, this does not change the history of contamination and 
exposure in the Hyannis area nor erase current and future concerns facing EJ and other 
communities.  
 

CAUTION: This email originated from a sender outside of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts mail 
system.  Do not click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is 
safe.  
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No controls are in place for the PFAS that, prior to the initiation of GAC 
treatment, was distributed through the drinking water supply network serving EJ and 
other communities and then discharged into the environment via septic leaching and 
wastewater treatment plant effluent injection; nor for PFAS passing from the Maher wellfield into 
Mill Creek, Lewis Bay, and the associated ecological and human communities; nor for individuals 
who consume shellfish and other species harvested from PFAS‐contaminated surface waters. The 
state’s current PFAS6 standard is subject to change pending federal action to ratchet down 
maximum contaminant levels across this entire class of “forever” chemicals, some of which have 
just been proposed for hazardous waste designation. Sierra Club’s position is that no level of PFAS 
in drinking water is safe.  
 

The DEIR indicates that the Airport’s proposed runway expansion and reconfiguration projects will 
utilize heavy machinery in moving hundreds of thousands of cubic yards of soil, including in 
locations coincident with and adjacent to temporary caps installed to prevent precipitation from 
mobilizing PFAS in soil contaminated by the Airport’s own storage and use of AFFF. The DEIR 
asserts that precautions will be taken to ensure that these caps remain intact during construction 

and that the PFAS‐contaminated soil will remain in place indefinitely, like a 
ticking time bomb. This is not acceptable.  
 

Sierra Club recommends that the Airport be required to address these concerns by updating and 
expanding the DEIR as follows:  

 To characterize unfair and inequitable AFFF‐related burdens imposed on designated EJ 
communities to the fullest extent possible based on available and emerging sources of 
data, including the federally funded "Massachusetts PFAS and Your Health Study” involving 
blood and urine sampling, exposure assessment, and neurobehavioral assessment of 
Hyannis residents led by Silent Spring Institute; and 

 To incorporate a permanent cleanup solution, to be implemented as a form of 

mitigation within the scope of the Airport’s proposed projects, that will leverage the onsite 
availability of earth‐moving equipment to remove AFFF‐contaminated soil under the 
Airport’s temporary caps for offsite transport, final disposition, and elimination of what 
would otherwise represent a “forever" source of risk to Hyannis‐area communities. 

 

Second, the DEIR does not provide detail on or in any way mitigate aviation‐related greenhouse 
gas emissions associated with long‐term Airport operations, particularly those attributable to 
fuel sales at and around the Airport and to fuel consumption by commercial and private aircraft 
flying into and out of the Airport. These emissions are not accounted for because the Airport 

asserts that proposed runway extensions and facility upgrades, designed for 
the purpose of facilitating safe and economically viable operation 
through 2040 and beyond, will have no impact on the number of arrivals 
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and departures relative to current Airport usage. No other future usage 
scenarios are considered, and transportation solutions that could be 
applied for reducing near‐term reliance on the Airport and the most 
carbon‐intensive form of travel to and from the Cape & Islands—such 
as electrified bus service and expanded vehicle charging infrastructure—are only addressed in 

the context of facilitating Airport usage. This is not acceptable. 
 

Sierra Club recommends that the Airport be required to address these concerns by updating and 
expanding the DEIR as follows:  

 To present a current and detailed emission inventory for the Airport 
across all gases and sources, to apply these and other data in 
evaluating changes in aviation‐related emissions attributable to the 
post‐2005 expansion in fast‐ferry service to the Islands, and 
to estimate future emissions under varying Airport usage scenarios including a no‐build 

alternative; and  

 To incorporate a climate mitigation plan consistent with state 
policies and targets aimed at eliminating or minimizing aviation‐
related emissions across the time periods encompassed by the 
Airport’s Master Plan and the anticipated lifetime of the proposed 
projects. 

 

Addressing these concerns and recommendations is essential to ensure that public interests in a 
stable climate, clean water, environmental justice, and public health are met in Hyannis and 
across the Commonwealth.  
 

Thank you for the careful consideration of Sierra Club's comments.  
 

Sincerely, 
 

Chris Powicki 
Chair, Executive Committee 
Sierra Cape Cod & Islands Group 
774.487.4614 
 
 

 



Chris�ne K. Greeley 
48 Glenwood Street 

West Yarmouth, Massachusets 02673 
 

Purvi Patel 
Rebecca L. Tepper 
Execu�ve Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street- Suite 900 
Boston, MA 02114 
February 8, 2024 
 
Re: 16640 
Cape Cod Gateway Airport (Barnstable Municipal Airport) Master Plan Projects 
 
I am wri�ng to express my concerns about the proposed expansion of the airport 
and extension of Runway 15/33. I believe that any such plan should be denied, 
and addi�onal review undertaken. 
 
I have been a home owner in West Yarmouth since 1981 and an ac�vely 
concerned ci�zen about airport opera�ons and proposed expansions since the 
mid-1980’s. Nothing since then has changed my opinion that the airport is 
opera�ng in an area of serious environmental concern and a danger to the 
significant human popula�on residing around it. This proposed expansion 
increases these dangers. 
 
