Capital Improvements Plan Final Environmental Impact Report/

Provincetown Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment/
Provincetown, Massachusetts Section 4(f) Evaluation
SECTION 10.0 AGENCY COORDINATION AND PUBLIC

PARTICIPATION
10.1 Agency Correspondence and Coordination

This section contains correspondence with agencies during preparation of the environmental
documents and the minutes of agency meetings. Additional correspondence from NPS is provided in
Section 13. Minutes of meetings with CCC are provided in Appendix 7.

This section contains the following items:

e Letter from US F&WS, February 23, 2005 (Page 10-3)

e Jurisdictional Determination, U.S. ACOE, January 8, 2007 (Page 10-5)

o April 2, 2007 Determination by Massachusetts Historical Commission,[on 3/05/07 EK letter]
(Page 10-7)

e Letter to NPS regarding correspondence relative to historical review, April 11, 2008, with
attachments. Note that the attachments are provided in black and white because similar
figures are in the main document in color. (Page 10-9)

e Minutes of Meeting held at NHESP Office, December 13, 2007 (Page 10-27)

e  Minutes of Meeting held at NPS CCNS Office, March 21, 2008 (Page 10-33)

e Letter from MA Office of Coastal Zone Management, April 2, 2008 (Page 10-37)

e 2005 Master Plan (MP) Advisory Group Membership (Page 10-39)

e  Minutes of June 14, 2005 meeting of the MP Advisory Group (Page 10-41)

e Minutes of April 11, 2006 meeting of the MP Advisory Group (Page 10-45)

e  Minutes of Meeting held at NHESP office, on December 18, 2008 (Page 10-47)

e Minutes of Meeting held at DEP Lakeville office, on February 26, 2009 (Page 10-51)

e Minutes of Meeting held at Army Corps of Engineers Concord office, on August 13, 2009
(Page 10-53)

e Minutes of Meeting held at DEP Lakeville office, on December 23, 2009 (Page 10-57)

e Minutes of Interagency Meeting held at CCC office, on January 6, 2010 (Page 10-59)

In addition to these meetings, there has been much coordination between NPS CCNS, CCC, FAA,
MassDOT Aeronautics, and the Airport during 2010 to modify the document for NPS CCNS
submission for their NEPA requirements.
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

New England Field Office
70 Commercial Street, Suite 300
Concord, New Hampshire 03301-5087

February 23, 2005

Michael Garrity

Edwards and Kelcey
343 Congress Street
Boston, MA 02210

Dear Mr. Garrity:

This responds to your January 14, 2005 letter requesting information on the presence of federally-
listed and/or proposed endangered or threatened species in relation to the Provincetown Municipal
Airport Master Plan Update in Provincetown, Massachusetts. Our comments are provided in

accordance with section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), as amended (16 U.S.C.
1531-1533).

The beaches north and west of the project area are known to support federally-threatened piping
plovers (Charadrius melodus). The information provided in your letter is insufficient to make a
determination as to whether the projects proposed for consideration in the Master Plan Update
will adversely affect piping plovers. Given the presence of plovers and the potential for impacts,
we request copies of all environmental documents relating to the proposed projects under
consideration in the Master Plan Update.

Thank you for your cooperation. Please contact me at 603-223-2541, extension 22, for further
consultation and assistance regarding this project. '

Sincerely yours,

Susanna L. von Oettingen
Endangered Species Biologist .
New England Field Office
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Provincetown Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment/
Provincetown, Massachusetts Section 4(f) Evaluation
JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION Revised 8/13/04

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

DISTRICT OFFICE: New England District
FILE NUMBER & APPLICANT: Provincetown Airport Commission, NAE-2006-4281

PROJECT LOCATION INFORMATION:
State: Massachusetts
County: Barnstable
Center coordinates of site (latitude/longitude):
Approximate size of area (parcel) reviewed, including uplands: acres.
Name of nearest waterway: Cape Cod Bay
Name of watershed: Cape Cod Bay

JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION
Completed: Desktop determination

Site visit(s)

Date:
Date(s): January &, 2007

Jurisdictional Determination (JD):

Preliminary JI» - Based on available information, P there appear to be (or) (] there appear 1o be no “waters of the
United States™ and/or “navigable waters of the United States” on the project site. A preliminary JD is not appealable
{Reference 33 CFR part 331).

Il Approved JD ~ An approved JD is an appealable action (Reference 33 CFR part 331).
Check al that apply:

% There are “navigable waters of the United States™ (as defined by 33 CFR part 329 and associated guidance) within
the reviewed area. Approximate size of jurisdictional area:

B There are “waters of the United States” (as defined by 33 CFR part 328 and associated guidance) within the
reviewed area. Approximate size of jurisdictional area:

Bl There are “isolated, non-navigable, intra-state waters or wetlands™ within the reviewed area.
Pecision supported by SWANCC/Migratory Bird Rule Information Sheet for Determination of No
Jurisdiction.

BASIS OF JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION:
A. Waters defined under 33 CFR part 329 as “navigable waters of the United States”:
The presence of waters that are subject to the ebb and flow of the tide and/or are presently used, or have been used in
the past, or may be susceptible for use to transport interstate or foreign commerce.

B. Waters defined under 33 CFR part 328.3(a) as “waters of the United States™:

B3 (1) The presence of waters, which are currently used, or were used in the past, or may be susceptible to use in
interstate or foreign commerce, including all waters which are subject to the ebb and flow of the tide.

(2) The presence of interstate waters including interstate wetlands’.

(3) The presence of other waters such as intrastate lakes, rivers, streams (including intermittent streams), mudfiats,
sandflats, wetlands, sloughs, prairie potholes, wet meadows, playa lakes, or natural ponds, the use, degradation or
destruction of which could affect interstate commerce including any such waters (check all that apply):

[71 (i) which are or could be used by interstate or foreign travelers for recreational or other purposes.

{71 i) from which fish or shellfish are or could be taken and sold in interstate or foreign commerce.

[7] (iii) which are or could be used for industrial purposes by industries in interstate commerce.

(4) Impoundments of waters otherwise defined as waters of the US.

(5) The presence of a tributary to a water identified in (1)~ (4) above.

(6) The presence of temritorial seas.

(7) The presence of wetlands adjacent” to other waters of the US, except for those wetlands adjacent to other wetlands.

Rationate for the Basis of Jurisdictional Determination {applies to any boxes checked above). Ifthe jurisdictional
water or wetland is not itself a navigable water of the United States, describe connection(s) to the downstream navigable
waters. If B(l) or B(3) is used as the Basis of Jurisdiction, document navigability and/or inlerstate commerce connection
(i.e., discuss site conditions, including why the waterbody is navigable and/or how the destruction of the waterbody could
affect interstate or foreign commerce). [f B(2, 4, 5 or 6) is used as the Buasis of Jurisdiction, document the rationale used to
make the determination. If B(7) is used as the Basis of Jurisdiction, documeni the rationale used to make adjacency
determination:
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Lateral Extent of Jurisdiction: (Reference: 33 CFR parts 328 and 329)
fl Ordinary High Water Mark indicated by: ¥} High Tide Line indicated by:

£ clear, natural line impressed on the bank [} oil or scum line along shore objects

[7] the presence of litter and debris [ 1 fine shell or debris deposits (foreshore)
] changes in the character of soil physical markings/characteristics

[l destruction of terrestrial vegetation [ tidal gages

[ shelving [ other:

[ other:

] Mean High Water Mark indicated by:
[] survey to available datum; [ physical markings; [X] vegetation lines/changes in vegetation types.

I8 Wetland boundaries, as shown on the attached wetland delineation map and/or in a delineation report prepared by:

Basis For Not Asserting Jurisdiction:

The reviewed area consists entirely of uplands.

Unable to confirm the presence of waters in 33 CFR part 328(a)(1, 2, or 4-7).

Headquarters declined to approve jurisdiction on the basis of 33 CFR part 328.3(a)(3).

The Corps has made a case-specific determination that the following waters present on the site are not Waters of the
United States:

Waste treatment systems, including treatment ponds or lagoons, pursuant to 33 CFR part 328.3.

Artificiaily irrigated areas, which would revert to upland if the irrigation ceased.

Artificial lakes and ponds created by excavating and/or diking dry land to collect and

retain water and which are used exclusively for such purposes as stock watering, irrigation, settling basins, or
tice growing.

Artificial reflecting or swimming pools or other smali ornamental bodies of water created

by excavating and/or diking dry land to retain water for primarily aesthetic reasons.

Water-filled depressions created in dry land incidental to construction activity and pits excavated in dry land for
the purpose of obtaining fill, sand, or gravel unless and until the construction or excavation operation is
abandoned and the resulting body of water meets the definition of waters of the United States found at 33 CFR
328.3(a).

Isolated, intrastate wetland with no nexus fo interstate commerce.

Prior converted cropland, as determined by the Natural Resources Conservation Service. Explain rationale:

0o Ood

Non-tidal drainage or irrigation ditches excavated on dry land. Explain rationale:
Other {explain}:

LIEY EIED

DATA REVIEWED FOR JURSIDICTIONAL DETERMINATION (mark ali that apply):

Maps, plans, plots or plat submitted by or on behalf of the applicant.
Data sheets prepared/submitted by or on behalf of the applicant.

[7] This office concurs with the delineation report, dated , prepared by (company):
[C] This office does not concur with the delineation report, dated , prepared by (company):
Data sheets prepared by the Corps.

Corps’ navigable waters’ studies:

U.S. Geological Survey Hydrologic Atlas:

1.8, Geological Survey 7.5 Minute Topographic maps:

U.S. Geological Survey 7.5 Minute Historic quadrangles:

U.S, Geological Survey 135 Minute Historic quadrangles:

USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service Soil Survey:
National wetlands inventory maps:

State/Local wetland inventory maps:

FEMA/FIRM maps (Map Name & Date):

100-year Floodplain Elevation is: (NGVD)

Acrial Photographs (Name & Date):

Other photographs (Date):

Advanced Identification Wetland maps:

Site visit/determination conducted on: January 8, 2007
Applicable/supporting case law:

Other information (please specify):

*Wetlands are identified and delineated using the methods and criteria established in the Corps Wetland Delineation Manual (87 Manual) (i.e.,
occurrence of hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils and wetland hydrology).

The term "adjacent” means bordering, contiguous, or neighboring. Wetlands separated from other waters of the U.S. by man-made dikes or
barriers, natural river berms, beach dunes, and the like are also adjacent.

10-6

AGENCY COORDINATION AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION



Capital Improvements Plan Final Environmental Impact Report/
Provincetown Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment/
Provincetown, Massachusetts Section 4(f) Evaluation

Edwards
2K elcey

ENGINEERS
ARCHITECTS
PLANMERS
CONSTRUCTORS

343 Congress Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02210

Volce 617.242.9222 B’ it s
Fax 617.242.9824
www.ekcorp.com

March 5, 2007

Brona Simon

Executive Director

Massachusetts Historical Commission
220 Morrissey Boulevard

Boston, MA 02125

RE: Capital Improvements Plan
Provincetown Municipal Airport
MHC #RC.9962

Dear Ms. Simon:

The Provincetown Airport Commission (Commission) is preparing a draft Environmental Assessment /
Draft Environmental Impact Report (draft EA/DEIR) for a Capital Improvements Plan of safety and
facility improvements at the Provincetown Municipal Airport.

As the consultant to the Commission, we are requesting information regarding significant historic or
archaeological resources within the project area. We are coordinating in response to the request in your
letter of February 15, 2005 and the Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the
Environmental Notification Form (EOEA NO. 13789).

The CIP projects are shown in concept on Figure 2, and include the following projects:
Relocate the West Entrance Taxiway (TW)

‘Widen to Realign the Westerly End of the Partial Parallel TW

Widen to Improve the Acoess Road to the Approach Lights

Install TW Edge lights and Construct an Electric Vault

Rehabilitate or Replace the Sightseeing Shack

Realign the Mid Entrance TW

Relocate the East Entrance TW

Reconstruct the Terminal Apron within the Existing Footprint

Reconstruct the Easterly End of the Partial Parallel TW within the Existing Footprint
10. Construct Additional Turf Apron

11, Construct Service Access Roads to the Localizer Equipment Shelter and to the Weather Station
12. Install a Perimeter Safety/Security Fence

13. Expand Auto Parking

14. Expand the Terminal Building

15. Purchase Maintenance Equipment (sweeper)

0N e W

Alternatives for the various projects are being analyzed in terms of the purpose and need, FAA design
standards and guidance, TSA security guidelines, environmental impacts, and cost. Most of the projects
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March 5, 2007

% Massachusetts Historical Commission

Capital Improvements Plan, Provincetown Municipat Airport
Page2of2

are located within, or directly adjacent to the developed airfield and airport operating areas. However,
some of the alternatives being considered for the perimeter fence are located in undeveloped areas within
the airport lease area.

Please note that the alternatives to rehabilitating the building referred to as the Sightseeing Shack include
taking the building down and replacing it with a new building of similar style and size. The building is
likely the original administration building constructed in the late 1940s and is in very poor condition. To
our knowledge the building has not been deemed to be historically significant. The interior of the building
contains electronic controls for the FAA navigation tower and electrical controls for the airfield lighting
system. The exterior front porch area is currently used as a departure area for sightseeing tours in the
summer.

Thank you very much for your attention to this request. if you have any questions regarding the project or
need additional information, please contact Maryann Magner at 617-242-9222.

Very truly yours,

gwwv{;; Eﬂ»ﬁ“

Michael Garrity ¥
Project Manager

Enclosures:

Figure 1, Locus

Figure 2, CIP Projects

Figure 3, Fence Alternative Concepts
Photographs

c¢: Chairman, Provincetown Historical Commission
Michael Leger, Provincetown Airport Commission
Arthur “Butch” Lisenby, Airport Manager
Denise Garcia, Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission
Michelle Ricci, Federal Aviation Administration
Maryann Magner, Senior Environmental Planuner, Edwards and Kelcey
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i uacoBs

343 Congress Street

Boston, Massachusetts 02210 U.8.A.
1.617.242.9222

Fax 1.617.242.9824

April 11, 2008

National Park Service

Cape Cod National Seashore
99 Marconi Site Road
Wellfleet, MA 02667

Attn: Carrie Phillips, Chief, Natural Resource Management

Subject: Record of Coordination with MHC
Capital Improvements Plan
Provincetown Municipal Airport

Dear Ms Phillips:

Please find enclosed the following copies of correspondence with the Massachusetts
Historical Commission (MHC) and the TPHOs:

. Letter to MHC dated January 14, 2005

Letter to Wampanoag Tribe of Gay head (Aquinnah), dated January 14, 2005

Letter from MHC, dated February 15, 2005

Letter to MHC, dated March 5, 2007 with MHC Determination stamp dated April 2, 2007
Letter to MHC dated December 7, 2007

Letter to Mashpee Wampanoag Tribal Council, dated December 7, 2007

Letter to Wampanoag Tribe of Gay head (Aquinnah), dated December 7, 2007.

NOOGOkwN =

Maryann Magner of our office spoke by phone with Jonathan Patton, project reviewer at MHC
on April 10, 2008. Mr. Patton confirmed that the Determination by MHC dated April 2, 2007 is
still valid.

Based on the April 2, 2007 Determination by MHC, it is our understanding that no further
historical review of the sightseeing shack is necessary for the CIP EA/ EIR.

Please call if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Jt

Michael Garrit
Project Manager

Enclosures

cc:  Michael Leger, Chairman, Provincetown Airport Commission
Arthur "Butch” Lisenby, Airport Manager
Michelle Ricci, Federal Aviation Administration
Rachel Schohn, Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission

Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc.
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Edwards
LiNelcey

ENGINEERS
ARCHITECTS
PLANNERS
CONSTRUCTORS

343 Congress Street
Boston, Massachusetts o2z10

Voice 617.242.0222
Fax 617.242.9824
www.ekcorp.com

January 14, 2005

Project Reviewer

Massachusetts Historical Commission
220 Morrissey Boulevard

Boston, MA 02125

RE:  Executive Order No. 12372 Coordination
Provincetown Municipal Airport
Airport Master Plan Update
Environmental Review

Dear Reviewer,

As the consultant to the Provincetown Airport Commission, we are forwarding the attached
information.

Pursuant to Executive Order 12372, The Presidential Intergovernmental Review of Federal
Programs and as required by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), the Provincetown
Municipal Airport is issuing this notice that the Airport has submitted an Application for Federal
Assistance for airport improvements. A copy of the Application is attached.

The Airport will complete a Master Plan Update and environmental documents for the following
improvement projects:

Realign western end of the parallel taxiway

Construct perimeter security fence

Additional auto parking (passenger and employee)

Terminal apron reconstruction

Terminal building improvements

Runway extension

Coordination will continue throughout the planning process. State, regional, and local agencies
will have additional opportunities to review and comment on the projects included in the Master
Plan.
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January 14, 2005
Page 2 of 2

Additional information will be sent to you as part of the Agency Coordination for the Master
Plan Process.

Thank you very much for your attention to this matter. You may submit comments to the above
address. If you have any questions during your review process, please contact me at 617-242-

9222 or mgarrity@ekmail.com.
Very truly yours,

M@f%@aﬁ*

Michael Garrity
Project Manager

Attachments: Application for Federal Assistance
Locus Map

cc: Richard Silva, Chairman, Provincetown Airport Commission
Scott MacLeod, Massachusetts Aeronautics Cominission
John Silva, Federal Aviation Administration

Edwards
2Kelcey

AGENCY COORDINATION AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 10-11



Capital Improvements Plan Final Environmental Impact Report/

Provincetown Municipal Airport Environn_1ental Aéseslsmf_nt/
Provincetown, Massachusetts Section 4(f) Evaluation

Edwards
LoKelcey

ENGINEERS
ARCHITECTS
PLANMNERS

343 Congress Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02210

Voice 617.242.9222

Fax 617.242.9824
CONSTRUCTORS www.ekcorp.com
January 14, 2005
Project Reviewer
Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head (Aquinnah)
20 Black Brook Road

Aquinnah, MA 02535-1546

RE:  Executive Order No. 12372 Coordination
Provincetown Municipal Airport
Airport Master Plan Update
Environmental Review

Dear Reviewer,

As the consultant to the Provincetown Airport Commission, we are forwarding the attached
information.

Pursuant to Executive Order 12372, The Presidential Intergovernmental Review of Federal
Programs and as required by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), the Provincetown
Municipal Airport is issuing this notice that the Airport has submitted an Application for Federal
Assistance for airport improvements. A copy of the Application is attached.

The Airport will complete a Master Plan Update and environmental documents for the following
improvement projects:

Realign western end of the parallel taxiway

Construct perimeter security fence

Additional auto parking (passenger and employee)

Terminal apron reconstruction

Terminal building improvements

Runway extension

® @ o @ o o

Coordination will continue throughout the planning process. State, regional, and local agencies
will have additional opportunities to review and comment on the projects included in the Master
Plan.
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January 14, 2005
Page 20f 2

Additional information will be sent to you as part of the Agency Coordination for the Master
Plan Process.

Thank you very much for your attention to this matter. You may submit comments to the above
address. If you have any questions during your review process, please contact me at 617-242-
9222 or mgarrity@ekmail.com.

Very truly yours,

Aol

Michael Garrity
Project Manager

Attachments: Application for Federal Assistance
Locus Map

cc: Richard Silva, Chairman, Provincetown Airport Commission
Scott MacLeod, Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission
John Silva, Federal Aviation Administration

A'_vvjln.-‘!lm_qg
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Capital Improvements Plan
Provincetown Municipal Airport
Provincetown, Massachusetts

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts
William Francis Galvin, Secretary of the Commonwealth
Massachusetts Historical Commission

February 15, 2005

Michael Garrity
Edwards and Kelcey
343 Congress Street’
.. - Boston. MA 02210 ;

RE: Airport Master Plan Update, Provincetown Municipal ‘Airpo‘ri. Provincetown, Massathuseﬂé,
MHC #RC.9962 ‘ ‘ i

Dear Mr, Garrity:

Staff of the Massachusetts Historical Commission have seviewed the Application for Federal Assistance
for the proposed project referenced above, received by the MEC on April 3, 2001. MHC requests the

opportunity to review a draft of the updated plans and studies as they become available and 1o consult with
project planners in order to assess potential effects 1o significant historic or archaeological resources and

determine the need for archaeological investigations.

These comments are offered to assist in compliance with Section 106-of the Nationa] #istoric
- Preservation Act of 1966 (36 CFR 800) and Massachusetts General Laws, Chapter. 9, Sectiohs 26-27C, as
~ amended by Chapter 254 of the Acts of 1988 (950 CMR 70-71). if you have any guestions, please feel
* free to contact me at this office. ) )

Sincerely,

&;

Eric S. Jofins ]
Archaeologist/Preservation Planner
Magsachusetts Historical Commission

i

xc: Richard Silva, Chairman. Provincetown Airport Commission
Scott MacLeod, Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission
John Silva, Federal Aviation Adminisiration
Provincetown Historical Commission

220 Morrissey Boulevard, Bosion, Massachusetts 02125
(617 7727-R470 » Fav- (A17V 7778178
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Edwards
LiKelcey

ENGINEERS
ARCHITECTS
PLANNERS
CONSTRUCTORS

343 Congress Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02210

7 :
Voice 617.242.9222 fwnc w3
Fax 617.242.0824
www.ekcorp.com

March 5, 2007

Brona Simon

Executive Director

Massachusetts Historical Commission
220 Morrissey Boulevard

Boston, MA 02125

RE: Capital Improvements Plan
Provincetown Municipal Airport
MHC #RC.9962

Dear Ms. Simon:

The Provincetown Airport Commission (Commission) is preparing a draft Environmental Assessment /
Draft Environmental Impact Report (draft EA/DEIR) for a Capital Improvements Plan of safety and
facility improvements at the Provincetown Municipal Airport,

As the consultant to the Commission, we are requesting information regarding significant historic or
archaeological resources within the project area. We are coordinating in response to the request in your
letier of February 15, 2005 and the Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the
Environmental Notification Form (EOEA NO. 13789).

The CIP projects are shown in concept on Figure 2, and include the following projects:
. Relocate the West Entrance Taxiway (TW)
2. Widen to Realign the Westetly End of the Partial Parallel TW
3. Widen io Improve the Aépess Road o the Approach Lights
4. Install TW Edge lighté.aind Construct an Electric Vault
5. Rehabilitate or Replace the Sightseeing Shack
6. Realign the Mid Entrance TW
7. Relocate the East Entrance TW
8. Reconstruct the Terminal Apron within the Bxisting Footprint
9. Reconstruct the Easterly End of the Partial Parallel TW within the Existing Footprint
10. Construct Additional Terf Apron
11, Construct Service Access Roads to the Localizer Equipment Shelter and to the Weather Station
12. Install a Perimeter Safety/Security Fence
13. Expand Auto Parking
14, Expand the Terminal Building
15, Purchase Maintenance Equipment (sweeper)

Alternatives for the various projects are being analyzed in terms of the purpose and need, FAA design
standards and guidance, TSA security guidelines, environmental impacts, and cost. Most of the projects
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Provincetown, Massachusetts

Section 4(f) Evaluation

March 5, 2007

Massachusetts Historical Cormmission

Capital improvements Plan, Provincetown Municipal Airport
Page 2 of 2

are located within, or directly adjacent to the developed airfield and airport operating areas. However,
some of the alternatives being considered for the perimeter fence are located in undeveloped areas within
the airport lease area.

Please note that the alternatives to rehabilitating the building referred to as the Sightseeing Shack include
taking the building down and replacing it with a new building of similar style and size. The building is
likely the original administration building constructed in the late 1940s and is in very poor condition. To
our knowledge the building has not been desmed to be historically significant. The interior of the building
contains electronic controls for the FAA navigation tower and electrical controls for the airfield lighting
system. The exterior front porch area is currently used as a departure area for sightseeing tours in the
summer.

Thank you very much for your attention to this request. If you have any questions regarding the project or
need additional information, please contact Maryann Magner at 617-242-9222.

Very truly yours,

St

Michael Garrity
Project Manager

Enclosures:

Figure 1, Locus

Figure 2, CIP Projects

Figure 3, Fence Alternative Concepts
Photographs

cel

Chairman, Provincetown Historical Commission

Michael Leger, Provincetown Airport Commission

Arthur “Butch” Lisenby, Airport Manager

Denise Garcia, Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission

Michelle Ricci, Federal Aviation Administration

Mazyann Magner, Senior Environmental Planaer, Edwards and Kelcey

Fies andd the malotiais
& ined that

oA ; ra T e R
et o TEREE ik

Helce, B

Eidi : |

T O Ao (2007
1l Comrmigsion

e Trhen Silve, Tade

10-16

AGENCY COORDINATION AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION



Capital Improvements Plan Final Environmental Impact Report/
Provincetown Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment/
Provincetown, Massachusetts Section 4(f) Evaluation

e T :
T ,:
e
[E e
Sifii
R
Bosion - b *
Project o a
Locus S #
g
At g ri ey L iy ¥
Prepared By: _ Provincetown Municipal Airport
Ed Approx. Scale in Feet 6 Capital Improvements Plan
MKelceyg | ° o0 LOCUS MAP
Data compiled from the following source:
MassGIS, Commonwealth of Mass. EOEA

10-17

AGENCY COORDINATION AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION



Environmental Assessment/
Section 4(f) Evaluation

Final Environmental Impact Report/

" 'S3 @by \saunBi )\ Do g HE0VIONLE0T 00N Bay L0021

MIIAYIAO 153r0Nd @ - 100z oseyy
ueld sjuewanodu) [eyide A 005=.1 2leog
yoduy edajuny UMOJBIUADL

JuRuRARY ma 777
Penowsy ag o} Juawaned Buysixg K77

XK

aN3937

_
i
[
[
[

L€ IUNDI NO NMOHS SIALYNYILTY

JFONIS
ALIEND3AS/ALT VS
H3LININETL TTVLSNI L

LNI¥dL00H
3NYS THL NIHLIM
AYVMIXYL 13 TTveYd
40 NI ATY3ILSYS
LONYISNODTY 2

SAV0Y SS300V
JIAMUIS LONYLSNOD '8

avod $s300v
4STIVIN IAOHANI 2

AVMIXYL N3
1SV 31v00134 v

INIdd1004
JNYS FHL NIHLIM
NOHJY TYNIWYIL
LONYLSNOD3Y ‘9

£ 401988 Ul Lhoys saAgotwany

ONDYYd
OLNY ANvdX3 "LL

Old1L9373
1ONYLSNOD
ANY SLHOIT

3903 TIVLSNI ‘s

SININIAQHCWNI

W3ILSAS
AVMIXYL ATILSTIM €

NOHdY J¥nL
LINHLSNOD 0L

Provincetown Municipal Airport
Provincetown, Massachusetts

Capital Improvements Plan

AGENCY COORDINATION AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

10-18



Environmental Assessment/
Section 4(f) Evaluation

Final Environmental Impact Report/

Provincetown Municipal Airport
Provincetown, Massachusetts

Capital Improvements Plan

By 2inBly

SINTWNDIY 3ON34 VO SICSHIRIES 0 e snuousue) ‘sposeey samog e

INLYNNILTY @ * =1
UEq sjualaaciduw] [eydeg _% g

Hodily jediojunyy umossaujacig

4 1dasung aauay
(2 o T —
£1d30U0g s0uay . ...
(AL LTy e —
1 1050UGD) 20UD] e
U] 95867 Podiy. emee—y

:puafieT] yuewubyyy oua

10-19

AGENCY COORDINATION AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION



Final Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Assessment/
Section 4(f) Evaluation

Capital Improvements Plan
Provincetown Municipal Airport
Provincetown, Massachusetts

February 2007 Photographs

View of front and west side of Sightseeing Shack

Provincetown Municipal Airport

10-20 AGENCY COORDINATION AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION



Capital Improvements Plan
Provincetown Municipal Airport
Provincetown, Massachusetts

Final Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Assessment/
Section 4(f) Evaluation

February 2007 Photographs

al Airport

icip

Provincetown Mun

AGENCY COORDINATION AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

10-21

View of front of Sightseeing Shack



Final Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Assessment/
Section 4(f) Evaluation

Capital Improvements Plan
Provincetown Municipal Airport
Provincetown, Massachusetts

February 2007 Photographs

AT

| VAN AN AT
O

View of front and east side of Sightseeing Shack

Provincetown Municipal Airport

10-22 AGENCY COORDINATION AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION



Capital Improvements Plan Final Environmental Impact Report/
Provincetown Municipal Airport EnV|r0nn_1entaI Assessme_nt/
Provincetown, Massachusetts Section 4(f) Evaluation

I JACOBS

Edwards and Kelcey

343 Congress Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02210

Voice 617.242.9222
Fax 617.242.9824

www jacobs.com

December 7, 2007

Ms Brona Simon, Executive Director
Massachusetts Historical Commission
220 Morrissey Boulevard

Boston, MA 02125

Subject: Environmental Assessment
Capital Improvements Plan
Provincetown Municipal Airport
MHC #RC.9962

Dear Ms. Simon,

At the direction of the Provincetown Airport Commission (Commission) and the NE Region
Airports Division of FAA, we are providing the attached information as part of the consultation
required under the National Historic Preservation Act (Section 106), the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) and the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA).