This expansion appears predicated by their commitment to the idea that “if we 
build it, they will come” and truly ignores the tremendous loss in carrier traffic 
over several decades of “improvements” that have not led to achieving anything 
they had claimed would happen. 
 
Instead: 

1. S�ll unaddressed is the significant damage to land extending into the Mahar 
Wells and all the way down into Mill Creek in West Yarmouth draining 
finally into Lewis Bay. While some atempts have been made on catchments 
etc., there is s�ll significant finger poin�ng going on between the airport 
and the Fire Figh�ng Academy over whose fault it is and what will be done 
to address all the issues. It doesn’t mater whose fault it is, as the issue is 



there, and there is significant work s�ll not accomplished on airport land. A 
stream from an “unknown industrial source” is noted by the Wendy’s 
Restaurant which is also proximal to the Cape Air Hangers property and 
doesn’t seem appropriately addressed. 

 
Of note is that Nantucket Airport is currently dealing with PFAS pollu�on on 
their airport acknowledging that it has come from airport opera�ons- they 
never had an academy! 
 

2. The need for a larger terminal facility seems absurd when the current 
terminal is empty most days and the airport has been trying to seek 
interested lessors for unoccupied space including restaurant/snack bar 
space. If not for the car rental counters at the far end of the terminal there 
are not even employees behind counters. And the parking lots are glaringly 
empty. 

 
The airport staff have been atending na�onal conferences atemp�ng to 
get airlines to consider opera�ons into here. So far, they have atracted a 
seasonal operator able to use current runway capacity, a helicopter tour 
company and flight training school- all of which will lead to noisier 
opera�ons at the airport and surrounding neighborhoods. 
 

3. Although PFAS contamina�on is being discussed, there is a significant issue 
of environmental pollu�on that has not been discussed, let alone 
addressed- the emissions clearly visible from the landing and depar�ng 
aircra�. This is significant as recent studies show that it is par�cularly bad 
from smaller planes, which are heavy users of this airport. These emissions 
are very visible to the naked eye and are falling on the heavily populated 
areas around the runways. Barnstable has been allowing significant 
development of residen�al apartment complexes for several years now at 
the northern end of the airport, while Hyannis is a significant commercial 
town. Of note is that other airports, I believe Bedford, are beginning to 
explore this issue as the scien�fic reports are emerging on this danger to 
humans. 

 
4. There should be a great concern about the enlargement of the airport as 

Barnstable approved, and now has, the 1st power transfer sta�on for the 



Vineyard Wind ocean based turbines. The issues about the dialec�c fluids 
needed at the site required significant engineering and containment plans 
as any leakage of even a few gallons could destroy the aquifer. This facility 
sits in a direct line at the end of 15/33 and would be an environmental 
disaster for Cape Cod should an aircra� ever crash into it.  
 

5. Of addi�onal concern is the fact that the airport needs to seek “easements” 
in order to complete their proposals. This comes a�er years of being told 
this would never be needed and development by our town should not 
encroach on the airport. These easements will be needed on 
environmentally fragile land and should not be allowed. 
 

6. The final issues include the flight paths and procedures that compromise 
the quality of life for so many residen�al proper�es especially at the 
southern end of 15/33. For years we have been seeking a beter design and 
compliance and have only ever goten responses saying “It’s voluntary” or 
the “FAA doesn’t require.” Looking at current noise complaint data from the 
airport is meaningless as people have given up calling! They claim it’s 
pointless and they get the same answer every �me with no results.  
 
At this �me the Town of Yarmouth is atemp�ng to work with the airport on 
developing serious responsive flight procedures- but increasing runways is 
not the best solu�on at this �me to the significant issue of noise pollu�on. 
Noise pollu�on studies are now emerging that show it to be a significant 
public health issue.   
 
 

I do not believe that this proposed Master Plan and its design for increasing Runway 
15/33 and the terminal should be approved at this �me. There are too many 
significant issues s�ll to be addressed that will have a directly permanent nega�ve 
effect on the natural environment and lives of the residents of this area for very few 
posi�ve results for the airport. 

 
Sincerely, 
 
Chris�ne K. Greeley 
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I would like to submit my comments about the proposed Airport project. For full disclosure, I have been a Cape Cod 
resident since the early 80’s and have been employed by Griffin Avionics at the Airport for almost 30 years. I have 
reviewed the draft environmental impact report (DEIR) as well as other comments that were submitted about this 
project. 
 
First, I am continually amazed that each time the Airport seeks to undertake a new project, there is always talk of 
moving the Airport operations over to Joint Base Cape Cod. The logistics and the expense of moving not just the 
Airport facilities but the airfield tenants such as Cape Air, Gull Air and even Griffin Avionics, make it economically 
unfeasible nor even practical.  
 
Secondly and most important is the environmental impact of the current airport operation and proposed expansion. 
Again, as someone who has been here quite some time, the negative knee jerk reaction to “new development” is 
quite understandable. However, when you consider that the airport sits on 639 acres of land, which is zoned 
commercial/industrial, and has only developed a paltry 140 acres, this is probably the least developed commercial 
property in the area. Imagine how much more developed it would be for regular commercial use, which would 
bring much more noise and pollution from vehicles and other activity. 
 
Not to dismiss concerns from submitters about noise and pollution, but this Airport’s administration, more than 
any previous, led by the efforts of Katie Servis, the Airport Manager, have been a model for the rest of Cape Cod in 
new Green Technology and carbon footprint reduction actions. Indeed, this project includes even more green 
technology, which would almost make their operations carbon neutral, which would be much less than the 
pollution from a parking lot of a local grocery store. (and no one is asking them to move to a military air base) 
 
Lastly, the land clearing effect on the environment is addressed extensively in their plan with off-setting mitigation 
strategies that would reduce any impact to a bare minimum. I strongly support the proposal to move ahead with 
the full plan and would kindly remind our neighbors of the 2000 jobs that are supported by the Airport as well as 
over 200 million in annual economic output, that is a benefit to our community, not a detraction. 
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Attached is my statement of concerns living near the airport. The screenshots of aircraft flying over homes as low as 150' and the videos were taken sitting outside on my deck to show the high levels of aviation
noise from aircraft arriving and departing from Cape Cod Gateway Airport.  

Please review my comments, data and watch the videos to understand the anxiety and stress myself and residents living near the airport are dealing with. Thank you! 
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MEPA - #16640 CAPE COD GATEWAY AIRPORT 
(formerly Barnstable Municipal Airport)  

Master Plan Projects -- Comment Date: February 8, 2023 
 
I am a Cape Cod resident, concerned about my health, well-being and safety living near the CC 
Gateway Airport. It is impossible to be outside without the stress and anxiety of aircraft noise. I find 
myself and guests having to block our ears outside due to the jet noise, impeding the peace and quiet 
living in a home that I invested my hard-earned money into. If I knew the airport traffic would grow to 
be this constant and loud, I would have built my forever dream home somewhere else.  
 
My hope is, that the flight paths can be changed or some other alternative resolution can be reached.  
Ref:  John Wayne Airport Noise Abatement (General Aviation Noise Ordinance including Abatement 
Guide, Noise Monitoring Stations and General Aviation VFR Traffic Pattern Procedures)  
 
No one should have to live with the noise and the constant flow and exposure to high levels of 
aviation noise and exhaust emissions from aircraft flying over. Our fundamental quality of life has 
been violated by destroying the enjoyment, peace and tranquility living in the Hyannis Park 
neighborhood. 
Aircraft are flying some days every 2 to 5 minutes as low as 150’ with decibel readings over 100. 
(This is documented by hundreds of videos, flight tracker, and decibel data captured using 2 devices, 
handheld BAFX digital sound meter and NIOSH sound level meter for DBL readings).  
 
The FAA’s current metric for quantifying aviation noise exposure, Day-Night Average Sound Level 
(DNL), as well as the sound level assessment including computer modeling to predict future sound 
levels by placing sound receptors at the airport does not adequately capture the true effects of aircraft 
noise in our daily lives. The current metric needs to be changed and sound receptors need to be 
placed in residential areas for an accurate noise reading.  August 28, 2022 documented 5 planes 
flying over in ½ hour, decibel average of 83.1, on June 29, 2023 documented 10 planes in 1 ½ hours, 
decibel average 80.1 (Other dates documented as well) 
 
Airplanes are flying at altitudes documented as low as 150 feet over residents, the hospital, medical 
facilities, businesses and flying lower over traffic on Rt 28, a state highway where one of the incidents 
below took place (near TJ Max spilling fuel).  Some of the incidents have been minor, some fatal. 
What is considered a safe altitude flying over residential homes? I have asked multiple times and 
have not received any answers. Below listed are the number of Cape Cod incidents from local 
papers.  Not if, but when there is an incident in our neighborhood, who will be held accountable? 
24 plane incidents from 1990 – 2002 
7   plane incidents from 2008 – 2021 
9   plane incidents from 2021 - 2023 
 
I have attended Cape Cod Gateway Airport public meetings, have contacted the noise abatement 
coordinator for years regarding these issues without resolution. I gave up complaining!!!! 

- increased traffic, helicopters, larger jets, (charters, private, commercial) no notification 
- risk incident factor of low altitude jets 
- the frequency and chronic exposure to noise levels and air emission pollution 
- the airports noise abatement procedures and defined flight paths  
- the airports vector tracking system not reflecting the correct flight path of aircraft flying over 

residents. I have documented videos and tracking system screenshots. 
 
Please consider reviewing Cape Cod Gateway Airports Flight/Noise Abatement Procedures 
and potential flight path changes for arrival and departures to minimize aircraft noise and 
incident risk in the Hyannis Park residential area.    
     Regards, a concerned citizen, West Yarmouth, Ma. 
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