A draft Environmental Assessment (EA) / Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the
Capital Improvements Plan (CIP) of safety and facility improvements at the Provincetown
Municipal Airport has been prepared. The DEIR has received a MEPA Certificate. The EA is a
draft document under review. A Final EIR/EA will be available after consultation has been
completed for the draft document.

We are providing the draft EIR/EA to provide you an opportunity to review and comment on the
plans and studies that have been updated since our last consultation on March 5, 2007.

The Superintendent of NPS Cape Cod National Seashore, in his October 31, 2007 letter (cc'd to
MHC by NPS), has asked for additional information regarding consultation under Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act, regarding historical resources and Native American
archaeological sites.

We seek clarification that your April 2, 2007 determination (attached) that the proposed CIP “is
unlikely to affect significant historic or archaeological resources” included the possible
demolition of the Sightseeing Shack and installation of the perimeter safety/security fence.

Thank you very much for your attention to this request. If you have any question s regarding the
project or need additional information, please contact Maryann Magner at 617-242-9222.
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Sincerely, :
ey

Michael Garrity
Project Manager

Enclosures:  Draft EIR/EA, May 31, 2007
March 5, 2007 letter with April 2, 2007 MHC Determination

ce: Michael Leger, Chairman, Provincetown Airport Commission
Arthur “Butch” Lisenby, Airport Manager
Chairman, Provincetown Historical Commission
Michelle Ricci, Federal Aviation Administration
Denise Garcia, Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission
Maryann Magner, Senior Environmental Planner, Jacobs Edwards and Kelcey

W(
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Edwards and Kelcey

343 Congress Street
Boston, Massachusefts 02210

Voice 617.242.9222
Fax 617.242.9824

www.jacobs.com
December 7, 2007

Cheryl Andrews-Maltais

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head (Aquinnah)
20 Black Brook Road

Aguinnah, MA 02535-1546

Subject: Environmental Assessment
Capital Improvements Plan
Provincetown Municipal Airport

Dear Ms. Andrews-Maltais,

At the direction of the Provincetown Airport Commission (Commission) and the NE Region Airports
Division of FAA, we are providing the attached information as part of the consultation required under the
National Historic Preservation Act (Section 106), the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA).

A draft Environmental Assessment (EA) / Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Capital
Improvements Plan (CIP) of safety and facility improvements at the Provincetown Municipal Airport has
been prepared. The DEIR has received a MEPA Certificate. The EA is a draft document under review. A
Final EIR/EA will be available after consultation has been completed for the draft document.

We are providing the draft EIR/EA to provide you an opportunity to review and comment on the plans
and studies that have been updated since our last consultation on J anuary 14, 2005.

Thank you very much for your attention to this request. If you have any questions regarding the project or
need additional information, please contact Maryann Magner at 617-242-9222,

Sincerely,

Yo

Michael Garrity
Project Manager

Enclosure: Draft EIR/EA, May 31, 2007

ce: Michael Leger, Chairman, Provincetown Airport Commission
Arthur “Butch” Lisenby, Airport Manager
Chairman, Provincetown Historical Commission
Massachusetts Historical Commission
Michelle Ricei, Federal Aviation Administration
Denise Garcia, Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission
Maryann Magner, Senior Environmental Planner, Jacobs Edwards and Kelcey
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Edwards and Kelcey

343 Congress Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02210

Voice 617.242.8222
Fax 617.242.9824

www.jacobs.com
December 7, 2007

Project Reviewer, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Mashpee Wampanoag Tribal Council

483 Great Neck Road, South

Mashpee, MA 02649

Subject: Environmental Assessment
Capital Improvements Plan
Provincetown Municipal Airport

Dear Reviewer,

At the direction of the Provincetown Airport Commission (Commission) and the NE Region Airports
Division of FAA, we are providing the attached information as part of the consultation required under the
National Historic Preservation Act (Section 106), the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA).

A draft Environmental Assessment (EA) / Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Capital
Improvements Plan (CIP) of safety and facility improvements at the Provincetown Municipal Airport has
been prepared. The DEIR has received a MEPA Certificate. The EA is a draft document under review. A
Final EIR/EA will be available after consultation has been completed for the draft document.

We are providing the draft EIR/EA to provide you an opportunity to review and comment on the project.

Thank you very much for your attention to this request. If you have any questions regarding the project or
need additional information, please contact Maryann Magner at 617-242-9222,

Sincerely,

A

Michael G
Project Manager

Enclosure: Draft EIR/EA, May 31, 2007

ce: Michael Leger, Chairman, Provincetown Airport Commission
Arthur “Butch” Lisenby, Airport Manager
Chairman, Provincetown Historical Commission
Massachusetts Historical Commission
Michelle Ricci, Federal Aviation Administration
Denise Garcia, Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission
Maryann Magner, Senior Environmental Planner, Jacobs Edwards and Kelcey
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JACO

Edwards and Helcey

343 Congress Street Meeti ng N Otes

Boston, MA 02210
617.242.9222 Fax 617.242.9824

Meeting Location NHESP Office, Westborough, MA
Meeting Date/Time December 13, 2007

Subject Project Impacts to rare species.
Participants See list below
Notes

Below is a summary of the meeting with the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and
Endangered Species Program (NHESP) Staff on December 13, 2007 at NHESP Library,
Westborough, Massachusetts. In attendance were:

Eve Schluter NHESP

Michael Garrity Jacobs Edwards and Kelcey (JEK)
Maryann Magner JEK

Joe Longo Horsley Witten Group (HWG)

Amy Ball HWG

Amanda Crouch-Smith HWG

Michelle Ricci Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
Rachel G. Schohn Mass Aeronautical Commission (MAC)
Carrie Phillips National Park Service (NPS )

(Butch Lisenby, Airport Manager, sent his apologies for not being able to attend; he had
to remain in the Airport to plow the Airport runway.)

The purpose of the meeting was to discuss potential project impacts to the four State-
listed rare species under the purview of NHESP at the Provincetown Airport (PVC) along
with mitigation options. Additionally, at the meeting NPS asked for information on how
FAA plans to prepare the EA to meet the NPS NEPA requirements. The discussion on
this issue is provided later in these minutes.

JEK presented general introductions and a project overview. HWG discussed the
progress and efforts made by the Airport to address some of NHESP's concerns since
the on-site meeting in June 2007. Amy presented a draft mitigation matrix addressing
impacts to wetland resource areas and rare species habitats. NHESP and NPS were still
unclear as to which projects were required (versus recommended) by FAA. Further
clarity of the Purpose and Need will be needed. The projects were reviewed in order to
determine if they would result in a “Take” or “no-take” to each of the four species of
concern. Eve Schluter expressed that a Take of both the Vesper Sparrow and the Broom
Crowberry could most likely be avoided by implementing certain measures.

Jacobs Edwards and Kelcey
J:\2008 Projects\E2X32200\Mesting Minutes\Final Minutes. NHESP Meeting.13Dec07 . doc
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Eastern Spadefoot

The security/safety fence and its alignment is the project that has generated the most
concern with respect to rare species habitat impacts. Eve mentioned that a fence is
considered a barrier and she suggested that the fence, regardless of its alignment, might
result in a Take of rare species habitat. Since many of the projects will impact isolated
wetlands, NHESP made it clear that there was a strong need for additional wildlife
surveys, specifically, more detailed identification of Eastern Spadefoot habitat. Eve
Schliiter inquired as to whether Brad Timm, a UMass graduate student and Spadefoot
expert, had been engaged in the project. (There have been some preliminary
discussions, but he has not been formally contacted.) NHESP noted that it would be
useful to differentiate prime versus potential Spadefoot breeding habitat and distinguish
this from non-breeding habitat. Project siting is also extremely important in avoiding
Spadefoot habitat. Carrie Phillips stated that Mr. Timm is currently under contract with
the NPS, and expressed concern regarding a conflict of interest if he were to be hired by
the Airport to survey the area. Carrie suggested that if the habitat evaluations are
conducted as a cooperative effort under the NEPA process for FAA and NPS there might
not be a conflict. Bob Cook, also with NPS, could be of assistance in qualifying Eastern
Spadefoot breeding habitat.

Eastern Box Turtle

While NHESP recognizes the Airport’s efforts to mitigate in part for the Take of the
Eastern Box Turtle by constructing gaps along the fence bottom. NHESP stated that
smaller wildlife gaps at more frequent intervals are preferable to larger gaps occurring at
more distant intervals. However, it was clear that that this provision would not be
sufficient to maintain the integrity of the habitat. Among other concerns regarding the
fence was the fact that the Airport is located within a dune environment with
characteristic shifting sands; the dynamics of sand as a substrate may result in the
blocking of wildlife gaps at the bottom of the fence, resulting in a need for an extensive
monitoring and maintenance plan.

Construction of the fence may also result in an overall Take of one or more species by
pushing the projects over the 5-acre disturbance threshold established by NHESP as a
general rule-of-thumb policy (unwritten) for determining a box turtle Take. NHESP also
established that a disturbance resulting in less than 30% of an overall species habitat
would not be considered a Take.

NHESP requested a more accurate estimate of the amount of disturbance to be created
on either side of the fence, as the fence corridor width has not been definitively
determined. Project disturbances should be further quantified by specifying whether
disturbances are due to the establishment of a traveled way or else an area of
maintained vegetation (and to what extent), as there is a significant difference between
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Page 3 of 5

the two in terms of habitat protection. For instance maintaining vegetation along the
fence could potentially be beneficial to rare species, whereas unimproved roadways may
inadvertently result in the establishment of additional potential breeding habitat for the
Spadefoot. Per NPS, temporary pools often form in dirt roads (i.e., within pot holes) after
storm events and Spadefoots have been documented to use these areas as breeding
sites, with the inevitable increased chance of mortality for this species.

Previous to the meeting, HW and NHESP each spoke with Jim Mahala at DEP
independently regarding the latest proposed fence alignments. (Recall that DEP’s
comment letter on the DEIR states that they would prefer to see the fence occur in the
coastal dune rather than in the wetlands.) DEP is in agreement that an alignment to the
north that is placed closest to the taxiway may be preferable to its placement at the foot
of the dunes at least in this location. Although this would result in greater impacts to
wetlands, if the fence is visible from the taxiway, it would eliminate the need for
construction of a traveled way. Further discussion of this fence alignment along the north
resulted in a tentative consensus among the group on this point, particularly since this
would result in less fragmentation of the habitat. The alignment to the south will likely
require additional scrutiny.

Rare Bird Species

NHESP then asked about the current mowing regime of the grasslands at the Airport.
This is something that NHESP has been working with at all airports throughout
Massachusetts to establish long term (i.e., 10 years or more) management plans that
work for both airports and the protection of rare bird species habitats. NHESP requested
information regarding the vegetation management and mowing regimes currently
implemented at PVC, along with a sketch depicting the various areas that are mowed
and indicating the intervals at which certain plots were mowed. Examples mentioned
were the Plymouth and Westfield airports.

According to NHESP, incorporating timing restrictions for construction activities could
result in a “no take" determination for the Vesper Sparrow. Note also that NHESP will be
looking at the habitat requirements for the Northern Harrier, a Massachusetts
Threatened species that has been observed on many occasions at the Airport, including
by NHESP at their June 2007 site visit. Eve Schltter will consult with Scott Melvin (the
State Zoologist) regarding any timing restrictions associated with that species that may
extend beyond the Vesper Sparrow breeding timeframe. JEK noted that construction
timing restrictions may be difficult of they extend throughout the entire construction
season (i.e., May through October).

Long-term habitat management plans can also be beneficial to certain bird species, and
may be created with the goal of changing the local environment over time to make it
compatible with rare species. Reporting of mowing activities and habitat management
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may be a requirement for long-term compliance at the Airport. In addition, NPS may
require this as well (see below). The Airport is encouraged to work with NPS.

Conservation and Management Permit Procedures

NHESP stated the Airport should try to avoid a Take, if possible. If NHESP determines
that a project will result in a Take of one or more species, then a Conservation and
Management Permit (CMP) will be necessary for the management of that species. If
more than one species is associated with this determination, then all species will be
addressed under a single CMP. The requirements for obtaining a CMP are:

1) that a project has adequately explored all alternatives for both temporary and
permanent impacts to the species;

2) that an insignificant portion of the local population of that species would be
impacted; and

3) that the management plan provides a long-term Net Benefit to the species, which
could include implementation of a management plan or funding for research, etc.

Eve Schluter advised that the Airport should plan on submitting a draft of the application
to, work out the details in advance (e.g., offering mitigation during the MESA Project
Review stage). NHESP has 30 days to act once they receive an official application.

Federal Endangered Species Act

HWG asked Carrie to explain the implications of the previous NPS statement that state
listed species are managed similar to federal listed species. Carrie explained that they
treat all State-listed species (as listed by NHESP) the same as any Federally-
Threatened or Endangered species, and, in addition to minimizing impacts, will seek to
further their protection along with promoting their recovery and security on a Federal
level.

NEPA Process

Ms. Philips expressed some concern regarding the Airport's NEPA process thus far, and
on the NPS sense of being brought into this process as an abutter, rather than a co-
agency and land owner. She inquired as to how the FAA planned on addressing the
NPS’s Environmental Assessment (EA) needs and how they would ensure Airport
compliance. NPS also requested a timetable and schedule and expressed that they
would like to be closely involved with subsequent data collection and meetings. (This
was also expressed in their October 31, 2007, comment letter, which was provided to
NHESP.)

10-30
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Michelle Ricci stated that FAA is committed to preparing the EA to meet NPS
requirements. NPS requested that FAA write a letter stating that the EA is a joint effort
that would be consistent with NPS NEPA process. Michelle agreed that a letter could be
sent.

Action ltems
1) Engage Brad Timm for his expertise regarding the Eastern Spadefoot. Carrie

Phillips will initiate this discussion to avoid a conflict of interest with NPS.

2) Provide additional information regarding the fence: specifications, alternatives,
maintenance, locations of roadways/traveled ways and vegetation management.

3) Quantify the impacts (SF/acres) to each species (include on mitigation matrix).

4) Obtain information on existing vegetation management practices from Butch
Lisenby, and provide to NHESP along with a sketch and schedule.

5) Clarify safety/security projects versus capacity projects, and whether impacts can be
reduced.
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Meeting Notes

1.617.242.9222 Fax 1.617.242.9824

Meeting Location NPS Cape Cod Client FAA/PVC
National Seashore

Meeting Date/Time March 21, 2008 Project EA

Subject NEPA Compliance Project No. E2X32200

Participants George Price, NPS Superintendent
LaVerne Reid, FAA NE Director of Airports
Michael Leger, PVYC Commission Chairman
Michelle Ricci, FAA Environmental Specialist
Arthur “Butch” Lisenby, PVC Manager
Michael Garrity, JEK Project Manager
Carrie Phillips, NPS Project Manager
Lauren McKean, NPS Environmental Specialist

Notes

George Price opened the meeting with introductions. He stated that there are three long-
term issues between Provincetown and the NPS that are in process, but he would not
address these at this meeting. The purpose of this meeting was to agree upon a working
EA that meets both FAA and NPS NEPA requirements. He turned the meeting over to the
group to discuss how the variations in NEPA needs could be reasonably satisfied by
working together.

LaVerne Reid welcomed everyone and stated that she looked forward to working together
toward a NEPA document that would satisfy both FAA and NPS requirements. She was
pleased that both agencies were willing to work toward a common goal.

Michael Leger noted that the commercial service to the Airport is the Town’s life-blood, and
any alternatives that would pose undue hardship on airline passengers would be
unacceptable to the Airport. He further stated that the Airpart and its service were very
important not only to the community, but to the larger airspace system as a whole. The
Airport is mandated to follow specific federal and state regulations that are imposed upon
the Airport as a Primary Commercial Service airport, accepting direct flights in and out of
Logan Airport.

Michelle Ricci noted that the Airport had distributed a schedule of tasks with milestones that
could be used as a basis for preparing the EA in a reasonable timeframe. She noted that
we could revise the milestone dates to ensure each agency could conduct their reviews and
comments in a way that would allow the project to remain on the new schedule (a schedule
that was prepared to address NPS scheduling needs).

Carrie and Lauren agreed that the short-term reviews could be conducted and combined in
a manner that would allow all agency reviews to be performed. She also thought that by

Jacobs Engineering Group Inc. J:\2008 Projects\E2X32200\Meeting Minutes\Final Minutes NPS Mesting 21 Mar08 doc
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shortening the review periods and combining the alternatives section review, that the NPS
could complete its 1% Internal Review of the EA document to meet the scheduled June
comment date. All parties agreed that the agencies would work together to expedite the
final analyses, shorten review periods, and combine milestone dates to maintain the longer-
range document review schedules.

Carrie did, however, note that she realized an omission in the NPS Comment letter. The
omission was an internal NPS review, although she suggested this shouldn’t delay any
major milestone dates.

Mike Garrity asked whether we needed to add a “preferred environmental alternative”.
Carrie explained that the NPS preparation of the EA is very similar to the FAA EA, except by
the nature of the NPS role, their preferred alternative is the least environmentally damaging
alternative, regardless of the economics. The preferred environmental alternative is not an
additional alternative, but actually the preferred alternative. NPS noted that if we did not
select the most environmentally preferred alternative, we should clearly justify the reasons.
Depending upon the degree of impacts, NPS may have to do a Statement of Findings and
conduct a public review. If the findings are insignificant, they may prepare a FONSI, which
has to be approved by the Regional Director (Phillip Reddenboch). Carrie also mentioned if
there are any impacts to water resources (i.e. Hatches Harbor), a NPS special review would
be necessary by their solicitor.

Mike G discussed the multiple contacts with Brad Timm and his inability to make a
determination on the Spadefoot Toad breeding habitats until June. It was decided that June
was too long to wait, so NPS was asked if we could contact Bob Cook. NPS noted that Bob
Cook had a heavy workload, and we should find someone else. We asked who the NPS
would accept to conduct this determination. NPS suggested calling NHESP for some
alternative specialists and they would agree upon anyone NHESP agreed was credited to
conduct the task. NPS suggested calling the following individuals, who had conducted work
for NPS in the past, if NHESP didn't have any suggestions:

Bob Prescott at Audubon for suggestions

Don Lewis at Cape Cod Consultants

“Gordon” at Gordon Safe Harbor

The group decided to review the October 31, 2007 NPS letter to comment on areas where
there might be some misunderstanding.

1) The comment on vegetation clearing (page 4) was a general comment that might be
put in context with approach surface clearing in the Introduction Section.

2) The NAVAID roads were discussed and NPS wanted a better understanding of why
not use porous pavement, what are the issues with the maintaining porous
pavement, what issues snow and plowing present, present a clearer statement of
how a vehicle turnaround will minimize the road width, and expound on the fact that
the vehicles are FAA trucks and vans from the region and that small airport vehicles
wouldn't work. NPS staff explained that the EA would need this additional
information provided, and must clearly state the difference between regulations and
guidelines. Provide a more detailed analysis of potential Section 106 impacts. NPS

J:\2008 Projects\E2X32200\Meeting Minutes\Final Minutes NPS Meeling 21Mar08 doc
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must prepare their own determination of adverse affects.

PVC should send the MHC letter stating the sightseeing shack is not an historic
building (that would satisfy NPS that the building is not owned by NPS). NPS staff
also noted that the EA must state what use will be provided from the sightseeing
shack once the lighting vault equipment is removed.

Further consultation with MHC and NPS Archeologist to determine whether any
archeological study is required.

More alternatives are needed for the parking improvements. More quantitative
evaluations of local cab service, increased bus ridership, discussions about NPS
visitor center for long-term use, and possible parking access controls. Clearly
describe attempts to minimize impacts of the parking lot, such as use of porous
pavement and/or crushed stone. The EA should explore revising the Breeze bus
schedule to correlate with Cape Air's flight schedule. The EA should evaluate this
option and define the pros and cons. The EA should take a tool box approach to the
parking issue. NPS staff realizes problems exist with cell phone coverage in the
area, and this should be noted as a factor when evaluating the issue. NPS would
also like to see a phased approach that would allow additional parking spaces for
the immediate needs, and to look toward TDMs and shared NPS parking for long-
term. NPS wants there to be some disincentive for regional users to drive to the
parking lot.

The terminal expansion was discussed and the height restriction in the EIS was
mentioned. NPS recommended we review the Town Zoning height restrictions.

We should review the EIS to determine the 4(f) requirements. NPS will speak with
Dave Clark, their 4(f) regional reviewer to address this question. He looks at
impacts as a whole, not each improvement.

NPS was concerned with the feasibility of putting gaps in the fence for the Box
Turtles. NPS would like to see how other airports or developments have addressed
this issue. Mike G explained that he has explored many types of fences and
described the pros and cons of them. Michelle R. stated that while the ultimate goal
is to select the fence to meet all needs, cost is also an important factor in selecting
the preferred fence alternative. NPS was relieved that the team was looking at
alternatives that would phase the fence and might look at alternatives other than
fencing Hatches Harbor. NPS has many questions regarding the fencing, although
they are willing to work through them as more analysis is conducted. Laverne Reid
stated that the ultimate authority for security is TSA. The FAA will require an
approval letter from TSA to fund the fence with AIP money.

Mike G. asked NPS staff to explain their relationship with NHESP and the
requirements of rare or endangered species. NPS explained that they regard any
state listed rare or endangered species as a federal species. This better allows NPS
to support the State’s mission to protect rare and endangered species. NPS
typically relies on the expertise of NHESP staff in making a determination of a “take”
or “no-take” of species, although, in rare circumstances they could require additional
mitigation measures that they feel will be beneficial to the habitat.

George Price was concerned that there was puddling within the berm area because the
airport was permitted to use sonotubes for the pier supports, but during construction they
trenched instead, causing the puddling (concerns were the attraction of ducks).

J:\2008 Projects\E2X32200\Meeting Minutes\Final Minutes. NPS Meeting.21Mar08.doc
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The group should make sure the CCC and Provincetown Conservation Commission stays
very involved with the proposed improvement projects.

Next Steps:
1) Revise short-term milestone schedule
2) Forward MHC letters responding to historic / archeological issues
3) Contact NHESP regarding Spadefoot Toad expert
4) Continue close coordination with NPS
5) Develop preliminary alternatives for fence and parking lot
6) Obtain NPS EA regulations and procedure document

J:\2008 Projecls\E2X32200 ing Mi inal Minules.NPS Meeling.21Mar08.doc

10-36 AGENCY COORDINATION AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION



Capital Improvements Plan Final Environmental Impact Report/
Provincetown Municipal Airport Environn_1ental Assessme_nt/
Provincetown, Massachusetts Section 4(f) Evaluation

THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
EXZCUTING OFFICE OF tHERGY AMD ESVIRDRMEKTAL AFFAIRS
OF CO&STAL ZURE 1 SLRAEE]

(51 Canseway Steeet, Suite BOT, Bostor, MA D211a-71 36
iRV RRE-1200 FAX IRITEH25-1340

D

April 2, 2008

Stephen J. Flecchia, P.E.
Project Manager

Jacobs, Edwards and Kelcey
343 Congress Street, 2™ Floor
Boston, MA 02210

RE: CZM Federal Consistency Review of Provincetown Municipal Airport
Terminal Apron Reconstruction Project; Provincetown,

Dear Mr, Flecchia:

The Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone Management (CZM) has completed its
review of your proposal for the Provincetown Municipal Airport Terminal Apron
Reconstruction Project to ensure consistency with CZM enforceable program policies.

We concur with your certification and find that the activity as proposed is
consistent with the CZM enforceable program policies.

If the above-referenced project is modified in any manner, including any changes
resulting from permit, license or certification revisions, including those ensuing from an
appeal, or the project is noted to be having effects on coastal resources or uses that are
different than originally proposed, it is incumbent upon the proponent to notify CZM and
submit an explanation of the nature of the change pursuant to 15 CFR 930. CZM will use
this information to determine if further federal consistency review is required,

Thank you for your cooperation with CZM.
Sincerely,
N e
Leslie-Ann McGee
Director

LAM/rlb

Ce:  Steven McKenna,
CZM Cape and Islands Regional Coordinator
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Member Directory

Daniel A. Woll, President
Cape Air/Nantucket Airlines
660 Barnstable Road
Hyannis, MA 02601

c/o Michelle Haynes
mhaynes(@flycapeair.com

Nancy Finley

National Park Service
99 Marconi Site Road
Wellfleet, MA 02667
nancy finley@nps.gov

Heather McElroy
Cape Cod Commission
P.O. Box 226
Barmnstable, MA 02630

hmcelroy(@capecodcommission.org

Jim Mahala

DEP, SERO Wetlands Protection Program
20 Riverside Drive

Lakeville, MA 02347
jim.mahala@state.ma.us

Richard Silva, Chairman
Provincetown Airport Commission
176 Race Point Road, P.O. Box 657
Provincetown, MA 02657
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Richard Doucette

Environmental Specialist, ANE-600
Federal Aviation Administration

12 New England Executive Park
Burlington, MA 01803
richard.doucette@faa.gov

Michelle Ricci

Aviation Planner, ANE-600
Federal Aviation Administration
12 New England Executive Park
Burlington, MA 01803

michelle.ricci(@faa.gov

Jeff Senterman, Environmental Planner
Mass Aeronautics Commission

Ten Park Plaza, Room 3510

Boston, MA 02116
jeff.senterman(@state.ma.us

Denise Garcia, Aviation Planner
Mass Aeronautics Commission
Ten Park Plaza, Room 3510
Boston, MA 02116
denise.garcia@mac.state.ma.us

Arthur “Butch” Lisenby, Manager
Provincetown Municipal Airport
76 Race Point Road, P.O. Box 657
Provincetown, MA 02657
butchpvc@hotmail.com
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William E. Richardson, Associate Vice President, brichardson@ekmail.com
Michael P. Garrity, Project Manager, mgarrity@ekmail.com
Maryann Magner, Environmental Planner, mmagner@ekmail.com

Horsley Witten Group
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Edwards
NKelcey

ENIGINRERS MEeETING NOTES
ARCHITECTS

FLANNERS
CONSTRUCTORS
DATE AND TIME: June 14, 2005, 10 AM.
LOCATION: Provincetown Municipal Airport Conference Room
ORIGINATED BY: Edwards and Kelcey
RECORDED BY: Maryann Magner, Mike Garrity, Bill Richardson, Amy Ball
PARTICIPANTS: Advisory Group and Staff as listed below
SUBJECT: Provincetown Airport Master Plan
GC; EK File 040013105

The first meeting of the Provincetown Municipal Airport 2005 Master Plan Advisory Group was held at
10:00 A.M. on June 14, 2005 at the Airport Terminal Conference Room.

The following people were in attendance:
Steve Tait, Provincetown Municipal Airport Commission
Butch Lisenby, Airport Manager
Heather McElroy, Cape Cod Commission (CCC)
Lauren McKean, National Park Service (NPS)
Richard Doucette, Environmental Specialist, Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
Michelle Ricci, Environmental Planner, FAA
Denise Garcia, Aviation Planner, Massachuselts Aeronautical Commission (MAC)
Jeff Senterman, Environmental Planner, MAC
Bill Richardson, Associate Vice President, Edwards and Kelcey (EK)
Mike Garrity, Project Manager, EK
Maryann Magner, Environmental Planner, EK
Amy Ball, Wetland Scientist, Horsley Witten Group (HWG)

Butch Lisenby opened the meeting and welcomed everyone to the Airport (PVC). He told the group that
Bill Richardson would explain the Agenda and there would be a tour of the Airport. Bill Richardson gave
a brief overview of the planning process and asked everyone to introduce him or herself.

Maryann Magner explained that this was the first of two meetings planned for the advisory group. The
second meeting would take place after a draft of the Master Plan was available, sometime in late fall. She
pointed out the packets that everyone received which included an explanation of the Planning Process, the
Airport’s Mission Statement, a wetland location map and two aerial photos of the Airport. She then
discussed the scope and purpose of the Advisory Group. The purpose of the Group is to participate in the
FAA’s Master Plan process, which includes coordination with major stakeholders. To understand the
scope of the advisory group, Maryann discussed the definition of advisory, which includes phrases such

343 Congress Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02210

Voice 617.242.9222
Fax 617.242.9824
www.ekcorp.com
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as “to council, to caution, to inform, and to recommend.” She explained that the airport and consultant
staff was there today to give the Group some background information, but more importantly they were
there to listen to the group members” perspectives, questions, and suggestions. The objective was not to
reach consensus but to fully inform the master planning process.

Richard Doucette suggested that we put the lease line on the aerial photos and asked for a brief list of
improvements completed since the last Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The list included
reconstruction of the runway with the shift to provide for runway safety areas, aircraft tiedowns,
relocating NAVAIDS, upgrading visual aids, and installing limited sections of security fence.

Richard asked for the number annual of operations and enplanements. Butch stated that the Airport has
greater than 100,000 operations, a relatively high number compared to the number of enplanements
(12,000 passengers). He explained that the number of operations relates to the fact that PVC is used for
training because it is one of the few small airports with an ILS system. Mike Garrity pointed out that over
24% of the annual enplanements occur during the peak summer month of August. Denise Garcia
suggested that it is important to factor in and discuss the seasonality when doing forecasts for the Master
Plan.

Lauren McLean asked the number of staff for TSA at the Airport. Butch said between 3 and 7 depending
on the season. She also asked about automobile parking needs. If the Airport expands the parking area
they should consider visibility issues and alternatives such as use of the Breeze bus service. Would it be
possible to use berms to screen the view of the parking lot? She asked if there would be data on how
many people use the Breeze shuttle for transportation to and from the Airport, suggesting that existing
traffic and passenger counts from the Breeze shuttle bus and the National Park Service might provide
useful information. She noted that although the NPS beachfront parking lot is full early morning during
the summer season, the visitor’s center NPS parking lot is typically only % full during the summer
season. Mike Garrity said we would get information from Breeze for shuttle usage.

Lauren also asked about the master plan process versus an EIS process. She reminded everyone of the
agreement regarding an EIS and any proposal to expand the runway. She noted that a runway extension
was included in the list of potential master plan projects. Lauren asked whether an alternatives analysis
and discussion of potential impacts would be included in the Master Plan. The staff of FAA and MAC
pointed out that the impact analysis would be part of the environmental document (probably an
Environmental Assessment and not likely to be an EIS) that would be prepared after the master plan.
Lauren suggested that the impacts should be considered during the master plan rather than later. Richard
said that since the FAA Master Plan process predates the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA),
master plans could vary between being distinct from the environmental documents or somewhat merged.
He suggested that in the case of PVC it will be somewhat merged. Richard also indicated that airports are
not federal facilities and an airport master plan is not technically a federal document subject to NEPA.
The FAA participates in the master planning process, but it is driven by the local airport authority. The
FAA may require an EA or EIS as a follow-on to the master plan, since the construction of airport
improvements is subject to NEPA. All parties realize that no federal decision can be made prior to NEPA
compliance. Jeff Senterman pointed out that an ENF would be prepared for the projects and MEPA
would review them. Maryann said that an alternatives analysis would be included in the Master Plan
along with some discussion of potential environmental impacts.
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Mike Garrity gave an overview of the existing facilities at the Airport. Using the aerial photo as a
reference he indicated the buildings and other elements of the airport. He gave a brief overview of some
of the issues that may influence potential future projects:

I. The taxiway centerline shifts twenty feet in a jog to the north along its westerly end, causing a safety
problem for pilots taxiing in the dark or reduced visibility (foggy conditions). Pilots can run their
airplanes off the edge of the pavement, or miss the turn and become disoriented with the non-standard
condition. Providing a standard, straight centerline will enhance operational safety, especially in
reduced visibility conditions, and at night.

2. The issues associated with the terminal building congestion and the minimal space available for
passenger waiting areas and day-to-day operational space.
3. The issues associated with the increasingly congested automobile parking lot and possible alternatives

to redesign existing parking and minimal expansion that would satisfy existing needs while
minimizing environmental impacts.

4. The issues affecting security standards at the airport and the need for security perimeter fencing to
comply with TSA requirements and to minimize potential lite-threatening hazards of people and
animals inadvertently approaching the aircraft operating area.

Butch Lisenby then led the group on a tour of the Airport. The group viewed the passenger parking area,
the terminal area, the sightseeing shack, the aircraft parking areas, the taxiways, runways, the approach
light pier, as well as a majority of the NAVAIDS. The group noted that wetland vegetation has
reestablished in the area of the ILS footbridge. Questions regarding the location of the security fence and
the possible visual impacts and effect on wildlife movements were part of the discussion. A question was
asked about why the access road to the FAA NAVAIDS must be paved. It was explained that a gravel
road has the potential to bring stones onto the runway and cause substantial damage to the aircraft.
Plowing is also an issue in the winter,

During the tour Amy Ball of HWG rode with agency staff lo discuss the rare species surveys in
accordance with Natural Heritage protocols for 4 state-listed species: Vesper Sparrow, Eastern Spadefoot
[toad], Eastern Box Turtle, and Broom Crowberry. She noted that they had found only a broom crowberry
population (and pointed it out as they drove past), and had not documented the other species as of yet.
Lauren (NPS) volunteered that the NPS had some additional natural resources data from past field studies
throughout the National Seashore property that she was willing to share with us.

Heather McElroy from the Cape Cod Commission (CCC) asked how often mowing occurred. Butch
responded 2 to 3-4 times per year as needed, usually before Memorial Day, before July 4th and
sometimes before Labor Day. Heather had asked whether this was a safety issue or also, given the timing,
for aesthetic reasons. Butch responded that it was "both", particularly for safety around the lights.

Lauren McKean from the NPS encouraged everyone to go check out the view from the observation tower
at the visitor center located to the southeast of the airport, pointing out that there was a good opportunity
to see the airport from that vantage point.

Heather asked about the pavement area perpendicular to the runway/taxiway near the terminal/runway 25
end - why it was much wider at that point. Butch responded that there was the need for passage by 2
planes in this particular area - it was where planes conduct a pre-takeoff instrument check, while another
plane may need to get by.

Edwards
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After the tour the group met in the conference to wrap up and answer questions. On the issuc of the
security fence Butch mentioned that hikers, hunters and horseback riders often wander on to the runway
thinking it is a road. Since the airport has passenger-carrying commercial flights connecting with
Boston’s Logan International Airport, security requirements are stricter than at general aviation airports.
Richard Doucette asked if the sightseeing shack would be considered historical since it is part of the
original building for the Airport. Maryann said they would send photos to Mass Historical Commission
and ask for an advisory opinion. Both advisory group participants of CCC and NPS said that their agency
staff would be available to answer questions and meet for any pre-application and/or informal information
gathering meetings.

Heather McElroy stated that any project element should be designed to minimize impacts on natural
resources (consenting that the cumulative project elements would likely impact wetlands and their buffer
zones) and that the cumulative projects, if reviewed under a Development of Regional Impact (DRI) filing
(i.e., if scoped through MEPA to an EIR), would have to meet the performance standards in the Regional
Policy Plan (RPP). She said that there was the potential for a pre-application meeting with the CCC, and
that they encourage applicants to do this. She also noted that there might be some transportation concerns.
She did say that the CCC would be commenting on any ENF filing anyway (they are on the list of
recipients).

All agreed that early and ongoing coordination would take place throughout the planning process.

The meeting was adjoined at noon.

JA2004 Projects\040013. 105\Advisory Group\Meeting Minutes\PVC 6-14-05 Advisory Group Meeting Minutes (Including Comments) jul03.mig.doe
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Edwards

NoKelcey
il MEETING NOTES
ARCHITECTS

PLANNERS
CONSTRUCTORS
DATE AND TIME: April 11,2006, 11 A.M.
LOCATION: Provincetown Municipal Airport Conference Room
ORIGINATED BY: Edwards and Kelcey
RECORDED BY: Maryann Magner, Mike Garrity, Bill Richardson, Amy Ball
PARTICIPANTS: Advisory Group and Staff as listed below
SUBJECT: Provincetown Airport Master Plan
cc: EK File 040013105

The second meeting of the Provincetown Municipal Airport (PVC) 2005 Master Plan Advisory Group
was held at 11:00 A.M. on April 11, 2006 at the Airport Terminal Conference Room.

The following people were in attendance:
Arthur “Butch” Lisenby, Airport Manager
Heather McElroy, Cape Cod Commission (CCC)
Martha Hevenor, CCC
John Portnoy, National Park Service (NPS)
Carrie Phillips, NPS
Michelle Ricci, Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
Cliff Vacirca, FAA
Denise Garcia, Massachusetts Aeronautical Commission (MAC)
Bill Richardson, Edwards and Kelcey (EK)
Maryann Magner, EK
Mike Garrity, EK
Amy Ball, Horsley Witten Group (HWG)
Rich Delaney, HWG
Gerry D’ Amico, URS Griener

Butch Lisenby opened the meeting and welcomed everyone to the Airport. Bill Richardson gave a brief
overview of the projects identified in the Master Plan and asked everyone to introduce themselves.

Maryann Magner explained that this was the second of two meetings planned for the advisory group and
copies of the Draft Master Plan were sent to all the members. She gave a brief overview of the contents of
the Master Plan and proposed projects. She said that the main purpose of today’s meeting was to receive
comments from the group.

343 Congress Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02210

Voice 617.242.9222
Fax 617.242.9824
www.ekcorp.com
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Heather McElroy asked about the rationale of the taxiway projects. She noted that the future extension of
the runway would impact the area of the existing west end taxiway, an area currently proposed for
wetland mitigation.

Heather McElroy and Carrie Philips both asked about FAA standards and requirements compared to FAA
recommendations. Can we distinguish between these and explain what qualifies for waivers from the
standards? Maryann replied that either the Master Plan, or more likely the EA/EIR for the projects, would
explain these terms.

There were several comments and questions regarding the proposed perimeter fence, which was raised as
the biggest issue for both the CCC and NPS. There was some discussion regarding the need {or clearing
10 feet on either side of the fence and how the {ence would be maintained. Staff of the NPS stated that
they would like to know the FAA requirements for the fence, why it is proposed for the lease line. There
was some discussion of the three alternatives presented and whether additional alternatives had been
considered. NPS and CCC will want to have greater detail presented on the character of the existing
habitat along the proposed fence line. Additionally, John Portnoy asked for an elevation profile and the
amount of fill and other habitat disturbance to be included in the EIR document as this would be
information needed for NPS review. They added that potential impacts associated with the fence would
include impeding water movement and collecting detritus along the fence, wetland impacts, coastal dune
impacts, and wildlife corridor impacts. In summary, the NPS recognizes that each of the alternatives has
trade-offs in terms of wetland versus coastal dune impacts and they would like to see encroachment into
undisturbed areas minimized.

Other proposed projects were discussed, including the parking area, service roads, and terminal needs..
The auto parking lot was the subject of discussion regarding visual impacts and other alternatives such as
the bus service, increased taxi traffic, and alternative locations, etc. Heather asked how often the service
roads are used (i.e., with respect to a maintenance schedule). Butch responded that the FAA maintains the
equipment and they determine the frequency of the schedule. She asked that the wetland impacts be
clearly explained. The discussion of the terminal expansion centered primarily on visual impacts,
concerns of both NPS and CCC.

Maryann told the group that the Airport Commission would be submitting an Environmental Notification
Form (ENF) for MEPA review on April 18", Comments will be due by May 16™ and MEPA will issue a
Certificate on May 26". There was some discussion on how to best coordinate CCC review of the projects
as a Development of Regional Impact (DRI). It was suggested by Heather that the Airport contact CCC
about 2-3 weeks prior to submission of the DEIR so that the CCC would have ample time to convene a
subcommittee.

Michelle Ricci told the group that FAA would be the sole agency responsible for the Environmental
Assessment (EA) prepared for the projects for the National Environmental Policy (NEPA) process. Carrie
Philips pointed out the NPS also goes through a NEPA process for their Agency’s decision and they
would look for information in the EA/EIR to support their decision.

Butch thanked everyone for coming and the meeting was adjoined at noon.

12004 Projects\040013. 105\ Advisory GrouphApril 2006.M TG Finalminutesfor | Lapr06 mtg.doc
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JACOBS

343 Congress Street
Boston, MA 02210
617.242.9222 Fax 617.242.9824

Meeting Notes

Meeting Location NHESP Office, Westborough, MA
Meeting Date/Time December 18, 2008

Subject Project Impacts to Rare Species.
Participants See list below
Notes

Below is a summary of the meeting held with the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and
Endangered Species Program (NHESP) on December 18, 2008 at NHESP office,
Westborough, Massachusetts. In attendance were:

Eve Schliter NHESP
Michael Garrity Jacobs
Maryann Magner Jacobs

The purpose of the meeting was to discuss measures taken since the last coordination
meeting on December 13, 2007 to reduce project impacts to the four State-listed rare
species mapped by NHESP as occurring at Provincetown Municipal Airport (PVC).

Using photos and plan figures, Maryann gave an overview of the Airport’s existing
facilities and the preferred alternative for each of the proposed CIP projects. It was noted
that the preferred alternatives for the safety/security fence, turf apron, and auto parking
have been revised to either minimize or eliminate impacts.

Eve confirmed that the four species mapped at the Airport were; Broom Crowberry (BC),
Eastern Box Turtle (EBT), Eastern Spadefoot Toad (EST), and Vesper Sparrow (VS).
She explained that no impacts are expected to the Northern Harrier, which has been
seen in the vicinity of the Airport.

Mike presented the recently revised mapping of breeding habitat for the EST, per Brad
Timm'’s edits from his site visit to PVC. Eve noted that she would be speaking with Brad
to discuss his visit.

Maryann explained that much progress had been made since the last meeting to
achieve the goal of avoiding a “Take”. Measures that have been incorporated into the
projects include design revisions, construction phase measures and operational phase
mitigation measures. Potential impacts to species, and MESA requirements for a
“Conditional No Take” determination were then discussed
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Broom Crowberry (BC)

Mike confirmed that the BC was only sited within the glide slope critical area and,
besides the existing mowing, which is beneficial to the BC, there will not be any
disturbance to BC during construction of any of the projects. Eve stated that there would
be No Take of Broom Crowberry.

Vesper Sparrow (VS)

The VS inhabits the managed grassland areas at the Airport. The critical period for the
species is from mid to late April through mid August. Potential impacts can result from a
loss of grassland, during the construction phase, and as a result of the mowing
schedule.

Maryann noted that there will be a net loss of 1.3% of grassland as a result of the
projects, as shown on the Grassland Management Plan. Eve said she consulted with her
staff and has determined that this small loss would not impact the VS. However, the
timing of construction and mowing schedule could have an impact. Eve suggested that
grassland disturbance and restoration take place in the fall so that the spring nesting
season would not be affected.

Mike presented the draft Vegetation Management Plan (VMP) that has been developed
for the Airport, in response to Eve’s earlier request. It was pointed out that all the
grassland at the Airport is maintained for critical safety and navigational areas and must
be mowed frequently. Unlike other airports there is no cross wind runway that would
create interior open areas that could be mowed less frequently. Additionally, areas that
are not grassland are either wetland or coastal dune. Eve mentioned other Airports that
have VS, such as Plymouth, Westfield, and Turner Falls airports. She said that she
would check those plans and see if there is anything that might be applicable at PVC.
Mike will also check on this. It was pointed out that the Airport has been mowing these
areas for many years.

More discussion of the VMP is necessary before Eve can give an indication of whether a
Take can be avoided.

Eastern Box Turtle (EBT)

The project that has the most potential for impacts to the EBT is the fence. The fence
has been revised with a new alignment (Concept 6) that eliminates the fence around the
ILS area, eliminates the graded patrol road, and includes gaps in the fence for passage
of EBT. Construction methods developed to minimize impacts to EBT include driving the
posts instead of a concrete footing. Operational phase mitigation includes annual
inspection/cleaning of the gaps. Access to the fence for the operational mitigation
measures cannot damage the ground surface. The clear area on either side of the fence
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would be brush hogged with no grubbing of vegetation. This should be done in mid
November or later (winter months), after the active period for the EBT.

Eve suggested that the gaps be located every 100 feet. The inspection should take
place in early April before the turtles become active. A qualified Environmental Monitor
(EM) would be required during the construction phase to look for turtles ahead of the
initial vegetation clearing work regardless of the season. During the active period,
documented checks of the overnight parking area for construction vehicles would be
required to assure that turtles are not run over, and any turtles found will be placed in an
adjoining habitat area away from construction activities.

Eve stated that with the implementation of all the mitigation measures, the projects
would likely be able to avoid a Take of EBT.

Eastern Spadefoot Toad (EST)

Projects that impact the isolated vegetated wetlands at the Airport have the potential to
impact EST breeding habitat. This includes the taxiway project, the fence, and the
service access roads.

Eve pointed out that in addition to avoiding the prime breeding areas with the fence
alignment, a buffer needs to be protected. This may be 10 feet depending on the
vegetation adjacent to the wetland areas. Eve will discuss this buffer distance with Brad
Timm for confirmation of actual buffer distances recommended by NHESP.

Jacobs staff agreed to adjust the fence alignment to avoid the prime breeding areas and
provide a buffer. A final review of the alignment will need to be done in the field. Timing
of construction will also be critical for the EBT, with a mid-November or later in the winter
vegetation clearing and fence installation.

Although the auto parking has been revised to avoid wetland impacts, Eve asked about
impacts to the upland (coastal dune) area because it is near Wetland A which is a
potential breeding area. She will discuss this further with her staff.

Summary
Based on the design revisions, proposed construction phase mitigation, and operational
mitigation, Eve indicated that it may be possible to avoid a Take for the CIP projects.

On another note, Maryann asked if the NHESP had a standard format for their Section
61 Findings for MEPA. The Final EIR must contain a draft 61 finding for all permitting
agencies. Eve said they do not have a standard format and she would review a draft if
Maryann sends her the draft NHESP Section 61 Finding.

J:\2008 Projects\E2X32200\Meeting Minutes\Final Minutes. NHESP Meeting. 18Dec08.doc
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Horsley Witten Group
Sustainable Environmental Solutions

90 Route 6A + Sandwich, MA + 02563 _f
Tel: 508-833-6600 - Fax: 508-833-3150 - www.horsleywitten.com

Meeting Notes

TO: Mike Garrity, Jacobs

FROM: Amy M. Ball

DATE: March 4, 2009

RE: Meeting with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (DEP)

Below is a summary of our meeting with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
(DEP) on February 26, 2009, at the DEP office in Lakeville, Massachusetts. In attendance were:

« Liz Kouloheras DEP

» Jim Mahala DEP

» Maryann Magner Jacobs

« Amy Ball Horsley Witten Group, Inc. (HW)

«  Amanda Crouch-Smith HW

The purpose of this meeting was to discuss permitting approaches as the projects move forward with
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) review. After general introductions, Jacobs and
HW provided DEP with an overview of the CIP projects along with updates since the DEIR and
timing projections for the MEPA review process and subsequent permitting.

DEP inquired as to the overall purpose of the proposed fence. Maryann Magner (Jacobs) clarified
that the fence was intended to serve as a security fence as well as a wildlife exclusion fence for safety
purposes. DEP also commented on the terminal building expansion and indicated that the vertical
expansion option would not be an issue or impediment to the permitting process.

Wetland Impacts Under the Wetlands Protection Act

The draft FEIR currently makes a distinction between direct and indirect wetland impacts as shown
on Table 6-4 that was presented at the meeting. The project team asked if this was an acceptable way
to define impacts in light of permitting and performance standard thresholds. DEP will need to
further analyze this presentation of impacts and whether it is appropriate. Maryann Magner
explained that the impacts were divided this way with the intention of not exceeding the square
footage alteration threshold for BVW (5,000 SF) that would otherwise require a Variance from the
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act.

Amy Ball (HW) mentioned a precedent determination of “altered but not impaired™ that was issued
for another project involving alteration of wetlands in Mashpee, MA, and inquired whether this could
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be appropriately applied to the CIP projects and the potential alteration (but not impairment) that
would result to wetlands along the fence at the Airport.

DEP suggested that the proposed fence may be allowed to be permitted as a “limited project,” and
thus avoid the need for a Variance (see attached excerpts from the Massachusetts Wetlands
Protection Act Regulations at 310 CMR 10.24(7)(c)(5) and 10.53(3)(n)). The fence is undoubtedly a
pressing safety issue, and a Variance would not be necessary for airports that demonstrate a clear and
evident safety concern under the limited project status. Further, DEP stated that changes in airport
safety requirements occurred after the adoption of the wetland regulations, and thus it may be
possible for DEP to consider the fence as a limited project. DEP will research this further and
provide the Airport with a more definitive answer on how to approach the permitting for the fence.
References to TSA and FAA safety guidelines and regulations will strengthen the need for the fence
to improve safety, and may help allow it to be permitted as a limited project.

DEP noted there were substantial improvements to the projects as presented in the draft FEIR over
those presented in the DEIR, based upon the information provided at our meeting and conversations,
and that their comments appeared to be adequately addressed. Amy Ball informed DEP of ongoing
consultation with NHESP regarding habitat concerns at the Airport; DEP will look to NHESP for
comment on rare species habitat and impacts of the fencing and other projects.

Maryann Magner also explained that project details will not be available during the permitting phase,
due to certain specifications in the FAA permitting and planning grant. Details will be provided in
plan view under the design grant, after permits are secured. DEP felt that any permits could be
conditioned to allow projects to proceed once construction details were provided to the issuing
authority.

Water Quality Certification (WQC)

DEP also mentioned that all wetlands at the Airport are considered Outstanding Resource Waters
(ORWSs) of which the project team is aware. Regarding the discussion of the WQC and whether
some projects would be permitted through an Individual WQC and others through a Variance WQC
(due to the ORW status), it was determined that a Variance for the WQC will be required for all of
the projects impacting wetlands.

Mitigation

Despite recent changes to the Army Corps of Engineers Mitigation Rule and associated guidance,
DEP will still expect on-site in-kind mitigation. Regarding lost Coastal Dune habitat, DEP was less
concerned with impacts to this resource area since the impacts were not to primary dunes, and
suggested that it may be possible to provide habitat enhancement through management of invasive
species (i.e., spotted knapweed) to serve as mitigation.

Please feel free to contact Amy Ball at (508) 833-6600 ext. 119 or at aball@horsleywitten.com with
any questions.

Enclosures
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Meeting Notes

TO: Mike Garrity, Jacobs

FROM: Amy M. Ball

DATE: August 28, 2009

RE: Meeting with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps)

Below is a summary of our meeting with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) on August 13,
2009, at the Corps office in Concord, Massachusetts. In attendance were:

»  Ruth Ladd Corps

« John Sargent Corps

= Mike Garrity Jacobs

»  Maryann Magner Jacobs

«  Amy Ball Horsley Witten Group, Inc. (HW)
= Rich Claytor HW

The purpose of this meeting was to discuss permitting approaches as the projects move forward with
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) review. After general introductions, Jacobs and
HW provided the Corps with an overview of the CIP projects along with updates since the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submittal with specific focus on those projects which would
fall under Corps jurisdiction (i.e., those resulting in alterations to wetlands or “waters of the U.S.”).

HW provided a brief overview of the proposed mitigation package (restoration, stormwater
management, invasive species management, and habitat improvements for state-listed rare species).

Ruth Ladd expressed some concerns specific to providing mitigation at airports in general, due to the
dynamic nature of airports and the potential for future impacts to the mitigation area (e.g., if
additional safety regulations were imposed in the future that might jeopardize the long-term success
of the restoration area). Note that the Corps, once they have permitted wetlands impacts and have
approved the mitigation plan, assumes accountability for success of the mitigation site, thus this is
primarily a long-term concern.

Ruth also commented that the mitigation ratio we’ve proposed was a little on the “low side,” and
expressed additional concerns for the proposed restoration areas along the mid-connector and east-
end taxiways, as these areas are smaller, more isolated as compared to the restoration area at the
west-end taxiway, and close to the runway/taxiway activities. The presence of common reed
(Phragmites australis) was another major concern for the Corps in the context of long-term
stewardship, and this will need to be carefully addressed in our Mitigation Plan.

14027 E&K-PTown Airport: PERMITTINGIACOE meeting notes - Corps - 08.13.09.doc

AGENCY COORDINATION AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 10-53



Capital Improvements Plan Final Environmental Impact Report/

Provincetown Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment/
Provincetown, Massachusetts Section 4(f) Evaluation
Mike Garrity
August 28, 2009
Page 2 of 3

The Corps also inquired about the nature of the wetlands to be impacted. When told that these areas
were primarily Palustrine Scrub-Shrub Wetlands (PSS) rather than mowed sedges and grasses, they
noted that this was unusual for wetlands at airports, and that perhaps in that context, along with the
rare species habitat concerns, that the argument for on-site, in-kind restoration would be stronger,
despite its proposed location within the airfield. HW also emphasized the watershed context for
these types of wetlands, in that there were few, if any, other areas with these same ecological
functions and values on Cape Cod.

The Corps then inquired whether the restoration area at the west-end taxiway connector would
provide at least a 1:1 ratio [it does], and suggested that since this area had the greatest likelihood for
success given its close proximity to the larger bordering vegetated wetland, and that it would be less
likely to be impacted in the future, that perhaps the Corps would accept this area alone as mitigation
(i.e., eliminating the other two restoration areas), to help satisfy the Corps’ mitigation requirements.
But since this area represents only a 1:1 mitigation ratio, and is well below the recommended 2:1 to
3:1 ratio' target, the project team was advised to seek other opportunities for off-site, out-of-kind
mitigation, such as exploring the opportunities for:

. Improving the connectivity within the bordering vegetated wetland/transitional salt marsh
community by eliminating the mosquito control access roadway, which is just visible on
an aerial photograph (roadway is off-site/beyond the Airport’s lease line);

. Improving degraded areas nearby on National Park Service (NPS) lands that could
benefit from restoration or stormwater improvements, for instance;
. Other needs within the lower Cape that would make ecological sense, be sustainable, and

would not be too expensive.
The Corps encouraged the Airport to consult with NPS regarding possible mitigation sites.

The Airport will also need to address indirect impacts to the wetlands associated with the cutting of
vegetation along the fence. The example cited by the Corps was of a powerline project in Maine,
where the mitigation was calculated in terms of “ratios of ratios,” such that direct impacts were
mitigated at a higher ratio (e.g., 2:1), and the indirect impacts mitigated at a lower ratio (e.g., ¥2:1).
The Corps suggested that the ratio for indirect impacts might be on the order of approximately 1:10
and should be included in our mitigation proposal.

The project team also inquired about the applicability of the 1997 Memorandum of Understanding
between the National Park Service (NPS) and the Airport regarding the Hatches Harbor Salt Marsh
Restoration Project, in which it is stated:

9. The Park Service agrees to that the Project will be classified as mitigation for the wetlands
impacts of required present AND FUTURE airport safety improvements. The regulatory
agencies responsible for wetlands protection must approve of mitigation. (This mitigation
would satisfy most of the agencies as exceeding a one [0 len mitigation).

! Mitigation ratios recommended in the Corps Public Notice, “Addendum to New England District Compensatory
Mitigation Guidance: Compensation for Impacted Aquatic Resource Functions” (December 18, 2007) for
restoration or creation of scrub-shrub and emergent wetlands.
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Ruth Ladd commented that this would not apply to any current permitting through the Corps, and did
not really want to even consider this policy or other implication of this prior agreement as part of the
Corps permitting process.

The project team also inquired of the formal process for involving NPS in the Corps permitting
process. John Sargent will look into this. One statement that was made was that a letter of approval
from NPS might be appropriate.

The Corps and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) made regulatory changes to their
Compensatory Mitigation Rule, which became effective about a year ago (June 2008). Our suite of
mitigation must be presented in such a way that the Corps (as well as other regulatory agencies) can
sign-off on the project. It is allowable for mitigation to be provided to the Corps that also satisfies
other regulatory agency requirements. Please recall from our meeting with the Massachusetts
Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) earlier this year, that DEP will continue to expect
on-site in-kind mitigation, likely at (or possibly above) the ratios we’ve already presented to them.
Addressing the Corps’ request to seek opportunities for off-site mitigation may help with the
permitting at the state level, and will also likely help to address comments from the Cape Cod
Commission (CCC) that our mitigation package was “a little thin.”

The mitigation package submitted to the Corps will be presented in the form of a Mitigation Plan that
will accompany the actual Corps Individual Permit application. I have attached a draft annotated
outline of the required Mitigation Plan for discussion purposes. Development of the Mitigation Plan,
while a relatively new aspect of the Corps/EPA Mitigation Rule, is typically an iterative process
between an applicant and the Corps. HW plans to submit a draft Mitigation Plan with the permit
application to begin this process as early as possible. The Corps cannot issue an Individual Permit
until the Mitigation Plan is approved.

One of the components of the Mitigation Plan that will require some advanced planning is providing
Financial Assurances — monies set aside to ensure the long-term management, monitoring, and/or
remediation for any future impacts to the mitigation site. The Airport will be required to provide
these Financial Assurances, typically in the form of an escrow fund or a bond, with a 10%
contingency, pro-rated for inflation.

We also discussed the need for an inter-agency meeting, and possibly a site visit. Ruth Ladd said
that she would discuss this further with Karen Adams, Chief of Regulatory and Enforcement for
Branch A (Massachusetts), as well as Jennifer McCarthy, Regulatory Division Chief, who is also a
wetland scientist.

Please feel free to contact me with any questions.

Enclosure
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Meeting Notes

TO: Mike Garrity, Jacobs

FROM: Amy M. Ball

DATE: February 23, 2010

RE: Meeting with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection

Below is a summary of our meeting with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
(DEP) on December 23, 2009, at the DEP office in Lakeville, Massachusetts. In attendance were:

« Liz Kouloheras DEP

« Jim Mahala DEP

«  Butch Lisenby Provincetown Airport Manager

+  Katie Servis MassDOT — Aeronautics Division
+  Michael Garrity Jacobs

+  Maryann Magner Jacobs

+ Amy Ball Horsley Witten Group, Inc. (HW)

After general introductions, the project team provided DEP with an overview of the CIP projects along
with updates since the DEIR and timing projections for the MEPA review process and subsequent
permitting.

The purpose of this meeting was to continue our discussions with DEP regarding our permitting approach
specific to impacts to Bordering Vegetated Wetland (BVW) under the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection
Act as the projects move forward with Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) review. Two of
the proposed projects will occur within BVW: the MALSF access roadway improvements, and the
proposed safety/security fence. Currently, the alterations to BVW have been quantified and qualified as
Direct Impacts and Indirect Impacts. Direct Impacts to BVW total 1,090 SF with 960 SF of alteration for
the MALSF roadway and 130 SF for the fence (direct fill due to fence posts). Indirect Impacts resulting
from cutting along the eight-foot wide (total) swath of maintained vegetation on either side of the fence
total 9,730 SF. On-site replication is currently being provided at a ~2:1 ratio for direct impacts (2,000
SF). The goal is to avoid the need for a Variance under the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act.

The focus of the discussions was on the alterations due to the fence. The fence is designed in compliance
with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) requirements for commercial airports, and is eight feet high
with one-foot of barbed wire (for a total of nine feet), and is located such that it would not interfere with
required unobstructed airspace. DEP inquired whether the height could be reduced to bring it closer to
the airfield where maintenance along the fence could occur within already cut vegetation. It was noted
that the limit of vegetation maintenance within the airfield at Provincetown is currently 300-feet off the
runway center line, and is based upon a waiver issued by FAA specific to this Airport, which would
normally require 350 feet of clearing, and which is subject to revocation. As such, the fence is placed
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further back from the currently maintained areas in some locations. DEP also inquired about the lack of
fencing at the western end. Mike Garrity explained that FAA and Transportation Security Administration
(TSA) accepted natural barriers as part of security fencing. DEP noted that they were agreeable to this
design if FAA/TSA were.

DEP asked about the initial cutting methods along the fence and the design aspects of the fencing above
the ground, and asked whether there would be a maintenance schedule or a height restriction of vegetation
along the fence. The bottom of the fence will be placed approximately six inches above the ground
surface, and the vegetation will be maintained as a low growing plant community along the fence.
Vegetation maintenance along the fence will be on an as-needed basis, depending upon vegetation growth
rates, etc., and also the type of vegetation. For instance, grasses/sedges would not need to be cut, whereas
trees may need to be cut initially, and if not evergreen (pitch pine), maintained at least every couple of
years.

DEP noted that from a regulatory perspective, the performance standards for BVW would need to be met.
Regarding indirect alterations within BVW, the current amount (9,730 SF) would exceed the 5,000 SF
threshold for BVW alteration, and would require a Variance under the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection
Act. DEP asked if the project team could quantify and qualify the indirect impacts to BVW by providing
a breakdown of types of habitat to be cut (i.e., forested areas vs. shrub swamp areas vs. wet meadow
areas, including within areas of dense Phragmites), and provide this information to DEP with photo
documentation. DEP recommended that these data be presented with visual hatching and tables on the
plans.

Given that some of the indirect alterations might not involve cutting of the vegetation or may involve
cutting of only Phragmites, this exercise may allow the Airport to reduce the amount of significant
cutting (viewed as alteration) within BVW to an amount below 5,000 SF. This amount, along with the
direct fill of BVW, would need to be replicated.

Katie Servis offered to provide historic aerial photographs of the Airport that MassDOT has in its library,
if these may be useful in assessing the impacts.

Mitigation

The group also briefly discussed off-site mitigation considerations (e.g., correction of illegal landfills or
recommended culvert replacements that may be identified in the “Cape Cod Atlas of Tidally Restricted
Salt Marshes,” etc.). DEP recommended that if the Airport could maintain BVW impacts below 5,000 SF
and restore the equivalent amount on-site as currently proposed at the Runway 7 end, that off-site
mitigation projects could be used as mitigation for indirect wetland impacts. DEP also recommend that
we discuss invasive species management in our mitigation section.

DEP reminded the project team to be sure to discuss stormwaters management, to include the Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and the Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan
(SPCCP), and to show how the drainage from the terminal apron (which has a higher potential pollutant
load) is disconnected from the runway and taxiway system.

Regarding the amount of direct fill in isolated vegetated wetlands, it was acknowledged that a Variance

would be needed under the 401 Water Quality Certification (WQC) program, as all of the wetlands at the
Airport are Outstanding Resource Waters (ORWs).
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Meeting Notes

TO: Mike Garrity, Jacobs

FROM: Amy Ball & Amanda Crouch-Smith

DATE: January 12,2010

RE: Interagency Meeting — Mitigation Discussion Capital Improvements Plan (CIP)

Provincetown Municipal Airport

Below is a summary of the interagency meeting on January 6, 2010, at the Cape Cod Commission
office in Barnstable, Massachusetts. In attendance were:

s Mike Garrity Jacobs

e Maryann Magner Jacobs

« Amy Ball Horsley Witten Group, Inc. (HW)

e Amanda Crouch-Smith HW

s Michelle Ricci Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)

e Katie Servis MA DOT- Aeronautics Division

e Butch Lisenby Provincetown Airport

¢ Robert Cook National Park Service (NPS)

e Tim Smith NPS

¢ Liz Kouloheras MA Dept. of Environmental Protection (DEP)
e Jim Mahala DEP

e Paul Minkin US Army Corps of Engineers (Corps)

« John Sargent Corps

¢ Peter Holmes U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
e Kristy Senatori Cape Cod Commission (CCC)

o Heather McElroy (61 43{6

e Andrea Adams (el

e Eve Schliiter MA Natural Heritage and Endangered Species

Program (NHESP) — by conference call

(A copy of the sign-in sheet was provided at the meeting.)

The purpose of this meeting was to discuss a variety of mitigation options for the CIP projects and
agency mitigation requirements. After general introductions, Jacobs and HW provided the agencies
with an overview of the CIP projects along with updates since the DEIR and timing projections for
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the MEPA review process and subsequent permitting, with a goal of attaining all permits by
December 31, 2010, in order to meet FAA’s funding schedule.

Anticipated permits needed for the Airport projects include:

o Order of Conditions (QOOC) under the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act;

e Variance for Water Quality Certification (WQC) Section 401;

o Potential Variance for wetlands under the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act;

« Individual Section 404 Permit under the Federal Clean Water Act;

e Development of Regional Impact (DRI) Decision under Cape Cod Commission Act; and

s MESA Project Review under the Massachusetts Endangered Species Act, with a
determination that there would be no need for a Conservation and Management Permit.

Amy Ball (HW) described the environmental setting of the Airport and identified the natural
resources for the benefit of those that were less familiar with the project. Amy Ball also stated that
approximately 1.3 acres of isolated wetlands would be altered as a result of the CIP projects. These
impacts would occur mostly from the East End Taxiway Relocation and Westerly Taxiway
Improvements. The total amount of dune alteration is approximately 43,000 SF, while the total
wetland alteration (including both IVW and BVW) would total around 58,000 SF.

Two draft on-site mitigation options were presented. Option | provides for a greater ratio of wetland
restoration (~1.3:1), while Option 2 provides wetland restoration at a lower ratio (~1:1) to allow for a
higher coastal dune mitigation ratio and reduces the net loss of dune and grassland habitats at the
Airport.

The discussion was opened up to the regulatory authorities as to which mitigation option would be
preferable. Heather McElroy (CCC) stated that it would be difficult to select an on-site mitigation
option without knowing the type and amount of mitigation that would occur off-site. Eve Schliiter
(NHESP) reminded the group that there may be additional rare species to consider with off-site
mitigation.

Peter Holmes (EPA) remarked that coastal dunes are inherently dynamic and that they might not
exist in the mitigation location (i.e., with Option 2) five years from now, which should be considered
in the selection of a mitigation plan. Creating dunes could potentially prove to be an ineffective use
of effort and mitigation funds. Robert Cook (NPS) offered further advice on the subject of dune
creation, in that the Airport would not have to limit itself to coastal dune creation and that mitigation
could be provided in the form of generalized upland creation. Opportunities may exist that would
create and/or restore upland habitat that did not previously exist, such as areas of abandoned
pavement and/or derelict structures that occur throughout the Cape Cod National Seashore (CCNS),
and the North Truro Air Force Station. The removal of these structures or pavement would create
habitat that does not now exist. NPS has a list of such structures and pavement areas, although none
exist in Provincetown.

The group discussion then transitioned to potential off-site mitigation opportunities that would be
coupled with on-site mitigation to achieve adequate restoration ratios for all resource areas proposed
to be impacted. Tim Smith (NPS) referenced the Hatches Harbor restoration project, which holds
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potential as an off-site mitigation option. The previous restoration efforts within Hatches Harbor
only partially restored the tidal regime within the estuarine system, and the addition of another
culvert within the dike would provide for greater tidal flushing throughout the marsh. Mike Garrity
(Jacobs) expressed reservations that this would be a long-term project, and that it would be a long
time before the full mitigative effects would be felt, holding the Airport to those standards. In
addition, there may be some potential implications for the navigational aids. Tim Smith stated that
only 60 percent of the total tidal volume is able to pass through the existing culverts, and the existing
tidal gates are completely open, and that there could be some room for increasing the effectiveness of
the tidal flushing without impacting the Airport infrastructure. Tim noted that additional mitigation
may include installation of a new tide gate, and that there is an existing hydrologic model that was
run for the last project that may be available to run under a new scenario to determine the
effectiveness of an additional tide gate.

Liz Kouloheras (DEP) inquired as to the amount of additional mitigation that the Corps and the CCC
would require off-site, aside from what is being provided on-site at the Airport. Paul Minkin (Corps)
remarked that the on-site mitigation as proposed does not meet the requirements of the new
Mitigation Rule, and that the Corps is more likely to accept only the mitigation area proposed at the
western end, as it has greater potential for long-term sustainability. Typically, alteration of a forested
(pitch pine) area would require a mitigation ratio of 3:1 or 4:1, while an open wetland dominated by
cranberry would be mitigated at a 2:1 ratio based on the type of restoration and area to be restored.
Paul Minkim indicated that a restored pitch pine wetland will take longer to establish itself and thus
longer to determine if the mitigation was successful, therefore requiring a larger mitigation ratio to
ensure that the mitigation project can achieve the goal of “No-Net-Loss.” The Corps may also allow
for the long-term preservation of parcels of land, which would need to occur at a 15:1 ratio for
mitigation purposes. Wetland enhancement is also a mitigation opportunity, with a mitigation ration
of 5:1. Creation and restoration generally occur at a 2:1 ratio, and at first glance a 3:1 ratio may be
the best estimate for the Airport. He also mentioned that while the Corps has guidance mitigation
ratios, that these ratios are not absolute. Paul also noted that even though a system may appear
restored over a couple of years, faunal use often does not return for decades (i.e., full functionality).
A minimum of five years of monitoring is required for a wetland restoration or creation area.

Paul also explained why certain aspects of the on-site mitigation (e.g., the east-end wetland
mitigation area) may not be considered as a part of the Corps mitigation package. The Corps
discourages mitigating adjacent to existing structures/facilities such as in between paved areas.
Mitigation areas located within high-use areas, such as airports, do not often possess long-term
sustainability — a priority for the Corps — and are frequently altered by another project in the future,
as rules and regulations for safety are updated. Paul noted that the Corps is looking towards long-
term sustainability and the “big picture” of the whole system — thinking in terms of watersheds and
ecological units. Eve Schliiter (NHESP) echoed this sentiment, indicating that at least from her
agency’s perspective, any mitigation should mimic the functions and values of the lost area. She also
noted that from NHESP’s standpoint, that the Airport would be able to avoid a “take™ under the
Massachusetts Endangered Species Act (MESA) regulations.

Peter Holmes (EPA) reminded everyone that they would first be seeking avoidance and minimization
of all wetland areas.
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Heather McElroy (CCC) questioned the possibility of any potential mitigation sites along
Shankpainter Road in Provincetown. Bob Cook (NPS) remarked that the old access road near the
ILS at the Airport could potentially be removed, as it constitutes fill within a wetland. Removal of
the berm around the ILS could also be considered, if deemed feasible. Tim Smith (NPS) also noted
that there is a culvert near Herring Cove that needs attention, a site more proximate to the Airport.
Liz Kouloheras (DEP) inquired whether there may be off-site opportunities for stormwater mitigation
— water quality improvements to existing degraded wetland systems. Paul Minkin (Corps) noted that
the potential exists, but that quantifying such benefits would be difficult, noting that the Corps also
leans away from options that require input of human energy and depend on long-term maintenance
for their success, such as stormwater management systems.

Others suggested that perhaps filled wetlands existed on Town land that could be restored.
Contributions to a local land bank to which the Airport could contribute funds toward land
conservation were also suggested. Bob Cook added that the NPS is also interested in preservation to
mitigate the incremental loss of habitat, perhaps by purchasing developable land and placing it under
a Conservation Restriction. Paul Minkin also mentioned that an in-lieu fee program, while not an
option in Massachusetts, is one way the Corps approaches mitigation, but that he was uncertain
whether this approach would be accepted by the Corps under the new Mitigation Rule. He also
suggested that the Airport reference the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) list of
watershed restoration activities on Cape Cod for potential off-site mitigation leads.

The discussion returned to the potential for revisiting the Hatches Harbor restoration project.
Michelle Ricei (FAA) noted that their past experience with that project was that the Airport was held
to a 5+-year involvement, with requirements added over time, and is concerned that any new project
would come with the possibility of it not being successful. The concern for a long-term viable
project is felt among all agencies as well as the Airport. The Corps noted that they will hold the
Airport to this standard under the new Mitigation Rule, with provisions for adaptive management
built in to the permit — regardless of on-site or off-site locations for mitigation — such that there is a
reasonable assurance that the mitigation will be a success. The performance standards for measuring
success would need to be determined (e.g., reduction of Phragmites, increased tidal regime, etc.).
Tim Smith (NPS) suggested that the modeling would be needed to determine the possibilities of
success, and that running the model is very straightforward. Andrea Adams (CCC) noted that if the
Adirport is initially reluctant to implement this project, since Hatches Harbor is directly connected to
the Airport property, that perhaps they could contribute money towards exploring the possibility.
She inquired as to whether other agencies would be amenable to that approach. Heather McElroy
(CCC) noted that this would not work from CCC’s standpoint, as this approach has failed in the past.
The CCC indicated that they need to see some sort of preservation.

The group agreed that the Airport would most likely need to provide a combination of mitigation
options to meet the compensatory mitigation priorities of each agency. Liz Kouloheras mentioned
that resource areas are prioritized at DEP via performance standards and that the dune areas on the
Airport are only important as wildlife habitat and are not relevant to storm or flood control. She
concluded that she would be able to concur with other agencies, if upland mitigation occurred as non-
dune habitat.
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The Airport will follow up with the Town of Provincetown to investigate mitigation possibilities and
create an “a la carte” menu of potential off-site mitigation projects to present to the agencies.

The discussion transitioned to the data collected by the Airport team regarding the impacts of
cutting/vegetation management along the proposed fence — an eight-foot wide swath — specifically
within the Bordering Vegetated Wetland (BVW) areas. During a meeting with DEP staff in
December 2009, DEP noted that they may be able to view the vegetation maintenance differently
(i.e., not counted toward overall alteration amount), depending on the vegetation community that
would need to be maintained, with the over-arching goal of avoiding the need for a Variance under
the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act.

The project team presented a slide show, showing where the fence would traverse areas of Wetland
C//FK (BVW). Areas of the BVW where the fence would be installed traverse through areas of
dead shrubs, dense patches of Phragmites, open cranberry patches, and some areas of pitch pine
(Pinus rigida). 1f the Airport only included areas of actual reduction of habitat cover (shrubby or
forested areas) as direct BVW alteration, then alterations within BVW alteration could be reduced
from approximately 9,700 SF to approximately 1,500 SF, with the total BVW alteration for all
projects being below the 5,000 SF threshold that would otherwise require a Variance. (Copies of the
slide show were provided to DEP.)

Other agencies noted that they would be interested in seeing this same type of data for all resource
area impacts along the fence — data that would need to be collected.

Paul Minkin noted that the Corps also requires mitigation for secondary impacts (the Airport has
been referring to these as “indirect” impacts), which would include the vegetation maintenance
associated with the fence. This mitigation would be at a reduced percentage of the mitigation rations
(described above). Paul also mentioned the draft Proposed Revision of New England District
Compensatory Mitigation Guidance that the Corps recently released, and recommended that the
Airport follow this guidance, as it is unlikely to change substantially following the end of the
comment period (February 1, 2010).

HaP
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10.2  Public Participation

A public MEPA Scoping meeting for the DEIR was held at the Provincetown Airport on
May 11, 2006. As determined by MEPA, there was no Public Hearing on the NPC/DEIR.

The Certificate on the Notice of Project Change/Draft Environmental Impact Report
(NPC/DEIR) is provided in Section 13.

Additional opportunities for public participation were provided through the meetings of
the Advisory Group during preparation of the Master Plan. The meetings with the
Conservation Commission for the wetland boundary review(s) and the Notice of Intent
for the Apron Reconstruction project were also public meetings and are discussed below
in Section 10.3.

This section contains the following items:
e MEPA Meeting Notice, May 1, 2006 (Page 10-67)
e Public Notice, April 25, 2006 (Page 10-69)
e Minutes of MEPA Public Meeting, May 11, 2006 (Page 10-71)
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GOVERNOR

KERRY HEALEY
' LUEUTENANT GOVERNOR

STEPHEN R. PRITCHARD
SECAETARY
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Executive Offfice of Ervi lal sl faies

100 Cambridge Fteet, Suile 900
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Tel. (617) 626-1000

MEETING NOTICE Fax. (617) 626-1181

hilp /www.mass.gov/envir

TO: Distribution
FROM: William T. Gage, MEPA Unilt
DATE: May 1, 2008

SUBJECT: Provincetown Municipal Airport Capital Improvements Plan -

Provincetown
EOEA # 13789

An Environmental Notification Form has been submitted for this
project. The project is sufficiently large that an Environmental
Impact Report {EIR) will be reguired. According to MGL Chapter 30,
Section 62, the Secretary of Environmental Affairs must issue a
determination regarding the significance of the potential
environmental impacts of this project. The determination will identify
which potential impacts of the project warrant documentation and,

presumably, mitigation.

Therefore, a consultation meetriing will be held to receive advice and
comments from agencies, officipls, and citizens regarding which

environmental issues are significant for this project. Opinions as to
the extent of the significance| of possible environmental impacts will

be welcome.
The meeting is scheduled as folllows:
DATE: May 11, 2006, Thursday

TIME: 1:30 pm

LOCATION: Provincetown Municipal Airport Terminal - Conference Room

Race Point Road
Provincetown

The meeting will include a brief presentation of the project by the

proponent, with periods for guestions, answers,

and open comment.

Additional comments will be welcome in writing prior to

May 16, 2006.

Pursuant to the requirements of the Americans With Disabilities Act,
this Meeting Notice is available in alternative formats upon request.
Questions on the meeting may be answered by contacting William Gage of

the MEPA staff at (617) 626-1025.

¥y Printod on Reckeied Stock 20% Fost Consumer Waste
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fe—e s BB Mea e B

LoKelcey

ERI MEeETING NOTES
ARCHITECTS
PLANNERS

COMNSTRUCTORS
DATE AND TIME; May 11, 2006, 1:30 PM
L.OCATION: Provincetown Municipal Airport (PVC) Conference Room
ORIGINATED BY: Edwards and Kelcey (EK)
RECCRDED BY: Michael Garrity, EK
PARTICIPANTS: See Listing Below
SUBJECT: Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) Executive Office of

Environmental Affairs (EOEA) # 13789 Public Review Meeting

The following people were in attendance:

Bill Gage, MEPA Analyst

Denise Garcia, Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission (MAC)
John Portnoy, National Park Service (NPS)

Heather MacElroy, Cape Cod Commission (CCC)

Michael Garrity, EK

Maryann Magner, EK

Bill Richardson, EK

Amy Ball, Horsley Witten Group (HW)

Joe Longo, HW

Bill Gage began the meeting with introductions and everyone explaining their roles. He explained that an
EIR would be necessary. He stated that since state funds were involved, MEPA has broad jurisdiction and
the scope for the project will extend to all aspects of the project. Because of multiple agency reviews, he
suggested that this project should be a Draft Environmental Assessment (DEA) - Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR), which would address both federal and state/regional/local requirements.

Bill Gage asked CCC to explain their process, if there was required review from their agency. Heather
MacElroy explained the CCC review process:

O We need to coordinate with CCC 4-6 weeks prior to submitting the DEA/DEIR
0 This allows 3 weeks for CCC to schedule a special meeting
O This is the beginning of the DRI pre-coordination

Bill Gage asked NPS to explain if a review process was required by NPS, and how NPS review
schedules/deadlines could be scheduled as not to delay other agency reviews. John Portnoy explained that

343 Congress Street
Boston, Massachusetis 02210

Voice 6§17.242.9222

Fax 617.242.9824
www.ekcorp.com J:\2004 Projects\040013.105\ENFMEPA.mtg.notes\5-11-06 MEPA Meeting Minutes.doc
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NPS was a “Cooperating Agency” in this project in order for the NPS to issue a Special Use Permit (SUP)
to the Airport. Bill Gage asked what the NPS meeting schedules and deadline dates were and John
Portnoy said he was not a regulatory person and would need the correct NPS staff to respond. Maryann
Magner reported that Michelle Ricci, of the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) stated, at the
Advisory Group Meeting for the PVC Master Plan, that FAA would be the only agency preparing the EA.
Maryann suggested that FAA and NPS would likely have a conversation regarding this issue. Bill closed
this subject by stating that we should have agency reviews in mind while preparing the DEA/DEIR, so no
deadlines are missed, delaying the process.

Bill Gage explained that the comment period closes on May 16, and a Certificate will be issued May
26™. All comments should reference the EOEA# 13789 and be addressed to Mr. Richard Prichard. He
pointed out that this would be the only public meeting for MEPA. There would not be a public hearing at
the submission of the DEIR. He then asked Maryann to describe the projects, as proposed in the
Environmental Notification Form (ENF).

Maryann gave a brief overview of the airport, the facility, the operating conditions, and the National
Seashore surrounding environment, She continued to describe each project element and gave a briefing on
alternatives that were discussed in the Master Plan. She gave Bill Gage a copy of the Airport’s Master
Plan to show what alternatives were shown for each project element.

Bill Gage explained that the following areas where he would need to see more detailed analysis for each
proposed project:

Document the need with numbers and/or photos

Wildlife movements and potential corridors

‘Wetland disturbance reductions where feasible

FAA requirements {(which requirements can get waivers)
Minimization of environmental impacts wherever possible
Address wetland and tidal flow concerns

Cooooo

Bill Gage advised that the EIR should be detailed enough to address all the issues and the requirements of
the various agencies that will review the projects. The purpose and need should clearly identify what FAA
tequirements must be met and what the limiting factors are for these requirements. The following
Permits/Reviews would likely be necessary to construct the projects proposed in the ENF:

()

Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) Wetlands Protection Act (WPA) Wetlands
Variance

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Section 401 Water Quality Certificate

Mass. Endangered Species Project Review

Order of Conditions from the local Conservation Commission

NPS SUP

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) Permit

USACE Section 404 Stormwater Permit

CCC Development of Regional Impact (DRI)

coooo

oo
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MEETING NOTES
PaGe3 CF 4

Bill Gage proceeded to give a preliminary indication of the scope he would be issuing. The scope of work
for the EIR should include the following, at a minimum.

1. Purpose and Need
0 Project descriptions with a list of all permits necessary
0  FAA requirements vs. potential waiver issues should be resolved
2. Alternatives Analysis
0 Preferred Alternative, No Build Alternative, and any other Alternatives
3. Traffic Section
o Traffic counts at Route 6/Racepoint Road intersection and at Airport parking lot entrance
a Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) — how much traffic will be generated by the
airport
Q See if we can get NPS traffic counts
@ Transportation Demand Measures (TDM) must be addressed thoroughly
4, Noise Contours
0 New noise contours should be developed for existing and future (20 year) operations
5. Wetlands - standard scope
0O Worst case scenarios should be used for each project element
o BVW -MEPA will use 1.5 to 1 for replication
Q0 Dune replication areas — Should be creative
NPS additional requests:
0 Evaluate presence of creeks, model tidal flows, address salt marsh surface and subsurface
water action.
0O EBvaluate impacts seaward of earthen berm (fence alignment)
0 Evaluate habitat impacts in wetland areas
6. Wildlife
@ Careful consideration and evaluation of habitats, corridors, and wildlife crossings because of
the extensive area to be enclosed.
7. Drainage - standard stormwater
8. Drinking water
a Condition of current water supply system (i.e. Looped system or single feed), and evaluate
adequacy for existing and future
0 Condition of Title 5 system, and evaluate adequacy for existing and future
9. Hazardous Waste
0 Research previous spills
0 Conditions and actions taken for existing and future preventative measures (SPCCP)
10. Visual Aesthetics
0 NPS requirements
@ CCC requirements
0 Thorough evaluation of fence for visual impacts during installation, with the fence alignment, and
with vegetation management to maintain and patrol fence line
a Evaluate the change in landscape due to each project
11. Construction Issues
0 Impacts during the construction of each project element
O Mitigation measures to reduce construction impacts
g Construction impacts should be extended to address periodic maintenance of specific project
elements

Edfwarcls
Koty
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12. Terminal Building
0 Show actual design alternatives
@ NPS commented that the footprint should not be increased
13. Mitigation Section — standard information on mitigation
14. Response to Comments — standard format
15. Special Circulation — None required

Bill Gage will review EIR requirements for Norwood Memorial Airport, Martha’s Vineyard Airport, and

Nantucket Memorial Airport before he submits a Certificate from the Secretary of Environmental Affairs
for EOEA# 13789.

After the meeting was adjourned, Bill Gage was given a site walk of the Airport.

J:A2004 Projects\040013.105\ENFAMEPA.mtg.notes\5-11-06 MEPA Meeting Minutes.doc
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10.3 Wetland Delineation Review and Permitting Process
This section contains the following items:

e Minutes for January 8, 2007 Site Walk with Conservation
Commission. (Page 10-77)

e Order of Resource Area Delineation issued by the Provincetown
Conservation Commission, January 25, 2007 (Page 10-81)

e Order of Resource Area Delineation issued by the Provincetown
Conservation Commission, October 17, 2007 (Page 10-85)

e NHESP Letter on the Terminal Apron Reconstruction Project Notice
of Intent, March 7, 2008 (Page 10-93)

e Order of Conditions issued by the Provincetown Conservation
Commission for the Terminal Apron Reconstruction Project, April 1,
2008 (Page 10-95)

e Order of Resource Area Delineation issued by the Provincetown
Conservation Commission, January 12, 2010 (Page 10-105)
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Edwards
MK elcey

ENBINERA MEMORANDUM
ARCHITECTS
PLANNERS

COMNSTRUCTORS
DATE: January 12, 2007
To: File 070013097
FrROM: Maryann T. Magner
SUBJECT: ANRAD Site Walk, Provincetown Municipal Airport

A site walk was held at Provincetown Municipal Airport on Monday January 8, 2007 as part of an
Abbreviated Notice of Resource Area Delineation (ANRAD). In attendance were the following:

Dennis Minsky Provincetown Conservation Commission Member

Brian Carlson Provincetown Conservation Commission Agent

John Singer Army Corp of Engineers, NE Region, Wetlands

John Portnoy Cape Cod National Seashore, NPS

Matt DeSorbo Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission (MAC), Planning
Michael Garrity Edwards and Kelcey, Airport Planning

Maryann Magner Edwards and Kelcey, Environmental

Amy Ball Horsley Witten Group (HWG), Wetland Scientist

Erin Shupenis Horsley Witten Group, Wetland Scientist

Arthur “Butch” Lisenby, Airport Manager informed the group that he could not sit in on the meeting
because he was busy with airport operations. He arranged for access to airside areas during the site walk
and was available to answer any questions.

The group met at the Conference Room for an overview of the wetland areas as shown on Figure 6 of the
ANRAD, a discussion of the purpose of the delineation, and an opportunity for questions.

Before the overview of the wetland areas was given, there was a general concern brought up by John
Portnoy and Dennis Minsky regarding why the particular areas were selected for delineation and whether
approval of ANRAD delineations would in any way suggest that the Conservation Commission is giving
approval to the Airport projects included in the Capital Improvement Plan (CIP). Mike Garrity explained
that the areas selected for specific delineation were within the general footprint of the various alternative
concepts identified for each proposed project element. The wetland information would be incorporated
into the alternatives analysis. Other wetland areas were not delineated. Approval of the ANRAD would
not approve any project nor would it imply that there were no other wetland areas within the airport lease
line. Once a preferred alternative for each project is identified and reviewed within the MEPA process,
the Airport Commission would submit a Notice of Intent to the Conservation Commission for the

343 Congress Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02210

Voice 617.242.9222
Fax 617.242.9824
www.ekcorp.com
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projects. At that time the Conservation Commission would have another opportunity to look at the
wetland areas in the context of a specific project.

Mr. Portnoy also asked about a reference to a wildlife report in the ANRAD appendix. The appendix
refers to other studies prepared for the Master Plan and the reference will be deleted in the ANRAD
submission. Maryann Magner told the group that information on wildlife habitat studies will be shared
with the Conservation Commission and NPS during review of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.

Mr. Portnoy also asked about surface waters identified in Figure 4 of the submission. Ms. Magner
explained that the information is from the DEP GIS database and was included as a locus for
informational purposes. The Conservation Commission is not being asked to confirm specific limits of
surface water, only the wetland delineations as shown on the plan. Mr. Portnoy also stated that he felt that
all the wetlands should be consider to have the rare species habitat function noted on the Tables in the
report.

Dennis Minsky asked about a report he received from an airline passenger who told him of flocks of fall
migrating swallows being killed on the runway. He asked if he could bring the issue up at this meeting.
Maryann Magner responded that it would be noted and that both wildlife officials as well as airport staff
do not want to see flocks of birds harmed. Mr. Garrity suggested that he should send a letter to the Airport
Commission and FAA, as well as MAC. Ms. Magner mentioned that maintaining grass at certain heights
or clearing brush can discourage flocking birds and it is a concern at many airports.

Amy Ball then gave an overview of the delineated wetlands, The group decided to look at several
wetlands on the north side of the airport first and then return to look at infield wetlands between the
runway and taxiway.

The group then proceeded to the north side of the Airport. Ms. Magner asked Ms. Ball to explain the
methodology and approach that she and Erin Shupenis used to delineate wetlands. Ms Ball explained that
it was an inclusive approach and they flagged even the smallest wetlands encountered. Mr. Portnoy, who
is a PhD in wetland studies, questioned the approach but stated that he had never delineated wetlands. He
talked about the changing conditions in the area now that the Hatches Harbor tide gates have been opened
up. Ms. Magner pointed out that only the existing wetlands can be delineated and not ones that may
develop in the future. She emphasized that HWG had been directed to be conservative and inclusive in
their approach. Mr. Minsky of the Conservation Commission stated that he was comfortable with the
delineation methodology. The group inspected the boundaries of several wetland areas along the north
lease line that were representative of the area.

The group then returned to the Terminal to inspect the infield airside wetland Areas H and 1, as well as
Area C north of the Taxiway. While on the paved aircraft parking apron, coyote scat was observed.
Covote and deer posed a hazard to aircraft when the animals wander onto the runway and other aircraft
operational areas.

The group proceeded by vehicle down the parallel taxiway towards the end of Runway 7, stopping to
inspect and discuss the infield wetlands. The group then continued to walk on the boardwalk to view
wetland Area J. Mr, Garrity discussed the purpose of the vegetation management of the Phragmites and
said that FAA has indicated that additional Phragmites stalks and other saplings need to be cut in order to
be in compliance with the required 400 foot wide clear area for the light plane for the Instrument Landing

J:\2007 Projects\070013.097\ANRAD\Site Walk Memo.doc
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System (ILS) approach. While the group was at the end of RW 7, Ms. Ball led the group to the glide slope
area to view another representative wetland area.

The group then left the restricted airside area and proceeded to wetlands near Runway 25, using the bike
path as access. Ms. discussed the different vegetation and pointed out that scrub pine, surface staining,
and carpets of cranberry were defining characteristics. The group then walked towards the runway to view
the managed wetland areas adjacent to the ranway. Two unidentified individuals were observed walking
across the airfield at the Runway 25 end. It was later confirmed by the Manager that these individuals
were not employees and were unauthorized to be on the airfield.

At this point Ms. Magner asked the representatives of the Conservation Commission if they would like to
see any other areas. Mr. Minsky stated that he was satisfied with the methodology and felt comfortable
with the delineation as shown on the plan.

Ms. Magner then thanked the group for coming to the site walk, especially on such a windy, rainy day.
She also thanked Ms. Ball and Ms. Shupenis for the informative site walk and their thorough delineation
effort.

The group then discussed the next steps in the process. Ms. Ball will draft a letter for the Conservation
Commission relative to the minor changes to the Appendix for the ANRAD submission as discussed
above. Mr. Minsky and Mr. Sargent indicated that no changes to the plan were needed. The Public
Hearing for the ANRAD is scheduled for Tuesday January 23, 2007 at 6:30 PM.

John Sargent of the Corps said that he would draft a letter explaining the Corps jurisdiction and his
attendance at the site walk. Ms. Magner said she would follow up on the coordination with FAA and the
Corps.

This concluded the site walk.

The sign in sheet is attached.

Note: The Public Hearing for the ANRAD was held on January 23, 2007. At that meeting the
Commission voted to approve the wetland delineation as shown on the plans.

2oMeirery
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Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands

Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act M.G.L.

‘Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection

' DEP File Number:

WPA Form 4B — Order of Resource Area Delineation 2580425

Provided by DEP
c. 131, §40

A. General Information

Important: l
When filling out  From:

forms on the Provincetown

computer, use Conservation Commission
only the tab

keytomove  Thjs |ssuance is for (check one):
your cursor -
do not use the : ’
retumn key. (X Order of Resource Area Delineation

[J Amended Order of Resource Area Delineation

To: Applicant:

Provincetown Airport Commission

Property Owner (if different from applicant):
George E. Price, Jr., Superintendent (NPS)

Name

P.O BOX 657 (176 Race Point Road)

Name

99 Marconi Site Road

Mailing Address
Provincetown MA 02657

Mailing Address
Wellfleet MA 02667

City/Town State Zip Code

1. Project Location:
176 Race Point Road

City/Town State Zip Code

Provincetown

Street Address
01-8

City/Town
631

Assessors Map/Plat Number

Parcel /Lot Number

2. Title and Date (or Revised Date if applicable) of Final Plans and Other Documents:

Wetland Resource Area Map December 2006, Project # 4027A 12/22/2006
Title Date
Abbreviated Notice of Resource Area Delineation DEP # 058-0425 12/29/2006
Title Date
Title Date
3. Dates:
December 29, 2006 January 23, 2007 January 25, 2007
Date Notice of Intent Filed Date Public Hearing Closed Date of Issuance
wpaform4b.doc « rev. 10/6/04 Page10f3
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‘Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands

WPA Form 4B - Order of Resource Area Delineation 28425 __
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act M.G.L. ¢c. 131, §40

DEP Fne“Numbar:

B. Order of Delineation

The Conservation Commission has determined the following (check whichever is applicable):

[ Accurate: The boundaries described on the referenced plan(s) above and in the Abbreviated Notice
of Resource Area Delineation are accurately drawn for the following resource area(s):

Bordering Vegetated Wetlands
(X Other Resource Area(s), specifically:

isolated vegetated wetland, vegetated wetlands, unvegetated wetlands, isolated land subject to
fiooding, coastal flood zone, coastal dune and barrier beach, salt marsh.

[J Medified: The boundaries described on the plan(s) referenced above, as modified by the
Conservation Commission from the plans contained in the Abbreviated Notice of Resource Area
Delineation, are accurately drawn from the following resource area(s).

[ Bordering Vegetated Wetlands

[ Other Resource Area(s), specifically:

[0 Inaccurate: The boundaries described on the referenced plan(s) and in the Abbreviated Notice of
Resource Area Delineation were found to be inaccurate and cannot be confirmed for the following
resource area(s):

{7 Bordering Vegetated Wetlands

[J Other Resource Area(s), specifically:

The boundaries were determined to be inaccurate because:

wpalormdb,doc - rev, 10/604 Page20f3
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‘Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection i DE-F; mNu I
Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands V58— 5 L{Zf_g
| WPA Form 4B — Order of Resource Area Delineation ?WLW

Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act M.G.L. c. 131, §40

B. Order of Delineation (cont.)

This Order of Resource Area Delineation determines the boundaries of those resource areas noted above
and is binding as to all decisions rendered pursuant to the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act
(M.G.L. ¢.131, § 40) and its regulations (310 CMR 10.00) regarding such boundaries. This Order does
not, however, determine the boundaries of any resource area or Buffer Zone to any resource area not
specifically noted above, regardless of whether such boundaries are contained on the plans attached to
this Order or to the Abbreviated Notice of Resource Area Delineation.

This Order must be signed by a majority of the Conservation Commission. The Order musi be sent by
certified mail (return receipt requested) or hand delivered to the appiicant. A copy also must be mailed or
hand delivered at the same time to the appropriate DEP Regional Office (see Appendix A)

Slgnatures
TN P il

L [
'/!ﬁ?l_.lﬂ

This Order is valid for three years from the date of issuance.

This Order is issued to the applicant and the property owner (if different) as follows:
g
[J by hand delivery on &/ by certified mail, return receipt requested on

/2 / JH

Date ! Date

C. Appeals

The applicant, the owner, any person aggrieved by this Order, any cwner of iand abuiting the land subject
to this Order, or any ten residents of the city or town in which such land is located, are hereby notified of
their right to request the appropriate DEP Regional Office (see Appendix A) to issue a Superseding Order
of Resource Area Delineation. The request must be made by certified mail or hand delivery to the
Depariment, with the appropriate filing fee and a completed Appendix E: Request for Departmental Action
Fee Transmittal Form, as provided in 310 CMR 10.03(7) within ten business days from the date of
issuance of this Order. A copy of the request shall at the same time be sent by certified mail or hand
delivery to the Conservation Commission and to the applicant, if he/she is not the appeliant.

The request shall state clearly and concisely the objections to the Order which is being appealed and how
the Order does not contribute to the protection of the interests identified in the Massachusetts Wetlands
Protection Act, (M.G.L. ¢. 131, § 40) and is inconsistent with the wetlands regulations (310 CMR 10.00).
To the extent that the Order is based on a municipal bylaw or ordinance, and not on the Massachusetts
Wetiands Protection Act or regulations, the Department of Environmental Protection has no appellate
jurisdiction.

wpaformab.dog « rev. 10/6i04 Page3of3
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Provincetown, Massachusetts

Final Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Assessment/
Section 4(f) Evaluation

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands

WPA Form 4B — Order of Resource Area Delineation 5F 960425
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act M.G.L. c. 131, §40

DEP File Number:

A. General Information

Provincetown
1. Conservation Commission

From:
2. This Issuance is for (check one):
a. [ Order of Resource Area Delineation Only
b. [ Order of Resource Area Delineation Subject to Simplified Review
1. [] Not Subject to Stormwater Palicy
2. __I] Subject to Stormwater Policy
c. Pd Amended Order of Resource Area Delineation

3. To: Applicant:

Provincetown Airport Commission

a. First Name b. Last Name c. Company

P.O. Box 657 (176 Race Point Road)

d. Mailing Address

Provincetown . MA 02657

e. City/Town f. State 9. Zip Code
4. Property Owner (if different from applicant):

George E. Price, Jr. National Park Service

a. First Name b. Last Mame c. Company

99 Marconi Site Road

d. Mailing Address .

Wellfleet MA 02667

e. CityTown f. State g. Zip Code
5. Project Location:

176 Race Point Road Provincetown

a. Street Address b. City/Town

0i-8 _ 631

c. Assessors Map/Plat Number d. ParceliLot Number

Latitude apd Longitude (note: electronic filers _

will click for GIS locator): e. Latitude f. Longitude

September 24, 2007
a. Date Notice of Intent filed

October 16, 2007
b. Date Public Hearing Closed

October 17, 2007

6. Dates: ¢. Date of Issuance

7. Title and Date (or Revised Date if applicable) of Final Plans and Other Documents:

Figure 6 Wetland resource Area Map; updated wetland & dune areas 9/24/07

a. Title b. Date

¢ Title d.Date T
wpalormdb.doc « rev. 0513105 Page 10f 7
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Capital Improvements Plan
Provincetown Municipal Airport
Provincetown, Massachusetts

Final Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Assessment/
Section 4(f) Evaluation

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands

WPA Form 4B — Order of Resource Area Delineation 553560425
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act M.G.L. c. 131, §40

DEP File Number:

B. Order of Delineation

1. The Conservation Commission has determined the following (check whichever is applicable):

a. Accurate: The boundaries described on the referenced plan(s) above and in the Abbreviated
Notice of Resource Area Delineation are accurately drawn for the following resource area(s):

1. Bordering Vegetated Wetlands
2 Other Resource Area(s), specifically:

Wetlands & dune areas

b. [J Modified: The boundaries described on the plan(s) referenced above, as modified by the
Conservation Commission from the plans contained in the Abbreviated Notice of Resource
Area Delineation, are accurately drawn from the following resource area(s):
1. [ Bordering Vegetated Wetlands

2. [0 Other Resource Area(s), specifically:

c. [ Inaccurate: The boundaries described on the 'r'g'aferenced plan(s) and in the Abbreviated
Notice of Resource Area Delineation were found fo be inaccurate and cannot be confirmed
for the following resource area(s):

1. [] Bordering Vegetated Wetlands

2. [] Other Resource Area(s), specifically:

-

3. The boundaries were determined to be inaccurate because:

weaformdb.doc » rev. 08/12/05 Page2of 7
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Capital Improvements Plan

Provincetown Municipal Airport

Provincetown, Massachusetts

Final Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Assessment/
Section 4(f) Evaluation

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands

WPA Form 4B — Order of Resource Area Delineation SE058-0425
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act M.G.L. c. 131, §40

DEP File Number:

Provided by DEP

C. Simplified Buffer Zone Review

Work within the Buffer Zone pursuant to the Simplified Review (310 CMR 10.02) requires that you
must comply with the following conditions. If your project does not meet these requirements, you are
required to either file a Determination of Applicability or Notice of Intent or take other corrective
measures as directed by the Conservation Commission.

Simplified Review Condifions:

Work conducted under Simplified Review requires the following:

1.

10.

11.

12,

13.

14,

wpaform4b.doc « rev, 0605

No work of any kind shall occur within any wetland resource areas includiﬁg Riverfront Area and
Bordering Land Subject fo Flooding.

The inner 0-to-50-foot wide area from the delineated wetland boundary that has a Buffer Zone
shall net be disturbed by any work associated with this project, including placement of any
stormwater management components.

No work shall occur in the Buffer Zone bordering an Outstanding Resource Water (e.g., certified

vernal poal, public water supply reservair or tributary), as defined in 314 CMR 4.00 or border
coastal resource areas at 310 CMR 10.25-10.35.

Ne work shall occur in the Buffer Zone adjacent to wetland resources with estimated wildlife
habitat (which is identified on the most recent Estimated Habitat Map of State-listed Rare
Wetlands Wildlife).

Erosion and Sedimentation controls shali be installed and maintained at the 50-foot Buffer Zone
line or limit of work (whichever is a greater distance from the resource area) to protect resource
areas during construction.

If the project is subject to the Massachusetts Stormwater Policy, all work shall be conducted in
conformance with an approved Stormwater Management Plan.

The Buffer Zone does not contain a slope greater than an average of 15% at its steepest gradient
across the 100-foot Buffer Zone.

The amount of new impervious surface, in combination with existing impervious surfaces, shall
not exceed 40% of the Buffer Zone between 50 and 100 feet.

No work is allowed, and no additional NOI or RDA shall be filed, for any work within the 0-to-50-
foot Buffer Zone during the three-year term of an Order associated with this application.

Prior to any work being undertaken pursuant to this Order, the wetland resource boundary shall
be flagged; all boundary delineation flagging should be maintained for the term of the Order.

If stormwater management structures are proposed in the Buffer Zone, the stormwater
management structures shall be maintained as required in the Stormwater Plan. Such
maintenance constitutes an ongeing condition and is not subject to further permitting
requirements.

If this ORAD involves work as part of a Simplified Review, the ORAD shall be recorded at the
Registry of Deeds prior to the commencement of work per the requirements of Section F.

Prior to proceeding with any work under Simplified Review, applicants are required to provide
written notice to the Commission one week prior to commencing any work.

1f work authorized under Simplified Review is commenced, no work is allowed, and no additional NOI
or RDA may be filed, for any work within the 0-to-50-foot buffer zone during the term of an ORAD
associated with this application. If work authorized under Simplified Review is not commenced, then
future NOIs or RDAs may be filed for work within the 0-to-50-foot portion of the buffer zone.

--End of Conditions--

Page 30l 7
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Capital Improvements Plan

Provincetown Municipal Airport

Provincetown, Massachusetts

Final Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Assessment/
Section 4(f) Evaluation

Massachusetts Depariment of Environmental Protection
Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands

WPA Form 4B — Order of Resource Area Delineation SE058-0425
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act M.G.L. ¢c. 131, §40

DEP File Number;

Provided by DEP

C. Simplified Buffer Zone Review (cont.)

Stormwater Applicability

1.

2.

[ The project is not subject to the Stormwater Policy.

[71 The project is subject to the Stormwater Policy and the Stormwater Plan included for the
project complies with all stormwater standards.

Ineligibility Determinations

2

9.

Site Conditions: The applicant is not eligible for Simplified Buffer Zone review and must file a
Request for Determination of Applicability or Notice of Intent prior to any work because:

[ wWork is within the Buffer Zone of a Coastal Resource Area as defined at 310 CMR 10.25-
10.35.

[C] The Buffer Zone contains existing slopes greater than an average of 15%.
[] Buffer Zone contains estimated rare wildlife habitat."
[1 The site borders an Ouistanding Resource Water.?

Stormwater

[l The project is subject to the Stormwater Policy and the applicant has not submitted sufficient
information to demonstrate compliance with the Stormwater Management Policy. Prior to any
work, the applicant must submit plans showing compliance with the standards in the
Stormwater Policy, the location of the work, the amount of impervious surface, and the
location of erosion controls, to the Commission for its concurrence. {Seg instructions to
ANRAD Form 4A.) The following necessary stormwater information was not submitied by the
applicant; )

[[] The project is subject to the Stormwater Policy but the project does not comply with one or
more of the stormwater standards (specify which standard(s) not met).
a. Standard #

b. Standard #

[0 tmpervious surface exceeds 40% of the area of the Buffer Zone between 50 and 100 feet
from the resource area.

10. [1 The applicant did not submit plans depicting adequate erosion and sedimentation controls

1.

located at the limit of work or at least 50 feet from any rescutce areas, whichever will be greater.
[J Work is proposed within 50 feet of a resource area.

Notice to Commission

Any applicant proposing to proceed under Simplified Buffer Zone Review, as specified in 310 CMR
10.02, must provide written notice fo the Commission one week prior to any work.

Y identified an the most recent Estimated Habitat Map of State-listed Rare Wetlands Wildlife of the Natural Heritage and Endangered

Species Program,

2 Certified Vemal Pools, public water supplies, or inland ACECs as identified in 314 CMR 4.00.

wpaformdb.dac « rey, 061 3/D5
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Capital Improvements Plan Final Environmental Impact Report/
Provincetown Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment/
Provincetown, Massachusetts Section 4(f) Evaluation

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands

WPA Form 4B - Order of Resource Area Delineation SE05¢.0425
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act M.G L. c. 131, §40

DEP File Number:

D. Findings

This Order of Resource Area Delineation determines that the Stormwater Plan, if applicable, and the
boundaries of those resource areas noted above, have been delineated and approved by the Commission
and are binding as to all decisions rendered pursuant to the Massachusetts Wellands Protection Act
(M.G.L. c.131, § 40) and its ragulations (310 CMR 10.00). This Order does not, however, determine the
boundaries of any resource area or Buffer Zone to any resource area not specifically noted above,
regardless of whether such boundaries are contained on the plans attached to this Order or to the
Abbreviated Notice of Resource Area Delineation. '

The Agent or members of the Conservation Commission and the Department of Environmental Protection
shall have the right to enter and inspect the area subject to this Order at reasonable hours to evaluate
compliance with the conditions stated in this Order, and may require the submittal of any data deemed
necessary by the Conservation Commission or Depariment for that evaluation.

If the Abbreviated Notice of Resource Area Delineation was filed as Simplified Review for a Buffer Zone
project, the applicant has certified that any work associated with the proposed project meets all eligibility
requirements for Simplified Review listed in Section C of this Order. Any work that does not comply with
the Simplified Review requirements will reguire 2 Notice of Intent or Request for Determination of
Applicability.

The applicant is responsible for promptly requesting a Certificate of Compliance following completion of
any work allowed pursuant to a Simplified Review or no {ater than three years from the date of the Order
of Resource Area Delineation unless the Order is extended.

Failure to comply with the conditions of this Order Is grounds for the Conservation Commission or the
Department to take enforcement action.

This Order must be signed by a majority of the Conservation Commission. The Order must be sent by
certified mail (return receipt requested) or hand delivered to the applicant. A copy also must be mailed or
hand delivered at the same time to the appropriate DEP Regional Office.

E. Appeals

The applicant, the owner, any person aggrieved by this Order, any owner of land abutting the land subject to this
Order, or any ten residents of the city or town in which such land is located, are hereby notified of their right to
request the appropriate DEP Regional Office to issue a Superseding Order of Resource Area Delineation. When
requested to issue a Superseding Order of Resource Area Delineation, the Depariment’s review is limited to the
objections to the resource area delineation(s) stated in the appeal request. The request must be made by ceriified
mail or hand delivery to the Department, with the appropriate filing fee and a completed Request for Deparimental
Action Fee Transmittal Form, as provided in 310 CMR 10.03(7) within ten business days from the date of issuance of
this Qrder. A copy of the request shall at the same time be sent by certified mail or hand delivery to the Conservation
Commission and to the applicant, if he/she is not the appellant. Any appellants seeking to appeal the Department's
Superseding Order associated with this appeal will be required to demonstrate prior participation in the review of this
project. Previous pariicipation in the permit proceeding means the submission of written information to the
Conservation Commission prior to the close of the public hearing, requesting a Superseding Crder or Determination,
or providing written information to the Department prior to issuance of a Superseding Order or Determination.

The request shall siate clearly and concisely the objections to the Order which is being appealed and how the Order
does not contribute to the protection of the interests identified in the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act, (M.G.L.
¢. 131, § 40) and is inconsistent with the wetlands regulations (310 CMR 10.00). To the extent that the Order is based
on a municipal bylaw or ordinance, and not on the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act or regulations, the
Department of Envirohmental Protection has no appellate jurisdiction.

wpatormdb.de - rav, 06/13/05 Page 5ol 7
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Capital Improvements Plan Final Environmental Impact Report/

Provincetown Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment/
Provincetown, Massachusetts Section 4(f) Evaluation

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands

. WPA Form 4B — Order of Resource Area Delineation 3£ 5 & -¢725”

DEP File Numbéer:

Provid:
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act M.G.L. ¢. 131, §40 NS Es
F. Signatures and Notary Acknowledgement o
3

Please indicate th;%um er of members who will sign thi
L

4 s form: umber of Sigaerg,
/Sigl?nlmMCnseNat Commission Member Signadre of Conservation Commission Member

S TN g ol L.

Signature of Gonservation Commission Member

£
LA’E’J!" AA L
Signalure of Conservatiofi Com sio
Signalufe’f Coniservation Comrfigsion Membormmn

This Order is valid for three years from the date of issuance.

Signature of Gonservation Commission Member

This Order is issued to the applicant and the property owner (if different) as follows:

[C] by hand delivery on by certified mail, return receipt requested on
ocd 272 245 F
Date Date ¥
Notary Acknowledgement
< el

Commonwealth of Massachusetts County of @ R/ STAR

. [ it DeA W & 200 -
On this Day of Month ‘fear
Before me, the undersigned Notary Public, DT 88 v o
personally appeared Name of Document Signer

proved to me through satisfactory evidence of idenﬁﬁcé_tion, which was/were

FEf< et Y DLEO e

Description of evidence of identification
to be the person whose name is signed on the preceding or attached document, and acknowledged to
me that he/she signed it voluntarily for its stated purpose.

Do LT

City/Town Conservation Commission

Signafure of Notary Public )
E‘{JLE‘L) ey rgnrmgum

Printed Name of Notary Public

Place netary seal and/or any stamp above

My Commission Expires (Date)

wpafarm4b.doc « rev, 06/1H0S PageBof 7
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Capital Improvements Plan Final Environmental Impact Report/

Provincetown Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment/
Provincetown, Massachusetts Section 4(f) Evaluation

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection G i
Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands ’

WPA Form 4B - Order of Resource Area Delineation JE358:0425
Massachusetts Wetlands Protecticn Act M.G.L. c. 131, §40

G. Recording Information

If this Order is issued for purposes of Resource Area Delineation only, this Order should NOT be
recorded.

If this Order of Resource Area Delineation is issued as pari of a Simplified Review, this Order must be
recorded in the Registry of Deeds or the L.and Court for the district in which the land is located, within the
chain of titie of the affected property. in the case of recorded land, the Final Order shall also be noted in
the Registry's Grantor Index under the name of the owner of the land subject to the Order. In the case of
registered land, this Order shall also be noted on the Land Court Certificate of Title of the owner of the
land subject to the Order of Conditions. The recording information on Page 6 of this form shall be
submitted to the Conservation Commission listed below.

Conservation Commission

Detach on dotted line, have stamped by the Registry of Deeds and subrmit to the Conservation Commission.

Conservation Commission

Please be advised that the Order of Conditions for the Project at:

Project Location DEP File Number

Has been recorded at the Registry of Deeds of:

County . ‘Book Page
for: '

Property Owner

and has been noted in the chain of fitle of the affected property in:

Book Page

In accordance with the Order of Conditions issued on:

s

Date

If recorded land, the instrument number identifying this transaction is:

Instrument Number

if registered land, the document number identifying this transaction is:

Document Number

Signature of Applicant

wpaform4b.dac - rev. DB/ 305 Page 7of 7
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Capital Improvements Plan Final Environmental Impact Report/
Provincetown Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment/
Provincetown, Massachusetts Section 4(f) Evaluation
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Final Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Assessment/
Section 4(f) Evaluation

Capital Improvements Plan
Provincetown Municipal Airport
Provincetown, Massachusetts

Commony calth of s fueers

Wayne F. MacCallum. Direcsor
March 7, 2008

Provincetown Conservation Commission
260 Commercial Street
Provincetown MA 02657

RE: Applicant: Arthur Lisenby, George Price
Project Location: 176 Race Point Road, Prox
Project Description: Reconstruction of existing Terminal Apron
DEP Wetlands File No.: 053-0440
NHESP Tracking No.: 04-15716

etown Municipal Airport

To Whom It May Concerny:

The applicant listed above has submitted a Nolice of Intent with site plans (dated February 6,
2008) (o the Natural Heritage & Endangered Species Program (NIESP) of the Massachuselts
Divisivn of Fisheries & Wildlife, in compliance with the rare wildiire species section of the
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act Regulations (310 CMR 10.59),

Based on a review of the informalion that was provided and the information that is currently
containied in our database, the NIHESP has determined that this project, as currently proposed,
will not adversely affect the actual Resource Area Habitat of state-protected rare wildlife specios.
Therefore, it is our opinion that this projecl appears to meet the slate-listed species performance
standard for the issuance of an Order of Conditions,

Please note that this determination addresses only the matter of rare wildlife habitat and does not
pertain to other wildlife habital issues that may be pertinent to the propesed project. Tf you have
any questions regarding this letter please contact Amy Ceman, Dndangered Specics Review
Assistant, at (508) 389-6364.

Sincerely,

A |

Thomas W. French, Ph.D.
Assistant Director

e Arthur Lisenby, Provincetown Ajrport Commission
George Price, National Park Service
MA DEFP Southeast Region
Maryann Magner, facobs Fdwards and Keleey
e masswildlife ore

Division of Fisheries and Wildlife
Field Headquarters, North Drive, Westhorough, MA 01581 (508) 389-6300 I'ax (308) 389.789)

wxd el Civeee

A dgenev of the Departmeni of
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Capital Improvements Plan Final Environmental Impact Report/
Provincetown Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment/
Provincetown, Massachusetts Section 4(f) Evaluation

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection

Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands P File b

’ K\ WPA Form 5 — Order of Conditions SE58-0440
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act M.G.L. c. 131, §40

A. General Information

Important: o Provincetown

When filling rom. 1. Conservation Commission

out forms on

the computer, 2. This issuance is for (check one): Order of Conditions 1 Amended Order of Conditions
use only the

tab key to 3. To: Applicant:

move your

cursor - do not Michael Leger Airport Commission, Chairman

use the return a. First Name b. Last Name c. Company

key clo Arthur Lisenby, P.O. Box 657

d. Mailing Address

A:'I

— Provincetown ) MA 02657
e. City/Town f. State g. Zip Code
@ 4. Property Owner (if different from applicant):
clo George E. Price, Jr. National Park Service (US Dept of Interior)
a. First Name b. Last Name c. Company

CC Natl Seashore, 99 Marconi Siie R

d. Malling Address
Wellfleet MA 02667

e. City/Town ) f. State g. Zip Code

5. Project Location:

176 Race Point Road Gl Provincetown

a. Street Address b, City/Town

c. Assessors Map/Plat Number d. Parcel/Lot Number

Latitude and Longitude, if known (note: 42 04 19N 70 13 19W
electronic filers will click for GIS locator): e. Latitude f. Longitude

6. Property recorded at the Registry of Deeds for (attach additional information if more than one parcel):

Barnstable
a. County b. Certificate (if registered land)
¢. Book d. Page
Bals February 5, 2008 March 11, 2008 April 1, 2008
7 s a. Date Notice of Intent Filed b. Date Public Hearing Closed c¢. Date of Issuance
8. Final Approved Plans and Other Documents (attach additional plan or document references as
needed):
Airport Terminal Apron Reconstruction Project
a. Plan Title
Jacobs FEdwards and Keicey Edwards and Kelcey
b. Prepared By c. Signed and Stamped by
2/6/2008
d. Final Revision Date e. Scale
Stormwater Management Plan March 2008
f. Additional Plan or Documnent Title g. Date
- Waived Town Project
o. Total WPA Fee Paid: a. Total Fee Paid b. State Fee Paid €. Gity/Tawn Fee Paid
wpaformS.doc» rav. 4/2/08 Page 109
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Capital Improvements Plan Final Environmental Impact Report/
Provincetown Municipal Airport Environmental Assessme_nt/
Provincetown, Massachusetts Section 4(f) Evaluation

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands

WPA Form 5 - Order of Conditions SE58-0440
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act M.G.L. c. 131, §40

DEP File Number:

B. Findings

1. Findings pursuant to the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act:

Following the review of the above-referenced Notice of Intent and based on the information provided
in this application and presented at the public hearing, this Commission finds that the areas in which
work is proposed is significant to the following interests of the Wetlands Protection Act. Check all that

apply:
a. [ Public Water Supply b. [J Land Containing Shellfish e Prevention of Pollution
d. [] Private Water Supply e. [ Fisheries P Frctection of Wik
Habitat
g. [ Groundwater Supply h. Storm Damage Prevention |, Fiood Control

2. This Commission hereby finds the project, as proposed, is: (check one of the following boxes)

Approved subject to;

the following conditions which are necessary in accordance with the performance standards set forth
in the wetlands regulations. This Commission orders that all work shall be performed in accordance
with the Notice of Intent referenced above, the following General Conditions, and any other special
conditions attached to this Order. To the extent that the following conditions modify or differ from the
plans, specifications, or other proposals submitted with the Notice of Intent, these conditions shall
control.

Denied because:

[ the proposed work cannot be conditioned to meet the performance standards set forth in the wetland
regulations. Therefore, work on this project may not go forward unless and until a new Notice of intent is
submitted which provides measures which are adequate to protect these interests, and a final Order of
Conditions is issued. A description of the performance standards which the proposed work cannot
meet is attached to this Order, ‘

[ the information submitted by the applicant is not sufficient to describe the site, the work, or the effect
of the work on the interests identified in the Wetlands Protection Act. Therefore, work on this project may
not go forward unless and unti! a revised Notice of Intent is submitted which provides sufficient information
and includes measures which are adequate to protect the Act's interests, and a final Order of Conditions
is issued. A description of the specific information which is lacking and why it is necessary is
attached to this Order as per 310 CMR 10.05(6)(c).

Inland Resource Area Impacts: Check all that apply below. (For Approvals Only)

Proposed Permitted Proposed Permitted
r r ! :

REselrce AR Alteration Alteration Replacement Replacement
3. [J Bank a. linear feet b. linear fest c. linear feet d. linear feet
4. [] Bordering Vegetated

Wetland a. square feet b. square feet c. square feet d. square feel
5. [ Land Under a. square feet b. squara feet c. square feat d. square feet

Woaterbodies and

Walemsys e. cu.yd dredged f. cu.yd dredged

wpalormb,doc « rev, 4/2/08 Page2of9
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Final Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Assessment/
Section 4(f) Evaluation

Capital Improvements Plan
Provincetown Municipal Airport
Provincetown, Massachusetts

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection

Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands DEP File Number:

2

WPA Form 5 — Order of Conditions SE58-0440
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act M.G.L. c. 131, §40
B. Findings (cont.)
Proposed Permitted Proposed Permitted
ResadresArea Alteration Alteration Replacement Replacement

6. [] Bordering Land Subject

to Flooding a. square feet h. square feet c. square feet d. square feet
Cubic Feet Flood
Storage e. cubic feet f. cubic feet 0. cubic feet h. cubic feet
7. [ isolated Land Subject
to Flooding a, square feet b. square feet
Cubic Feet Flood
Storage c. cubic feet d. cubic feet e. cubic feet f. cubic feet

8. [] Riveriront area

a. tolal sq. feet b. total sq. feet

Sq ft within 100 ft

c. square feet d. square feet

Sq ft between 100-200 ft

e. square feet f. square feet

Coastal Resource Area Impacts: Check all that apply below. (For Approvals Only)

wpalarms,doc - rev, 4/2/08

s. [ Ef:a'gs"ated Port Indicate size under Land Under the Ocean, below
10. [ Land Under the
Qcean a. square feet b. square fest
. cu.yd dredged d. cu.yd dredged
11. [] Barrier Beaches Indicate size under Coastal Beaches andfor Coastal Dunes below
12. [ Coastal Beaches b. square feet ¢. cfy nourishmt. d. cfy nourishmt.
13. D Coastal Dunes a. square feet b. square feet c. cly nourishmt. d. cfy nourishmt
L [:j Coastal Banks a. linear feet b. linear feet
15. [] Rocky Intertidal
Shores a. square feet b. square feet
16. D Salt Marshes a. square feet b. square feet c. square feet d. square feet
17. [C] Land Under Salt
Ponds a. square feet b. square feet
c. cu.yd dredged d. cu.yd dredged
18. [] Land Containing
Shellfish a. square feet b. square feet _ ¢ square feet d. square feet
19. [ Fish Runs Indicate size under Coastal Banks, inland Bank, Land Under the
Qcean, and/or inland Land Under Waterbodies and Waterways,
above
a. cu.yd dredged b. cu.yd dredged
20. [] Land Subject to

Coastal Storm Flowage

a. square feet

b. sguare fest

Page3of 9
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Capital Improvements Plan Final Environmental Impact Report/
Provincetown Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment/
Provincetown, Massachusetts Section 4(f) Evaluation

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands

WPA Form 5 — Order of Conditions SE58-0440
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act M.G.L. c. 131, §40

DEP File Number:

C. General Conditions Under Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act

{only applicable to approved projects)

1.

wpalormS.doc « rey, 412/08

Failure to comply with all conditions stated herein, and with all related statutes and other regulatory
measures, shall be deemed cause to revoke or modify this Order.

The Order does not grant any property rights or any exclusive privileges; it does not authorize any
injury to private property or invasion of private rights,

This Order does not relieve the permittee or any other person of the necessity of complying with all
other applicable federal, state, or local statutes, ordinances, bylaws, or regulations.

The work authorized hereunder shall be completed within three years from the date of this Order

unless either of the following apply:

a. the work is a maintenance dredging project as provided for in the Act; or

b. the time for completion has been extended to a specified date more than three years, but less
than five years, from the date of issuance. If this Order is intended to be valid for more than three
years, the extension date and the special circumstances warranting the extended time period are
set forth as a special condition in this Order.

This Order may be extended by the issuing authority for one or more periods of up to three years each
upon application to the issuing authority at least 30 days prior to the expiration date of the Order.

Any fill used in connection with this project shall be clean fill. Any fill shall contain no trash, refuse,
rubbish, or debris, including but not limited to lumber, bricks, plaster, wire, lath, paper, cardboard,
pipe, tires, ashes, refrigerators, motor vehicles, or parts of any of the foregoing.

This Order is not final untit all administrative appeal periods from this Order have elapsed, or if such
an appeal has been taken, until all proceedings before the Department have been completed.

No work shall be undertaken until the Order has become final and then has been recorded in the
Registry of Deeds or the Land Court for the district in which the land is located, within the chain of title
of the affected property. In the case of recorded land, the Final Order shall also be noted in the
Registry’s Grantor Index under the name of the owner of the fand upon which the proposed work is to
be done. [n the case of the registered land, the Final Order shall also be noted on the Land Court
Certificate of Title of the owner of the land upon which the proposed work is done. The recording
information shall be submitted to this Conservation Commission on the form at the end of this Order,
which form must be stamped by the Registry of Deeds, prior to the commencement of work,

A sign shall be displayed at the site not less then two square feet or more than three square feetin
size bearing the words,

“Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection” [or, "MA DEP"]

"File Number S£20:0440 °

Page 4 of 9
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Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands

~§| WPA Form 5 ~ Order of Conditions SE58-0440
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act M.G.L. ¢. 131, §40

DEP File Number:

C. General Conditions Under Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act

10. Where the Department of Environmental Protection is requested to issue a Superseding Order, the
Conservation Commission shall be a party to all agency proceedings and hearings before DEP.

11. Upon completion of the work described herein, the applicant shail submit a Request for Certificate of
Compliance (WPA Form 8A) to the Conservation Commission.

12. The work shall conform to the plans and special conditions referenced in this order.

13. Any change to the plans identified in Condition #12 above shall require the applicant to inquire of the
Conservation Commission in writing whether the change is significant enough to require the filing of a
new Notice of Infent.

14. The Agent or members of the Conservation Commission and the Department of Environmental
Protection shall have the right to enter and inspect the area subject to this Order at reasonable hours
to evaluate compliance with the conditions stated in this Order, and may require the submittal of any
data deemed necessary by the Conservation Commission or Department for that evaluation.

15. This Order of Conditions shall apply to any successor in interest or successor in control of the
property subject to this Order and to any contractor or other person performing work conditioned by
this Order.

16. Prior to the start of work, and if the project involves work adjacent to a Bordering Vegetated Wetland,
the boundary of the wetland in the vicinity of the proposed work area shall be marked by wooden
stakes or flagging. Once in place, the wetland boundary markers shall be maintained until a Certificate
of Compliance has been issued by the Conservation Commission.

17. All sedimentation barriers shall be maintained in good repair until all disturbed areas have been fully
stabilized with vegetation or other means. At no time shall sediments be deposited in a wetland or
water body. During construction, the applicant or his/her designee shall inspect the erosion controls
on a daily basis and shall remove accumulated sediments as needed. The applicant shall immediately
control any erosion problems that occur at the site and shall also immediately notify the Conservation
Commission, which reserves the right to require additional erosion and/or damage prevention contrals
it may deem necessary. Sedimentation barriers shall serve as the limit of work uniess another limit of
work line has been approved by this Order.

Special Conditions:

[fyouneed more  Dieter Groll moved to approve the Notice of Intent for the reconstruction of the existing terminal apron

:gz;;fg! at the property located at 176 Race Point Road, referencing the March version of the document,
conditions, including the *General Notes', and the construction schedule referenced in ‘Conditions’ and with the
select box to change from ‘hay bales' to ‘straw bales’, which will be delineating the limit of work, Elaine Anderson
attach a text - seconded and it was so voted, 5-0.
document D

wpalormi.doc = rev, 4/2/08 Page 50f 9
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Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands

WPA Form 5 — Order of Conditions SE58-0440
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act M.G.L. c. 131, §40

DEP File Number:

D. Findings Under Municipal Wetlands Bylaw or Ordinance

1

2.

If you need more
space for
additional
conditions,
select box to
attach a text

document, D

wpalormS.doc -+ rev. 4/2/08

Furthermore, the Provincetown hereby finds {check one that applies):
Conservation Commission
[J that the proposed work cannot be conditioned to meet the standards set forth in a municipal
ordinance or bylaw specifically:

a. Municipal Ordinance or Bylaw b. Citation

Therefore, work on this project may not go forward unless and until a revised Notice of Intent is
submitted which provides measures which are adequate to meet these standards, and a final Order of
Conditions is issued.

[J that the following additional conditions are necessary to comply with a municipal ordinance or

bylaw:
Provincetown Wetlands Bylaw Chapter 12
a. Municipal Ordinance or Bylaw b. Citation

The Commission orders that all work shall be performed in accordance with the following conditions
and with the Notice of Intent referenced above. To the extent that the following conditions modify or
differ from the plans, specifications, or other proposals submitted with the Notice of Intent, the
conditions shall control.

c.  The special conditions relating to municipal ordinance or bylaw are as follows:

Page6olg

10-100

AGENCY COORDINATION AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION



Capital Improvements Plan
Provincetown Municipal Airport
Provincetown, Massachusetts

Final Environmental Impact Report/

Environmental Assessment/
Section 4(f) Evaluation

' (A% K-Lu-é'_..*)\‘- T A Y

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands

WPA Form 5 — Order of Conditions
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act M.G.L. c. 131, §40

DEP File Number:

SE 058-04Ys

Town of Provincetown General By-Law Chapter 12

E. Issuance

This Order is valid for three years, unless otherwise specified as a special
condition pursuant to General Conditions #4, from the date of issuance.
Please indicate the number of members who will sign this form:

This Order must be signed by a majority of the Conservation Commission.

i/ 5

1. Bale of Jssuance™
i

2. Numbef of Signers

The Order must be mailed by certified mail (return receipt requested) or hand delivered to the applicant. A
copy also must be mailed or hand delivered at the same time to the appropriate Department of
Environmental Protection Regional Office, if not filing electrenically, and the property owner, if different
from applicant.

SIQnat%M Mé{

wpalorm5.doc « rev. 311/05

S KR A

Notary Acknowledgement

Commonwealth of Massachusetts County of

A erAd

Day

On this

Before me, the undersigned Notary Public,
personally appeared

of

ANt ZewD

Manth Year

2V ETEE— (G zou

Name of Document Signer

proved to me through satisfactory evidence of identification, which was/were

VoV Snafo

| L dEINOS

Description of evidence of identification

to be the person whose name is signed on the preceding or attached document, and acknowledged to

me that he/she signed it voluntarily f

rits stated purpose.

ZO pIUETD

As member of City/Tawn

““munm;,;"
Q*“G BAT? "‘P,""

il %
LW a*%u‘e,a
P ) -2
.u_l.-'é"f,‘," K %
§ i £ 3
5 iz -
o H
% v

2 T o
s, ’Po" 'mg' \}f
'l,’ r P\ﬁ
Place notary seﬂmm“ stamp above

This Order is issued to the applicant as follows:

[] by hand delivery on

Conservation Commissian

/,4 W

‘Signafuie of Notary Public

ELLEM. & BATIAGU

Printed Name of Notary Public

My Commission Expires (Date)

[\ by certified mail, return receipt requested, on

Date

Date

Page 7 of 9
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Massachusetts Department of Environmentai Protection
Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands

WPA Form 5 — Order of Conditions SE58-0440
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act M.G.L. ¢. 131, §40

DEP File Number;

F. Appeals

The applicant, the owner, any person aggrieved by this Order, any owner of land abutting the Jand subject
to this Order, or any ten residents of the city or town in which such land is located, are hereby notified of
their right to request the appropriate DEP Regionat Office to issue a Superseding Order of Conditions.
The request must be made by certified mail or hand delivery to the Department, with the appropriate filing
fee and a completed Request of Departmental Action Fee Transmittal Form, as provided in 310 CMR
10.03(7) within ten business days from the date of issuance of this Order. A copy of the request shall at
the same time be sent by certified mail or hand delivery to the Conservation Commission and to the
applicant, if he/she is not the appellant.

The request shall state clearly and concisely the objections to the Order which is being appealed and how
the Order does not contribute to the protection of the interests identified in the Massachusetts Wetlands
Protection Act, (M.G.L. ¢. 131, § 40) and is inconsistent with the: wetlands regulations (310 CMR 10.00).
To the extent that the Order is based on a municipal ordinance or bylaw, and not on the Massachusetts
Wetlands Protection Act or regulations, the Department has no appellate jurisdiction.

Section G, Recording Information is available on the following page.

Page8ol 8
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2

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands

WPA Form 5 — Order of Conditions SE58-0440
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act M.G.L. ¢. 131, §40

DEP File Number:

G. Recording Information

This Order of Conditions must be recorded in the Registry of Deeds or the Land Court for the district in
which the land is located, within the chain of title of the affected property. In the case of recorded land, the
Final Order shall also be noted in the Registry’s Grantor Index under the name of the owner of the land
subject to the Order. In the case of registered land, this Order shall alsc be noted on the Land Court
Certificate of Tille of the owner of the land subject to the Order of Conditions. The recording information
on Page 7 of this form shall be submitted to the Conservation Commissicn listed below.

Caonservation Commission

Detach on dotted line, have stamped by the Registry of Deeds and submit to the Conservation Commission.

Conservation Commission

Please be advised that the Order of Conditions for the Project at;

Project Location DEP File Number

Has been recorded at the Registry of Deeds of;

County Baook Page

for:

Property Owner

and has been noted in the chain of title of the affected property in:

Book Page

In accordance with the Order of Conditions issued on:

Date

If recorded land, the instrument number identifying this transaction is:

Instrument Number

If registered land, the document number identifying this transaction is:

Document Number

Signature of Applicant

wpalormb.doc « rev. 4/2/08 Paga90of9
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Provincetown, Massachusetts
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Environmental Assessment/
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Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands
: WPA Form 4B - Order of Resource Area

Delineation
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act M.G.L. c. 131, §40

Provided by MassDEP:

SE 058-0425
MassDEP File Number

Provincetown
GityTawn

A. General Information

Important: Provincetown
When filingout  From: — —
. nu?e 1. Conservation Commission
co | use i
onm.b key 2 ThisIssuance is for (check one):
o move your
cursor - do not a. [] Order of Resource Area Delineation O R l G I N A L
use the return

b. Amended Order of Resource Area Delineation

@ 3. Applicant:

Provincetown Airport Commission o
a. First Name b. Last Name
Town Of Provincetown g
©. Organization
pots: PO Box 657 (176 Race Point Road)
completing this d. Mailing Address
form consult Provincetown . MA 02657
!fourhmllon 8. Clty/Town I - 1. State 9.2ip Code
Commission .
Paiiiompech 4. Property Owner (if different from applicant):
municipal bylaw George E. Price, Jr. Superintendent s o
L) 2. Firet Name b. Last Name
National Park Service =
. Organization g
99 Marconi Site Road =
d. Mailing Address
Wellleet . . oo o oo . MAL 02667
e, City/Town I. State @. Zip Code
5. Project Location:
176 Race Point Road ___ Provincetown 02657 -
8. Streel Address b. City/Town ©. Zip Code
Q10 . I 6 T
d. Assessors Map/Plat Number o e. ParcelLol Number -
Latitude and Longitude ...d m s d m s
(in degrees, minutes, seconds): I. Latitude 9. Longitude
12/29/2006 1/12/2007 & 1/12/2010 1/25/2007 & 1/12/2010

6. Dates:

a. Dale ANRAD filed

b. Date Public Hearing Closed

<. Dale of lssuance

7. Title and Date (or Revised Date if applicable) of Final Plans and Other Documents:

Wetland Resource Area Map December 2006, Project # 4027A
a, Title

Abbreviated Notice of Resource Area Delineation DEP #058-0425

c. Title

wpadopndh doe « rev 1272300
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Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection F'W“'gg ?sm?fsp:
Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands =

MassDEP File Number
WPA Form 4B - Order of Resource Area - — e
. . eDEP Transaclion Number
Delineation Provincetown
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act M.G.L. c. 131, §40 Cily/Town
B. Order of Delineation

1. The Conservation Commission has determined the following {check whichever is applicable):

a. B Accurate: The boundaries described on the referenced plan(s) above and in the Abbreviated
Notice of Resource Area Delineation are accurately drawn for the following resource area(s):

1. [ Bordering Vegetated Wetlands

2 Other resource area(s), specifically:

a. isolated vegetated wetland, vegelated wetlands, unvegetated wetlands, isolated land
subject to flooding, coastal flood zone, coaslal dune and barrier beach, salt marsh and land
subject to flooding including isolated land subject to flooding.

- Extension for 3 years from most recent issuance date. New expiration date: 1/12/2013.

. [ Modified: The boundaries described on the plan(s) referenced above, as modified by the
Conservation Commission from the plans contained in the Abbreviated Notice of Resource
Area Delineation, are accurately drawn from the following resource area(s):

1. [ Bordering Vegetated Wetlands

2. [0 Other resource areafs), specifically:

¢ [ Inaccurate: The boundaries described on the referenced plan{s) and in the Abbreviated
Notice of Resource Area Delineation were found to be inaccurate and cannol be confirmed
for the following resource area(s):
1. [ Bordering Vegetated Wetlands

2. [ Other resource area(s), specifically:

3. [0 The boundaries were determined to be inaccurate because:

wpaloumdb doc + rey, 12723500 WPA a3, Onder of Resoures Ated Delnaeation » Page 2of 4
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Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection F’mfﬁs-g %rsmogi

Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands T T T

WPA Form 4B - Order of Resource Area S
Delineation ot

Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act M.G.L. c. 131, §40 City/Towm

C. Findings

This Order of Resource Area Delineation determines that the boundaries of those resource areas noted
above, have been delineated and approved by the Commission and are binding as 1o all decisions
rendered pursuant to the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act (M.G.L. ¢.131, § 40) and its regulations
(310 CMR 10.00). This Order does not, however, determine the boundaries of any resource area or
Buffer Zone to any resource area not specifically noted above, regardiess of whether such boundaries are
contained on the plans attached to this Order or to the Abbreviated Notice of Resource Area Delineation.

This Order must be signed by a majority of the Conservation Commission. The Order must be sent by
certified mail (return receipt requested) or hand delivered to the applicant. A copy also must be mailed or
hand delivered at the same time to the appropriate DEP Regional Office (see
hitp:/fwww.mass.gov/dep/about/regionffindyour.hitm).

D. Appeals

The applicant, the owner, any person aggrieved by this Order, any owner of land abutting the land subject
to this Order, or any ten residents of the city or town in which such land is located, are hereby notified of
their right to request the appropriate DEP Regional Office 1o issue a Superseding Order of Resource Area
Delineation. When requested to issue a Superseding Order of Resource Area Delineation, the
Department’s review is limited to the objections to the resource area delineation(s) stated in the appeal
request. The request must be made by certified mail or hand delivery to the Department, with the
appropriate filing fee and a completed Request for Deparimental Action Fee Transmittal Form, as
provided in 310 CMR 10.03(7) within ten business days from the date of issuance of this Order. A copy of
the request shall at the same time be sent by certified mail or hand delivery to the Conservation
Commission and to the applicant, if he/she is not the appellant.

Any appellants seeking to appeal the Department's Superseding Order of Resource Area Delineation will
be required to demonstrate prior participation in the review of this project. Previous participation in the
permit proceeding means the submission of written information to the Conservation Commission prior to
the close of the public hearing, requesting a Superseding Order or Determination, or providing written
information to the Department prior to issuance of a Superseding Order or Determination,

The reques! shall state clearly and concisely the objections to the Order which is being appealed and how
the Order does not contribute to the protection of the interests identified in the Massachusetts Wetlands
Protection Act, (M.G.L. c. 131, § 40) and is inconsistent with the wetlands regulations (310 CMR 10.00).
To the extent that the Order is based on a municipal bylaw or ordinance, and not on the Massachusetts
Wetlands Protection Act or regulations, the Department of Environmental Protection has no appellate
jurisdiction.

‘wpnieamdb doc ¢ v 122309 WA 48, Ordor of Resowoe Avca Defneation * Page 3of 4
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Capital Improvements Plan
Provincetown Municipal Airport
Provincetown, Massachusetts

Massachusetts Deparfment of Environmental Protection  Provided by MassDEP;

— Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands Eé’f;g:ﬁi"e o
; WPA Form 4B - Order of Resource Area
- - eDEP Transaction Numbar
Delineation Provincetown
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act M.G.L. c. 131, §40 CiyTown
E. Signatures _AiefZe) &

Date of Issuance
L

?@1 jcate the numbe of members who will sign this-form. Tﬁ'&‘-rio_alsw

Slg 4 2 Signature of Conservation Commission Member

Signature of Conservation Commission Member

Signature of Conservation Commission Member

This Order is valid for three years from the date of issuance.
If this Order constitutes an Amended Order of Resource Area Delineation, this Order does not extend
the issuance date of the original Final Order, which expires on 1/25/2013 unless extended in writing
by the issuing authority.

This Order is issued to the applicant and the property owner (if different) as follows:

2.0 By hand delivery on 3.[X By certified mail, retumn receipt requested on
o 12/13/2010
a. Date a. Date

wpalcrmib doc - rev. 1272200 \Wﬂlﬂ.mrnfwmﬂ:.ﬂﬁ-‘tﬁhﬁ'wddl
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10.4 Relationship to Other Planning Efforts

Several planning efforts relate to Cape Cod, the Cape Cod National Seashore (CCNS),
and the Airport. Documents addressing transportation, protection of natural resources and
other relevant issues are listed below:

e The Cape Cod Commission Regional Policy Plan,
The National Seashore, Forging a Collaborative Future,
The National Seashore, Province Lands Bike Trail Renovations
The National Seashore, Electrical supply for Herring Cove Beach Facilities
FHWA Reconstruction of Route 6 and Province Lands Road Intersection
The Shuttle, and Flex bus service of the Cape Cod Regional Transit Authority
(CCRTA), and
e The Provincetown Municipal Airport 2005 Master Plan

All of these plans recognize the need for maintaining the transportation infrastructure for
the Cape. The CIP projects would not prevent implementation of management plans
developed by other agencies for the National Seashore and Cape Cod. The CIP projects
meet this planning goal.
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SECTION 11.0 Distribution List

The FEIR/EA has been sent to the following agencies, organizations, elected officials,
and other interested parties.

Federal

Army Corps of Engineers, New England Division

Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, New England Field Office

National Park Service, Cape Cod National Seashore, Attention Superintendent George E.
Price, Jr.

National Park Service, Boston Office

National Park Service, Cape Cod National Seashore Advisory Commission

Federal Aviation Administration, New England Region

State

Secretary Richard K. Sullivan Jr., EOEEA, Attention MEPA Office

Massachusetts DOT Aeronautics Division

Massachusetts Coastal Zone Management

Massachusetts DOT, Highway Division, MEPA Coordinator

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection, SE Regional Office,
(DEPSERO) Attention NEPA Coordinator

Massachusetts Division of Marine Fisheries, Attention Paul J. Diodati

Massachusetts Division of Fisheries & Wildlife, Natural Heritage & Endangered Species
Program, Attention Thomas W. French

Massachusetts Historical Commission

Mashpee Wampanoag Tribal Council

Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head (Aquinnah)

Regional
Cape Cod Commission, Attention Paul Niedzwiecki
Cape Cod Regional Transit Authority

Town of Provincetown

Chairman, Board of Selectmen
Chairman, Conservation Commission
Chairman, Planning Board

Director, Public Library

Organizations and Other Interested Parties

Association to Preserve Cape Cod, Attention Maggie Geist and Don Keeran
Massachusetts Audubon Society, Attention E. Heidi Ricci

Daniel A. Wolf, President Cape Air/Nantucket Airlines

Friends of Cape Cod National Seashore
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SECTION 12.0 List of Preparers

The FEIR/EA was prepared by Jacobs in association with the Horsley Witten Group, Inc. of

Sandwich. Eastern Topographic prepared the aerial survey.
Key participants in the review of this document include the following:

National Park Service, Cape Cod National Seashore
Kathy Tevyaw

Shelley Hall

Lauren McKean

Carrie Phillips

Key participants in the preparation of this document include the following:

Federal Aviation Administration
Michelle Ricci, Environmental Protection Specialist

MassDOT Aeronautics Division
Katie R. Servis, Environmental Analyst
Denise Garcia, Manager of Aviation Planning

Provincetown Airport Commission
Heath Gatlin, Airport Commission Chairman
Arthur “Butch” Lisenby, Airport Manager

Jacobs

Michael Garrity, Project Manager

William Richardson, Senior Aviation Planner
Maryann Magner, Senior Environmental Scientist
Derek Amorelli, P.E. Project Engineer

Horsley Witten Group

Amy Ball, Senior Wetland Scientist

Amanda Crouch-Smith, Environmental Scientist
Joseph Longo, Associate Principal

LIST OF PREPARERS
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SECTION 13.0 MEPA / NEPA DOCUMENTS
13.1 Secretary’s Certificate on the NPC/Draft EIR/EA and Responses

This section contains the Certificate of the Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs on the
NPC/DEIR/EA (No. 13789), July 18, 2007, and responses to comments in the Certificate. The specific
comments have been identified by a number in the left hand margin of the certificate. Responses are
identified with a corresponding number.
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The Commonwealth of Massachusetts
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston, MA 02114

DEVAL L. PATRICK Tel: {617) 626-1000

GOVERNOR 5
Fax: (617) 626-1181
TIMOTHY P. MURRAY . July 18, 2007 http:/fwww.mass.govienvie
LIEUTENANT GOVERNCR B :
IAN A. BOWLES

SEGRETARY

CERTIFICATE OF THE SECRETARY OF ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS
ON THE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/NOTICE OF PROJECT CHANGE

PROJECT NAME : Provincetown Municipal Airport Capital Improvements
. Plan

PROJECT MUNICIPALITY : Provincetown

PROJECT WATERSHED : Cape Cod

EOQOEA NUMBER : 13789 ;

PROJECT PROPONENT : Provincetown Airport Commission

DATE NOTICED IN MONITOR  : June 11, 2007

As Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs, I hereby determine that the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)/Notice of Project Change (NPC) submitted on the above
project adequately and properly complies with the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act
(G. L., c. 30, ss. 61-62H) and with its implementing regulations (301 CMR 11.00). I am allowing
the proponent to proceed with the reconstruction of the terminal apron and the easterly end of the

" parallel taxiway within the same footprint prior to the completion of the FEIR.

Project Description

According to the DEIR/NPC, the proposed project, the Capital Improvement Plan (CIP),
consists of the following projects: 1) Westerly Taxiway (TW) System Improvements; 2)
Relocation of the East End TW; 3) Reconstruction of the Easterly End of the Parallel TW within
the same Footprint; 4) Reconstruction of the Terminal Apron within the same Footprint; 5)
Installation of Edge Lights and Construction of an Electric Vault; 6) Rehabilitation or
Replacement of the Sightseeing Shack; 7) Improvements to the Medium Intensity Approach
Light System with Sequenced Flashing Lights (MALSF) Access Road; 8) Construction of
Service Access Roads; 9) Installation of a Perimeter Safety/Security Fence; 10) Construction of
a Turf Apron; 11) Expansion of the Auto Parking Area; and 12) Expansxon of the Terminal
Building. The CIP would be completed over a period of five to ten years. The proponent is
seeking to comply with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) safety, security, and design

‘{5 Printed o Recycled Stock
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EOEEA #13789 DEIR/NPC Certificate July 18, 2007

standards. These improvements will have minor impacts on the normal runway operations, and
there will be no runway expansion and no increase in capacity.

The existing Provincetown Municipal Airport (PMA) contains approximately 13,516
square feet (sf) of airport structures that include 2 terminal building, aircraft hanger, a snow
removal equipment building (SRE), sightseéing shack, a 3,500 foot long runway (Runway 7-23),
a taxiway system, aircraft parking, an approach lighting system, navigational aids, and two auto
parking areas. It is.a public use, commercial service airport with scheduled airline passenger
service to and from Logan International Airport, and it enplanes 10,000 or more passengers
annually. PMA has a full Instrument Landing System runway approach capability. The PMA is
located on 322 acres of federally owned land, which is within the Cape Cod National Seashore
(CCNS) and is administered by the National Park Service (NPS). About 4-7 acres of land would
be impacted by the project.

This project is subject to 2 mandatory EIR. The project may require Variances from the
Water Quality Certification and the Wetlands Regulations. A Superseding Order of Conditions
and a Section 401 Water Quality Certificate may be needed from the Department of
Environmental Protection (MassDEP). The project will require review under the Massachusetts
Endangered Species Act (MESA) by the Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program
(NHESP) to determine if it will require a Taking Permit and/or a Conservation and Management
Permit. It will require a Notice of Intent to be filed with the Provincetown Conservation
Commission. The project will need to obtain a Special Use Permit from the NPS. It must comply
with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for
stormwater discharges from a construction site. The project will need a Section 404
Programmatic General Permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. The project will also
come under review as a Development of Regional Impact (DRI) with the Cape Cod Commission
{CCC), and is undergoing joint review with the CCC and the MEPA Office. Because an agency
of the Commonwealth, the Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission (MAC) is providing a
portion of the funding, MEPA jurisdiction extends to all aspects of the project that may have
significant environmental impacts.

Changes to the Project

The proponent has included a run-up pad prior to the West Entrance TW as part of the
Westerly Taxiway System Improvements. However, this run-up pad was always considered as a
component of the project by the proponent. The run-up pad was shown but not discussed in the
ENF. The proponent is proposing to construct a turn-around for the FAA vehicles which use the
access road to the MALSF approach lights. It has also requested permission to go forward with
projects #3) the Reconstruction of the Easterly End of the Parallel TW and #4) the
Reconstruction of the Terminal Apron, which will be constructed within their existing footprints,
The terminal apron and easterly end of the parallel TW’s pavement is over twenty years old and
finding may be programmed priar to the completion of the FEIR. I am allowing both of these
Replacement Projects to be completed prior to the completion of the FEIR

2
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Review of the DEIR/NPC

The DEIR provided a detailed project description with a summary/history of the project.
It included existing and proposed site plans. The EIR described the existing (2004) and projected
level of passengers and flights and airport operations (including general aviation) for the next
twenty years (2024). It identified that Phase 1 included the reconstruction of the termmal apron
and the easterly end of the parallel TW within their respective footprints.

The DEIR described each local, regional, state, and federal agency action required for the
project. The DEIR discussed which of the projects within the CIP are safety improvement
projects required by the FAA. However, more discussion is needed in the FEIR to determine
which projects are solely to comply with required FAA reguiations.

In addition to the Preferred Alternative, the No-Build Alternative, the DEIR summarized
the alternatives for each of the CIP projects. The DEIR provided a comparative analysis that
showed the differences between the environmental impacts associated with some of the CIP
projects. The DEIR clarified some of the differences between FAA safety and design
requirements and the recommendations for each project proposed within the CIP.

. The proponent has identified that the project may impact the following wetland resource
areas: 265,890 sf of permanent and 223,320 sf temporary impacts to Coastal Dune; 2,000 sf of
permanent and 44,000 sf of temporary impacts to Bordering Vegetated Wetlands (BVW); and
64,215 sf of permanent and 53,360 sf of temporary impacts to Isolated Land Subject to Flooding
(ILSF). Areas of isolated wetland and BVW along the fence alignment will be pruned to
maintain an unobstructed area along the fence.

The DEIR addressed the significance of the wetland resources on the project site. There
are no nearby public water supplies and wells. The DEIR identified the fencing propesed in tidal
creek areas where tidal movements may encumber debris. The proponent has a plan to deal with
the blockage of tidal flow material. Bordering vegetated wetlands that have been delineated in
the field were surveyed, mapped, and located on the plans. The Provincetown Conservation
Commission has accepted the resource area boundaries. The DEIR included a detailed wetlands
replication plan for areas to be altered and the proposed wetland replication species, planned
construction sequence, and a discussion of the required performance standards and monitoring,

* The DEIR provided a summary of the proponent’s site habitat assessment. The Natural
Heritage Endangered Species Program (NHESP) required a habitat assessment for the Eastern
Spadefoot Toad, the Vesper Sparrow, the Eastern Box Turtle, and the Broom Crowberry.

The DEIR evaluated potential drainage impacts on water resources from the project. It
included a description of the existing runways’ drainage system design in the construction area
and identified any proposed changes. Proposed activities, including construction mitigation,

3
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erosion and sedimentation control were evaluated. The DEIR discussed the consistency of the
project with the provisions of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
General Permit from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency for stormwater discharges from
construction sites. It included discussion of best management practices employed to meet the
NPDES requirements, and included a draft Pollution Prevention Plan in Appendix 3.1.

In Appendix 4, the DEIR provided the weekday morning, midday and evening peak hour
traffic LOS analysis for the Route 6/Racepoint Road intersection, which included volume to
capacity ratios, delays, and queues for the 95" percentile. The DEIR’s LOS table included each
movement for this intersection. It included a map of the traffic study area.

The DEIR identified the number of parking spaces recommended by the Institute of
Traffic Engineers for an airport. The proponent has proposed pervious parking spaces.

The DEIR identified the existing Trangportation Demand Management (TDM) measures,
such as rental car availability, taxicabs, and bus service to the center of Provincetown.

There are no sidewalks along Race Point Road, and none are proposed. Walking is
prohibited on the CCNS Bikeway that is adjacent to the airport.

The DEIR presented existing noise contours at the airport. It stated that estimated
projected noise levels and contours for the next ten years (2014) would not increase from the CIP
projects. .

During the DEIR process, the proponent has consulted with the Massachusetts Historical
Commission (MHC) and the Provincetown Historic Preservation Commission.

The DEIR included a visual resource assessment in Section 5. The visual resource
assessment examined the visual impacts of the project included in the CIP, especially building
expansions and vegetation clearing, on the Cape Cod National Seashore.

The DEIR did not identify any hazardous waste studies and remediation efforts
undertaken at the project site by the proponent.

The FEIR should resolve all the remaining issues outlined below, as required by this
Certificate. It should include a copy of this Certificate.

Project Description

The FEIR should provide a detailed project description with a summary/history of the
project. It should carefully describe all elements of each of the twelve CIP projects. The FEIR
should clarify which of the proposed CIP projects are required by FAA regulations vs. suggested
by FAA guidelines. It should include existing and proposed site plans. The FEIR should -

4
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investigate feasible methods of reducing wetland impacts and the creation of impervious areas. It
should summarize the permits required for the project. The FEIR should demonstrate how each
of the projects within the CIP is consistent with the applicable performance standards. It should
contain sufficient information to allow the permitting agencies to understand the environmental
consequences of their official actions refated to the project. The FEIR should identify if the CIP
is compatible with zoning, regional planning, and Executive Order 385.

The FEIR should describe how the twelve CIP projects would be phased over the
anticipated five to ten years. It should detail how these projects or groups of projects would be
phased to go forward. '

Alternatives Analysis

The FEIR should demonstrate that the alternatives for the expansion of the turf apron,
parking lot and the terminal building have been evaluated with the ability to avoid or minimize
wetland related impacts. The analysis should clearly present the alternative configurations af the
site and identify the advantages and disadvantages of the Preferred Alternative. The FEIR should
provide a comparative analysis that clearly shows the differences between the environmental
impacts associated with each of the alternatives for the turf apron, parking lot arid terminal
expansion CIP projects.

Weﬂands

The Wetland Section of the FEIR should examine options that avoid impacts to wetland

resource areas, their associated buffer zones, riverfront protection areas and 100-year flood plain

®

areas. Wetland figures should identify buffer zones, riverfront areas, and 100-year flood plains.
Where it has been demeonstrated that impacts are unavoidable, the FEIR should illustrate that the
impacts have been minimized, and that the project will be accomplished in a manner that is
consistent with the Performance Standards of the Wetlands Regulations (310 CMR 10.00). The
FEIR should provide an accurate measurement of the wetland resource areas that will be affected
by the project.

The FEIR should provide the information required by DEP when requesting a variance,
as outlined in 310 CMR 10.05(b). According to MassDEP, the proposed expanded turf apron,
auto parking lot and terminal building appear to be related to forecasted increases in airport
capacity, and these non-safety related CIP projects will be required to be designed in
conformance to the applicable wetlands regulations. The proponent needs to evaluate practicable -
alternatives, to explain why the preferred alternative is allowed under the regulations, and to
describe the mitigation measures proposed to reduce the impacts. The FEIR should provide
evidence of an overriding public interest that is associated with the project as stated in
MassDEP’s comment letter. The FEIR should include replication locations delineated on plans,
elevations, typical cross sections, test pits or soil boring logs, groundwater elevations, the
hydrology of areas to be altered and replicated, list of wetland plant species, and the planned

5

MEPA / NEPA DOCUMENTS 13-7



Capital Improvements Plan Final Environmental Impact Report/

Provincetown Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment/
Provincetown, Massachusetts Section 4(f) Evaluation
EOEEA #13789 - DEIR/NPC Certificate” July 18, 2007

construction sequence. It should outline how the proponent will provide additional wetland -
replication and restoration areas that are greater than 1:1.

Rare Species

The FEIR should identify if the project will impact any state-listed species. It should
explain any proposed monitoring program. The FEIR should describe any habitat enhancements.
Since the proposed fencing project will likely have the greatest impact on wildlife habitat
migration within the CCNS, the FEIR should specifically identify any potential impact from the
proposed fencing project on rare or endangered species. The proponent should explain its

" proposed documentation procedures for its mowing practices of grasstands and its vegetation
management prograin.

Drainage

The FEIR should address the performance standards of DEP's Stormwater Management
Policy. It should demonstrate that the project is consistent with this policy. The proponent should
use the DEP Stormwater Management Handbook when addressing this issue.

Traffic

The FEIR should explain why it did not complete a Level-of-Service (LOS) analysis for
" the Race Point Road/Airport Driveway/Race Point Parking Area intersection. It should provide a

traffic distribution map for the project that includes background growth from other proposed

developments in the area. The FEIR should examine present and future (2014) build and no- -
build traffic volumes for the intersections. The proponent should identify the land use Codes

(LUC) used and how its trip generation estimates have been generated. In the FEIR, traffic

accident problem aréas should be identified, and solutions should be proposed. The FEIR should

discuss the proponent's coordination efforts with MHI and Provincetown as they address

regional and Jocal traffic concerns within this area.

Parking

The FEIR should state how many parking spaces are required by local zoning, It should
identify if the proponent will designate parking for shuttle buses, taxicabs, and long-term
@ parking. The FEIR should identify whether the proponent is considering controlling parking
through fees or timed restrictions with enforcement. :

Transportation Demand Management (TDIM)

The FEIR should identify the proponent’s TDM measures during peak periods, such as
@ employee ridesharing, an automatic teller machine, shuttle bus service to the hotels and guest
houses, rental cars, a shared-car service (such as ZipCar), and taxicab service improvements-that

6
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discourage single passenger trips to and from the airport.

Pedestrian Issues

The FEIR should identify the locations of sidewalks within the parking area now. It

@ should show where any proposed sidewalk improvements are proposed.

Construction Issues

The FEIR should include a construction management plan that describes the project’s

phasing, erosion and sedimentation controls, monitoring, and contingencies. It should describe
the amount of fill material required and estimate the number of truck trips per day and the time

@ period involved for the different projects contained in the CIP. The FEIR should describe how
the fence would be constructed within wetland areas, and construction staging areas should be
identified on plans.

Sustainable Design

This project preseiits a good opportunity to successfully incorporate cost-effective

sustainable design elements and construction practices into the project. These elements can
minimize environmental impacts and reduce operating costs. The FEIR should summarize the
proponents® efforts to ensure that this project includes Leadership in Energy and Environmental
Design (LEED) Certified buildings or the equivalent. Because this project may receive funds
from the Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission (MAC), the FEIR should detail how this
project will comply with Executive Order No. 484 - Leading by Example — Clean Energy and

 Efficient Buildings. I strongly encourage the proponent to consider incorporating elements, such
as those noted below, into its project design, construction and management:

water conservation and reuse of wastewater and stormwater;

renewable energy technologies to meet energy needs;

optimization of natural day lighting, passive solar gain, and natural cooling;

energy efficient HVAC and lighting systems, appliances and other equipment, and solar
preheating of air;

building supplies and materials that are non-toxic, made from recycled materials, and
made with low embodied energy; -

easily accessible and user-friendly recycling system infrastructure incorporated into

the building design;

development of a solid waste reduction plan;

development of an annual audit program for energy consumption, waste streams, and use

* of renewable resources;

Low Impact Development (LID) principles that reduce stormwater, potable water,
wastewater, and wetland impacts and that provide water conservation and the ruse of
wastewater and stormwater; and

MEPA / NEPA DOCUMENTS 13-9



Capital Improvements Plan Final Environmental Impact Report/

Provincetown Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment/
Provincetown, Massachusetts Section 4(f) Evaluation
EOEEA #13789 DEIR/NPC Certificate Fuly 18, 2007

« LEED Certification.
Mitigation

The FEIR should include a separate chapter on mitigation measures. It should outline the
proponent’s wetland replication areas as part of its mitigation package.

This chapter on mitigation should include proposed Section 61 Findings for MassDEP,
MAC, and NHESP. The proposed Section 61 Findings should contain a clear commitment to
mitigation, an estimate of the individual costs of the proposed mitigation and the identification of
@ the parties responsible for implementing the mitigation. A schedule for the implementation of
mitigation should also be included. ’

In the DEIR, the proponent has committed to the following mitigation measures:

Provide approximately 64,000 sf of isolated wetlands restoration in two areas;
Restore 1,000 sf of Bordering Vegetated Wetlands; '
Monitor wetlands restoration twice annually for two years by a qualified wetland
scientist;

Restore approximately 32,000 sf of dune habitat in two arcas;

Restore approximately 192,000 sf of Cultural Grassland;

Undertake an Invasive Species Management Plan using mechanical measures;
Install bioretention areas for stormwater treatment for impervious surfaces;
Implement a Habitat Creation and Restoration Plan;

Implement an Erosion Control Plan;

Install a ticket gate for validated parking in the parking lot;

Provide a bicycle rack near the main entrance to the Terminal;

Install additional parking lot landscaping to screen the area from the CCNS; and
Implement TDM measures. .

® & & @ © @& o @

These above measures do not include all-of the mitigation measures for the fencing,
terminal, and parking CIP projects, which are unknown until preferred alternatives are selected
by the proponent.

Response to Comments

The FEIR should include copies of all comment letters. It should provide a response to all
comments within the scope of this project. [ recommend that the response address the question
@ and not just refer to a particular Section of the report as was done in the DEIR. The Response to
- Comments section should provide clear answers to the questions raised.
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Circulation

The FEIR should be circulated in compliance with Section 11.16 of the MEPA
regulations and copies should also be sent to the list of “comments received" below and to
Provincetown officials. A copy of the EIR should be made available for public review at the

Provincetown Public Library.
July 18, 2007 k& A’ YECN\/Q%

DATE Tan A. Bowles

Comments received:

Division of Marine Fisheries, 7/5/07
Jacobs Bdwards and Keleey (JEK), 7/5/07
Cape Cod Commission, 7/10/07
Association to Preserve Cape Cod (APCC), 7/11/07
DEP/SERO, 7/11/07
Mass Audubon, 7/11/07
. National Park Service, 7/12/07
© MassWildlife, 7/12/07
Jacobs Edwards and Kelcey, 7/16/07

13789deir
IAB/WTG/wtg
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Response to comments in MEPA Certificate on the Draft Environmental Impact
Report/Notice of Project Change, July 18, 2007.

1.

A project description of each of the twelve CIP projects is provided in Section 6 and illustrated
on the figures in Section 6. A summary of the projects with a description of work completed
since the submission of the Draft document is provided in Section 1. Additional wildlife and
wetland surveys have been completed, and additional alternatives have been developed for the
auto parking lot, turf apron, and fence.

Section 2, Purpose and Need, has been revised and expanded to provide additional information
on FAA, TSA, and MassDOT Aeronautics regulations. The FAA publishes documents known
as Advisory Circulars (AC) and Orders which while not regulations provide accepted
operational safety design standards to meet responsibilities pursuant to the regulations. The use
of these standards is mandatory for airport projects receiving Federal grant-in-aid assistance.
AIP funded projects are required to comply with certain FAA Advisory Circulars (AC).

The specific design standards that apply to each project are identified in Section 2.1. Table 2.1
lists all the regulations that pertain to the projects. The applicable portions of the referenced
documents are provided in Appendix 6. Table 2.2 summarizes which elements have been
proposed in response to safety and security requirements and which are capacity projects.

Wetland impacts have been reduced with new alternatives for the fence, turf apron and auto
parking. Wetland replication for direct IVW impacts is proposed at a 1:1 on-site ratio and BVW
wetland impacts is proposed at a 2:1 on-site ratio. The preferred alternative for the Terminal
project is the vertical expansion, which will not impact wetlands.

The permitting performance standards and permitting phasing are discussed in Sections 6 and 8.

The project is compatible with the applicable Minimum Performance Standards (MPS) of the
Cape Cod Regional Policy Plan. Appendix 7 contains additional information. The Town of
Provincetown Zoning Bylaw identifies the area as the Seashore District. The project meets the
requirement to have a minimum of five parking spaces or one space per 350 SF of floor space
under Miscellaneous Use for this zoning district.

Section 6 discusses the phasing of the projects. The Terminal Apron reconstruction project was
approved by the Provincetown Conservation Commission and was constructed in the fall of
2008. It is expected that funding for the taxiway projects will be earmarked for the beginning of
the 5-10 year planning period. Additional information can be found in Section 6.

Since the circulation of the Draft document, the alternatives analysis has been expanded and
additional alternatives have been developed for the fence, turf apron and auto parking to
respond to concerns about environmentally sensitive areas. Section 3 discusses the
environmental impacts associated with each of the alternatives for the projects.

All previously considered alternatives were revisited in order to fully quantify all potential
environmental (e.g., wetland, wildlife habitat, etc.) impacts. New concepts were also designed
and compared to older concepts in order create and/or identify the environmentally preferred
alternative. Specifically, the vertical expansion of the Terminal building was identified as the
preferred alternative and will have no direct wetland impacts. A new concept for the auto
parking expansion was also developed and compared to previous alternatives. Now phased, the
parking lot will not have any wetland impacts and will minimize alterations within coastal dune
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habitats, while still meeting the project purpose. See Section 3.0 for a more detailed analysis
and comparison of the parking alternatives. In addition, a reduced dimension for the turf apron
has been designed to avoid direct wetland impacts.

4. Preferred alternatives that have been identified will avoid and minimize impacts to wetland
resource areas and associated buffer zones to the fullest extent practicable as discussed in
Sections 3, 5 and 6. Certain CIP projects that were developed to address FAA safety standards
will result in unavoidable impacts to wetlands. These projects have an overriding public
security/safety interest and include: safety/security fence, westerly taxiway system
improvements, relocation of the east end taxiway, improvement to the access road to the
MALSF approach lights, and the service access roads to the LES and to the AWOS. Mitigation
measures were designed to address the Wetlands Protection Act and other mitigation guidelines
to the extent practical. Wetland mitigation will occur at approximately a 1:1 on-site restoration
rate for IVW impacts and 2:1 on-site restoration rate for BVW impacts. Table 5-3 summarizes
resource areas to be impacted as well as the area to be mitigated.

Several of the CIP projects will result in alterations within the 100-foot Buffer Zone of one or
more wetland areas. In general, the existing Buffer Zone composition consists of one or more of
the following: unaltered coastal dune, cultural/managed grasslands, impervious surfaces
(buildings, pavement), or in some cases, where wetland areas are in close proximity to each
other, the buffer zone to one wetland may encompass one or more of the adjacent wetlands.

5. On-site wetland mitigation is proposed in areas where existing impervious surfaces will be
removed. The draft wetland restoration plans have been developed to comply with several
regulations and permit performance standards that relate to wetlands, including the Wetlands
Protection Act, the Provincetown Wetland Bylaw, Section 401 Water Quality Certification,
Section 404 Army Corps of Engineers permit, and the CCC Regional Policy Plan (RPP).

Additional mitigation measures, such as creation of dune habitat, are proposed. Mitigation
measures proposed for stormwater treatment include infiltration swales and bioretention for the
auto parking area, and implementation of wetland enhancement through management of
invasive species.

As discussed in Section 5.0, several of the CIP projects will result in unavoidable alterations to
freshwater wetlands (isolated and/or bordering). These impacts have been avoided and
minimized to the extent practicable as discussed in Sections 3, 5 and 6. The proposed onsite
wetland restoration is shown on figures in Section 7. The proposed wetland restoration reflects
a 2:1 on-site mitigation ratio for BVW impacts and 1:1 on-site mitigation ratio for all the direct
impacts resulting from the IVW impacts.

Relocation of the West End TW and East End TW will result in alterations to isolated
freshwater wetlands, presumed to be Isolated Land Subject to Flooding (ILSF). Flood storage
capacity of ILSF on-site will not be altered. Construction of the service access road to the
AWOS will also result in a small amount of freshwater wetland alteration. The installation of
the safety/security fence will also directly alter areas of isolated freshwater wetland as well as
BVW. Subsequent abandonment of the existing paved areas provides an opportunity for
wetland restoration within the footprint of the formerly paved areas as discussed in Sections 5
and 6. Between 64,000 and 78,000 SF of restored 1YW and 5,000 SF of restored BVW wetlands
are proposed within the Airport, as mitigation for direct impacts to IVW and BVW. On-site
areas have been designated as restoration areas for mitigative efforts to compensate for impacts
to isolated freshwater wetlands and BVW. All areas below elevation 10 are considered Land
Subject to Coastal Storm Flowage (LSCSF), which has no associated performance standards
under the MA WPA.
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Wetland Restoration Area A will be located near the northwestern corner of the abandoned
West End TW and the Runway 7 End, adjacent to portions of Wetlands C/J/FK and contiguous
with Wetland | as shown on Figures 7.1 and 7.3. Wetland Restoration Area C is located within
the footprint of the existing East End TW, south of the Terminal apron and contiguous with
Wetland H, as shown on Figures 7.2 and 7.4. Wetland Restoration Area C is adjacent to
Wetland C/J/FK at the end of Runway 7, as shown on Figures 7.1 and 7.3.

These areas are highly suitable for wetland restoration because they are adjacent to existing
wetlands and are close to elevations within existing wetlands. A total of six monitoring wells
have been installed in and around areas designated for mitigation, in order to confirm proper
hydrologic conditions that will support wetland restoration and creation. Plant species are listed
in a Table 7.1 in Section 7.0, along with preliminary planting specifications. Furthermore,
restoration of BVW has been increased to achieve an approximately 2:1 on-site mitigation ratio.
IVW restoration is shown as Mitigation Areas A and B in Figures 7.1, 7.2, and 7.3.

6. State-listed rare species mapped by NHESP at the Airport include: the Eastern Box Turtle, the
Vesper Sparrow, Broom Crowberry, and the Eastern Spadefoot Toad. As part of the review of
the Draft EA/EIR, NHESP indicated that the proposed improvement projects might result in a
“Take” of the Eastern Spadefoot Toad, and the Eastern Box Turtle if construction avoidance
methods were not developed. The NHESP also indicated that, with certain construction
conditions, a “Take” may be avoided for the Vesper Sparrow and the Eastern Spadefoot Toad.
NHESP emphasized that the Airport should try to avoid a “Take,” if possible.

Since the NPC/Draft EIR/EA, the Project Team has met with NHESP twice (see minutes
provided in Section 10.1) to discuss ways to minimize impacts to all listed species. Additional
design alternatives, construction phase measures, and operational mitigation measures have
been developed to avoid a “Take” of any listed species at the Airport as a result of the CIP
projects. This FEIR/EA reflects those measures. A MESA Project Review Checklist will be
submitted to NHESP for their review and determination.

A new fence concept has been developed to minimize habitat fragmentation and habitat
degradation of the four state-listed species found at the Airport. The fence alignment has been
developed to avoid the prime Spadefoot habitat. Gaps along the fence bottom are proposed, so
as to avoid a “Take” of the Eastern Box Turtle as discussed further in Sections 5 and 6.
Construction phase and operational mitigation measures have also been developed.

Mitigation efforts involving habitat restoration, creation, or enhancement for the listed species
are also proposed to provide a long term net benefit to the species. Construction will also be
timed to avoid breeding times or other periods of peak activity if possible. Pre-construction
turtle sweeps and/or a bird census will be conducted.

The Vegetation Management Plan is discussed in Section 7.4.

7. The expansion of the Airport visitor auto parking area will result in approximately 6,660 SF of
new impervious area (Phase 1 and 2). Currently, runoff from the paved aisles flows to the
unpaved median and gravel parking spaces and infiltrates into the soil, similar to the other
nearby parking lots for visitors to the CCNS beaches.

Stormwater runoff in the Airport auto parking area has the potential to carry a moderate amount
of contaminants typically associated with automobile usage. Mitigation measures have been
developed for the auto parking area. The additional parking spaces will be gravel and only the
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driveway and aisles will be paved. Bioretention systems are shown conceptually on in Section
5. Stormwater BMPs are proposed

Stormwater runoff volume from the three proposed access roads (MALSF, LES and AWOS)
will be minimal and, similar to the runway and taxiways, the small volumes of runoff will
infiltrate into the underlying soils within the adjacent unpaved areas.

8. The traffic study has been revised and expanded. Utilizing the TMCs collected for this project,
the Study Team conducted a level-of-service (LOS) analysis of the signalized intersection of
Route 6 at Conwell Street and Race Point Road and the unsignalized intersection of Race Point
Road and Airport Drive.

Under all conditions (2007 Existing, 2024 No Build and 2024 Build), the Signalized
Intersection of Route 6 at Conwell Street and Race Point Road currently operates at LOS A
during the weekday morning peak hour and at LOS B during the weekday midday, evening and
Saturday midday peak hours.

Under all conditions, the critical movements (all movements from the Provincetown Airport
driveway) at the unsignalized intersection of Race Point Road and Airport Drive operate at LOS
A during the weekday morning, midday, and evening and Saturday midday peak hours.

A traffic distribution map is provided in Figure 4 of the Traffic Operation Report in the Traffic
Appendix. Present and Future (2024) Build and No Build conditions have been examined.
Anticipated 2024 traffic volumes were based on Passenger Enplanement projections published
in the Provincetown Airport 2005 Master Plan. The forecasted enplanement totals were applied
to a trip rate which was empirically calculated based on the existing amount of vehicular traffic
entering and exiting the site. This methodology was suggested by CCC and is similar to one
used to generate vehicular trips associated with the Terminal project at the Barnstable Airport.
The projected number of trips was then subtracted from the existing traffic, in order to arrive at
the increased amount of trips that were estimated to be generated by the Provincetown Airport
in the future. A memo provided with the Traffic Report explains in more detail how the land use
codes and trip generation estimates have been generated.

Crash data was obtained from the MassHighway Crash Database for accidents occurring within
the study area over the most recent three-year period, 2004-2006. The calculated rates for each
intersection were compared with MassHighway’s 2005 Average Accident Rates for District 5,
which includes the South Shore and the Cape. The average MEV for District 5 is 0.84 for
signalized intersections and 0.59 for unsignalized intersections. The calculated crash rate for the
intersection of Route 6 at Race Point Road and Conwell Street is 0.33, lower than average for
signalized intersections. There were no crashes at the intersection of Race Point Road and
Airport Drive. Additional information is provided in the Traffic Appendix.

9. The Town of Provincetown Zoning Bylaw identifies the area as the Seashore District. The
project meets the requirement to have a minimum of five parking spaces or one space per 350
SF of floor space under Miscellaneous Use. Spaces will be designated for rental cars. Taxicabs
typically wait at the entrance when flights are expected or respond to calls for a cab. The Breeze
shuttle bus makes a stop at the Airport and only briefly parks at the entrance. Parking will be
controlled through time and use restrictions, with enforcement.

10. TDM measures such as employee ridesharing are not practical for the Airport given the very
small staff that commute at different times and from several towns. ATM machines at small
facilities are not economically feasible for financial institutions. ZipCar generally locates cars in
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11.

12.

13.

14.

densely urban areas. Free phone service has been installed at the Airport to call a taxi or the
shuttle. Rental cars are available at the Airport.

There are no sidewalks within the parking area and none are proposed. There is very little
pedestrian circulation around the Terminal. The sidewalk at the Terminal entrance is shown on
Figure 6.10.

A Construction Management Plan is provided in Section 7.5. It details measures to control
erosion and sedimentation, special construction methods, and pre-construction monitoring for
species. Measures taken to minimize wetland impacts during construction of the fence are
included.

Opportunities to incorporate sustainable design into the Terminal building will be fully
investigated during the design phase. Water conservation measures will include low flow
fixtures and faucets with sensors. Water usage will be reduced through the use of draught
tolerant native landscape plant materials. Hand dryers in lieu of paper towel dispensers will be
evaluated. Building supplies and materials that are non-toxic, made from recycled materials,
made with low embodied energy can be specified for new construction work. Energy efficient
lighting systems will be specified in new construction work.

The feasibility of directing roof runoff to planting areas or rain barrels will be investigated. The
feasibility of the use of photovoltaic cells will be evaluated but this would need to be reviewed
by the NPS for visual impacts.

The Airport Commission Chairman is on the Town’s Recycling and Reusable Energy
Committee. The Chairman has supplied the Airport with multiple recycling receptacles, which
have been successfully used to lower solid waste disposal. Since the Airport is at such a remote
location and such a small generator of recyclables, it is not included on a commercial pick-up
route. However, the Airport Manager and the Commission Chairman take the paper and plastic
recyclables to the Town sorting facility themselves. This recycling is anticipated to continue to
reduce solid waste at the facility by recycling at the Town’s sorting facility.

Section 7.0 is devoted solely to mitigation. It details, both via text and figures, areas designated
for restoration and the mitigation ratio that will be achieved. Wetland restoration areas are
considered as part of the mitigation package. Wetland restoration will be conducted at
approximately a 1.5:1 ratio. Wetland restoration is known to have a higher success rate that
wetland replication because wetland areas will be restored and not created.

Four areas have been identified for restoration efforts that will incorporate wetland restoration,
coastal dune creation and cultural grassland creation to compensate for lost resources as a result
of the improvement projects
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13.2 Comment Letters on the Draft EIR/NPC and Responses

This Section contains the following comment letters submitted on the Draft EIR/NPC
(No. 13789), and responses to comments. The specific comments have been identified by
a number in the left margin of the comment letter. Responses are identified with a
corresponding number. Some responses are procedural and do not require a response.

Division of Marine Fisheries, July 5, 2007 Page 13-23
Jacobs Edwards & Kelcey, July 5, 2007 Page 13-25
Cape Cod Commission, July 10, 2007 Page 13-27
Association to Preserve Cape Cod (APCC), July 11, Page 13-41
2007

DEP/SERO, July 11, 2007 Page 13-53
Mass Audubon, July 11, 2007 Page 13-63
National Park Service, July 12, 2007 Page 13-67
MassWildlife, July 12, 2007 Page 13-69
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Gage, Bill (EEA)

From: Malkoski, Vincent (FWE)

Sent:  Thursday, July 05, 2007 3:12 PM

To: Gage, Bill (EEA)

Cc: Feeney, Eileen (FWE) 7
Subject: EOEA #13789, Provincetown Municipal Airport '

Bill,

Given the project location, we have no recommendations for this project.

Vin

Vin Malkoski

MA Division of Marine Fisheries
838 South Rodney French Blvd
New Bedford, MA 02744
508-910-6318 Fax: 508-910-6342

MarineFisheries
7/6/2007
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No response necessary.
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Magner, Maryann

From: Magner, Maryann

Sent: Thursday, July 05, 2007 12:34 PM
To: bill.gage@state.ma.us

Cc: Garrity, Mike; Richardson, Bill
Subject: Provincetown Airport

Attachments: 27June07.PH.notice. pdf

Tracking: Recipient Delivery Read
bill.gage@state.ma.us
Garrity, Mike Delivered: 7/5/2007 12:34 PM
Richardson, Bill Delivered: 7/5/2007 12:34 PM Read: 7/5/2007 12:40 PM

Bill,
To follow up on our phone conversation, | have attached the CCC Public Hearing Notice.
The Hearing was held on Wednesday June 27th (I may have said the 25! on the phone).

Our understanding is that CCC will submit comments to MEPA by the July 11t deadiine.
Thank you.
Maryann

Maryann T. Magner
Senior Environmental Planner

Jacobs Edwards and Kelcey

343 Cengress Street

Bostan, MA 02210

(p) 617.242.0222 (f) 617.242.0824
www.ekcorp.com

Engineers . Architects . Planners . Constructors

_— - —~— - - -

This email and any attachmenis are confidential. if you receive this message in error or are not the intended recipient, you should not retain,
disclose, or use any of this information and you should destroy the email and any altachments or copies.

3/12/2008
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No response necessary, as this is a procedural email concerning the public hearing date.
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CAPE COD COMMISSION

3225 MAIN STREET
P.O. BOX 226
BARNSTABLE, MA 02630
(508) 362-3828
FAX (508) 362-3136
E-mail: frontdesk@capecodcommission.org

July 10,2007

Secretary lan A. Bowles

Massachusetts Executive Office of Environmental Affairs
100 Cambridge Street

Boston, MA 02114-2150

Attn: William Gage, MEPA Unit
Dear Secretary Bowles:

The Cape Cod Commission (Commission) has received a Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) for the proposed Provincetown Municipal Airport Capital Improvements Plan (EOEA #
13789). The proposed development is required to prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
pursuant to 301 CMR Section 11.03 of the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA)
regulations. As a project requiring an EIR, it is categorically deemed to be a Development of
Regional Impact (DRI) under the Cape Cod Commission Act, Section 12(i), and is subject to
review by the Cape Cod Commission.

The applicant has elected to participate in a joint Cape Cod Commission/MEPA review process
pursuant to a Memorandum of Understanding between the Cape Cod Commission and EOEA.

" The Commission Subcommittee (Subcommittee} conducting the review of this project held a
public hearing on June 27, 2007 to discuss the adequacy of the Draft EIR. We recognize that the
proposal raises challenging regulatory issues; we anticipate that these can be addressed during the
joint MEPA/Commission review process.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project

Project Description
Provincetown Municipal Airport is located within the Cape Cod National Seashore on

approximately 322 acres of federally owned land administered by the National Park Service. The
airport is a public use, commercial service airport with scheduled Cape Air airline passenger
service to and from Logan Airport in Boston, serving about 10,000 passengers annually. The
airport site consists of developed airside and landside areas used for airport operations and
facilities, as well as undeveloped areas that consist of grasslands, coastal dunes, and wetlands.

The Provincetown Airport Commission (the applicant) proposes a Capital Improvement Plan that
includes the following twelve safety and facility improvement projects:

= Westerly taxiway system improvements,

* Relocation of the east end taxiway;

= Reconstruction of the easterly end of the partial parallel taxiway;

* Reconstruction of the terminal apron;

Provincetown Airport Capital Improvements Plan

DEIR
July 10, 2007
Page |
&
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* Installation of taxiway edge lights and construction of an electric vault;
* Rehabilitation or replacement of sightseeing shack;

* Improvements to access road to approach lights;

*  Construction of service access roads;

* Installation of perimeter fence;

*  Expansion of turf apron;

*  Expansion of auto parking;

* Expansion of terminal building.

Wetlands and Wildlife

While we find the DEIR well written and wel] organized, we would recommend additional
information and clarification of several issues in the Final Environmental Impact Report (F EIR).
With its location inside a national park, amidst a sensitive and unusual ecological community,
Provincetown Airport capital improvement planning presents a complex challenge for permitting
agencies. It is within the context of seeking balance between the natural resource interests and air
travel safety interests that we offer our recommendations.

Purpose and Need

- Section 2 of the DEIR discusses the purpose arid need for each of the proposed twelve airport
improvements. The Subcommittee believes that this section could be clearer with régard to
distinguishing between FAA requirements and FAA guidelines. The document does not reference
the applicable FAA standard for each project or provide the relevant language of such standard.
For example, the document references Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) Part 107 regarding
fencing requirements but does not include the language of the requirements. We recommend that
the applicable portions of FAA regulations referenced in the DEIR suppomng each project be
included in an appendix to the FEIR.

The Subcommittee requests adcliticnal c[afiﬁgaﬁon (provision of regulations and interpretation, as
necessary) distinguishing between FAA requirements and recommendations for the westerly
taxiway system improvements, relocation of the east end taxiway, and the fence installation.

With regard to the capacity improvements, including expansion of the turf apron and parking, the
Subcommittee recommends that the applicant discuss any applicable FAA requirements for these
projects, or indicate if there are none. We anticipate that in its consideration of these projects, the
Commission will need to weigh the benefits of increasing the airport’s plane and auto capacity
(especially during the busy summer season) against any resulting potential permanent impacts to
the naturai environment; FAA obligations, if any, should be clearly identified and understood,

Impacts - General
The Subcommiittee requests additional clarification in thc FEIR document so that significant
safety concerns can be fairly balanced against significant impacts to resources within the fragile
- and unique ecosystem found at the airport and the surrounding Cape Cod National Seashore. For
all proposed projects, the FEIR should specify the anticipated alteration to wetland buffer areas in
@ addition to alterations to wetland resource areas. The RPP does not permit alterations to wetlands
or to the 100 foot buffer to wetlands, but where the buffer has previously been altered, changes
may be permitted so long as they have no greater impacts and there is no feasible alternative.
Consequently, for DRI review, the applicant should quantify alterations proposed to disturbed and
. undisturbed buffer areas.

Provincetown Afrport Capital Improvements Plan
DEIR
July 10, 2007
Page 2
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Impacts to rare species or their habitat are not permitted by the RPP, and consequently the
projects’ preferred alternatives should be designed to eliminate or minimize impacts to rare
species. The FEIR should address concems that the Natural Heritage and Endangered Species
Program identifies regarding impacts from each of the proposed projects. Mitigation of
unavoidable impacts should be detailed in the FEIR.

Impacts - Adequacy of Alternatives Analysis for Individual Projects

Westerly Taxiway System

The DEIR does not provide analysis of the impacts to wetlands or buffers from taxiway

reconstruction within the existing footprint to the Runway 7 end because the consultant

determined that this alternative does not comply with FAA design standards. As discussed above,
@ the FAA requirement for the realignment and taxiway design standards should be provided to

support this determination. In addition, the area of impact should be provided for comparison to

the preferred alternative. The preferred alternative would impact 0.68 acres of wetlands and an

undetermined amount of wetland buffer. -

Relocating the East End Taxiway

As noted previously, establishing the need for the taxiway relocation is essential to the permitting

process. Have there been changes in FAA regulations that require this change, as it was not
@proposed during previous permitting of the runway safety areas (Provincetown Airport-Short

Term Improvements DRI decision, TR93007, April 13, 2000 as amended.) The impacts to

wetlands at this location are more than half an acre and an undetermined amount of wetland

buffer.

Improve Access Road to MALSF Approach lights ;
While the area of proposed wetland alteration at this location is relatively small, 960 s.f., it

e contributes to the total contemplated wetland impacts and the gradual alteration of the wetlands at
the airport. The FEIR should address whether an ATV/golf maintenance cart may be used at this
location in lieu of a truck, thereby avoiding the need for a turn-around.

Service Roads to LES and AWOS ‘

Both of the proposed access roads would permanently alter small amounts of wetlands and would
result in pavement within wetland buffer areas. The FEIR should address whether the area of
pavement could be reduced to the minimum required by FAA for taxiways and runways (300 ft,
according to the DEIR), and whether an ATV/golf cart could be used to service these facilities,
thereby further reducing the area of impact.

Perimeter Fence
* The Subcommittee agrees with the assessment in the DEIR that of the five fencing alternatives
examined, alternatives 4 and 5 are more feasible than alternatives 2 and 3 as they minimize
impacts to wetlands and other habitat, As stated above, establishing the need for the fence and
. distinguishing between safety and security issues is essential to the permitting process. The DEIR
states that with alternatives 4 and 3, clearing around sections of fence would be reduced to 4 feet
in width. Could the objectives for installing the fence be addressed without the cleared travel
ways, or could all proposed travel ways be reduced in width by desi gning them for ATV/golf cart
use?

As there appear to be benefits and impacts from both alternatives 4 and 5, the total impacts to
wetlands, wetland buffers, coastal dune, rare species habitat, etc. for both alternatives should be
Provincetown Airport Capital Improvements Plan
’ DEIR
July 10, 2007
Page 3
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presented in the FEIR, along with plans detailing the proposed width of clearing along the fence,
proposed grading, and calculations of the anticipated impacts from this work.

Mitigation
The Subcommittee notes that considerable wetland, wetland buffer, coastal dunes, and rare
species habitat would be altered in conjunction with the twelve proposed improvement projects.
The-RPP does not permit alteration to any of these resources. The Commission permitted a small
) quantity of wetland (13,000 s.f.) and wetland buffer (91,224 s.f.) alteration at Provincetown
Airport previously (Provincetown Airport-Short Term Improvements DRI decision, TR93007,
April 13, 2000 as amended) but on the basis of several findings, including: the wetland aiteration
was significantly reduced through the permitting process; there were no feasible alternatives; the
project provided significant public safety benefits and was necessary to meet FAA standards; and
significant mitigation for the alterations was provided. In this case and in other rare instances
where the Commission has allowed wetland and wetland buffer alteration, mitigation was
provided in proportions that exceeded 2:1.

While the current Capital Improvement Projects proposal should be evaluated based on its own
merits and impacts, the applicant should be aware of the significant natural resource concerns that

@ will have to be addressed through the DRI review process. Staff recommiends that the FEIR
explore additional opportunities for wetland, wetland buffer, and coastal dune mitigation. Rare
species habitat impacts should be mitigated as directed by NHESP.

Transportation
While the transportation information in the DEIR may be adequate for MEPA purposes,

Commission DRI review may require additional analysis, The scope of any further transportation
analysis would depend on the regulatory process the applicant pursues with the Commission. The
Subcommittee recommends that project representatives meet with staff to.discuss whether & full
DRI review is appropriate or whether a DRI hardship-exemption filing or other type of limited
DRI review application may be appropriate.

@

A full traffic study would require an analysis of level of service and safety at several locations,
depending on estimated trip generation and distribution. The scope of the transportation study
could be narrowed or waived if the project were reviewed under a hardship exemptlon application
or other type of limited DRI review.

The main issues for potential further analysis include the following:

¢ Further analysis of automobile trip generation may be necessary, Due to the unique
characteristics of the airport (frequent general aviation operations/low commercial
operation), it may benefit the applzcant to use an alternative to Institute of Transportation
Engineers trip generation data. '
*  The amount of parking necessary to serve the airport may require further review. Staff
recommends further exploration of whether there is the possibility of shared parkmg with
the Cape Cod National Seashore or any other existing parking areas.
* Re-examination of the possible need for shuttle bus transportation between the alrport
and other parts of Provincetown as well as other Cuter Cape locations.
The need to provide safe bicycle access between the airport and the existing bicycle path.
* The need to identify any potential safety impacts of added vehicular traffic traveling
to/from the airport on nearby‘intersectéon's‘.

® @

®GG 6

Provincetown Airport Capital Improvements Plan
' DEIR
July 10, 2007
Page 4
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@ * The possible need to review aircraft accidents and incidents to determine causal factors

and the need for corrective measures.

Community Character
The DEIR briefly discusses the proposed airport terminal expansion, noting that design

alternatives have not been identified at this point in the review process. The Subcommittee
encourages the applicant to submit conceptual design alternatives prior to DRI review, as building
design will need to be consistent with RPP standards. In addition, the RPP requires maintenance
of adequate buffers on the project site to ensure that the proposed parking area expansion would
not be visible from the roadway.

Water Resources/Stormwater Management

Staff recommended in its ENF comment letter that the airport consider pervious surfaces for the

. auto parking expansion, as this would eliminate generation of additional stormwater runoff. This
recommendation has been incorporated into project pfans and therefore no further review is
required.

Conclusion

The Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Provincetown Municipal Airport Capital
Improvements Plan presents the proposed security and facility improvements and includes
discussion and analyses of the potential impacts and proposed mitigation strategies. Our
comments are intended to clarify for the applicant what issues the Commission is likely to
address during DRI review, We recognize that our comments raise several challenging regulatory
issues, but we offer them within the context of seeking balance between the natural resource
interests and air travel safety interests. We anticipate that most issues can be resolved during the’
Jjoint MEPA/Commission review process.

l\lSmcerely,

Susan %Eﬁatr M)O”C&’OJ

Chair, Commission Subcommittee

66 Joe Longo, Horsley Witten
v~ Michael Garrity, Edwards and Kelcey
Butch Lisenby, Provincetown Airport
Michael Leger, Provincetown Airport Commission
CCC Subcommittee Members

Provincetown Airport Capital Improvements Plan
DEIR
* July 10, 2007
Page 5
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Response to comments in letter from Cape Cod Commission, (CCC), July 10, 2007

1.

Section 2, Purpose and Need, has been revised and expanded to provide additional information
on FAA, TSA and MassDOT Aeronautics regulations. The FAA publishes documents known as
Advisory Circulars (AC) and Orders which while not regulations provide accepted operational
safety design standards to meet responsibilities pursuant to the regulations. The use of these
standards is mandatory for airport projects receiving Federal grant-in-aid assistance. AIP funded
projects are required to comply with certain FAA Advisory Circulars (AC).

The specific design standards that apply to each project are identified in Section 2.1. Table 2.1
lists all the regulations that pertain to the projects. The applicable portions of the referenced
documents are provided in Appendix 6. Table 2.2 summarizes which elements have been
proposed in response to safety and security requirements and which are capacity projects.

Please see response to comment #1.

The need for additional aircraft and auto parking was identified in the 2005 Master Plan. Design
alternatives have been developed that avoid wetland impacts associated with these project
elements, as discussed in Sections 3, 5 and 6.

Preferred alternatives have been identified that will avoid and minimize impacts to wetland
resource areas and associated buffer zones to the fullest extent practicable as discussed further
in Sections 3, 5 and 6. Certain CIP projects that were developed to address FAA safety
standards will result in unavoidable impacts to wetlands. These projects have an overriding
public security/safety interest and include: safety/security fence, westerly taxiway system
improvements, relocation of the east end taxiway, improvement to the access road to the
MALSF approach lights, and the service access roads to the LES and to the AWOS. Mitigation
measures were designed to address the Wetlands Protection Act and other mitigation guidelines
to the extent practical. Four areas have been designated for restoration and mitigation efforts.
Wetland restoration, coastal dune creation, and cultural grassland creation will all occur in the
restoration areas. On-site wetland mitigation at a 1:1 for IVW and at a 2:1 restoration rate is
proposed for BVW. Table 5-3 summarizes areas to be impacted as well as the area to be
mitigated.

Several of the CIP projects will result in alterations within the 100-foot buffer zone of one or
more wetland areas. In general, the existing buffer zone composition consists of one or more of
the following: unaltered coastal dune, cultural/managed grasslands, impervious surfaces
(buildings, pavement), or in some cases, where wetland areas are in close proximity to each
other, the buffer zone to one wetland may encompass one or more of the adjacent wetlands.

State-listed rare species mapped by NHESP at the Airport include: the Eastern Box Turtle, the
Vesper Sparrow, Broom Crowberry, and the Eastern Spadefoot Toad. As part of the review of
the Draft EA/EIR, NHESP indicated that the proposed improvement projects might result in a
“Take” of the Eastern Spadefoot Toad, and the Eastern Box Turtle if construction avoidance
methods were not developed. The NHESP also indicated that, with certain construction
conditions, a “Take” may be avoided for the Vesper Sparrow and the Eastern Spadefoot Toad.
NHESP emphasized that the Airport should try to avoid a “Take,” if possible.

Since the NPC/Draft EIR/EA, the Project Team has met with NHESP twice (see minutes
provided in Section 10.1) to discuss ways to minimize impacts to all listed species. Additional
design alternatives, construction phase measures, and operational mitigation measures have
been developed to avoid a “Take” of any listed species at the Airport as a result of the CIP
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projects. This FEIR/EA reflects those measures. A MESA Project Review Checklist will be
submitted to NHESP for their review and determination.

A new fence concept has been developed to minimize habitat fragmentation and habitat
degradation of the four state-listed species found at the Airport. The fence alignment has been
developed to avoid the prime Spadefoot habitat. Gaps along the fence bottom are proposed, so
as to avoid a “Take” of the Eastern Box Turtle as discussed further in Sections 5 and 6.
Construction phase and operational mitigation measures have also been developed.

Mitigation efforts involving habitat restoration, creation, or enhancement for the listed species
are also proposed to provide a long term net benefit to the species. Construction will also be
timed to avoid breeding times or other periods of peak activity if possible. Pre-construction
turtle sweeps and/or a bird census will be conducted.

The Vegetation Management Plan is discussed in Section 7.4.

6. An analysis of the alternative that would reconstruct the existing TW footprint with a standard
right angle within the existing footprint is included in Section 3. This alternative would have
unavoidable impacts to approximately 935 SF of isolated wetland in Wetland I, and
approximately 12, 730 SF of BVW in Wetland C/J/FK.

The relocation of the East End TW was not included in the previous permitting of the RW
safety areas because it was not included in the design scope of work for the safety areas. The
FAA design standard regarding the location of connector TWSs has not changed. At the time of
the previous project, operational issues relative to the Terminal Apron and the wetland
permitting associated with the relocation of the East End TW were beyond the scope and
schedule of work.

The alternative that would have FAA personnel transfer their equipment to an all terrain utility
vehicle (such as a golf cart) small enough to eliminate the need to back down the access road
has been evaluated in Section 3.

The Utility Vehicle alternative has been deemed unfeasible in Section 3 because FAA personnel
need access to all equipment in their vehicles during all weather conditions and cannot feasibly
transfer all the equipment to a small utility vehicle. Since the runway needs to be shut down for
some inspection or maintenance procedures, the vehicle, with all of the necessary equipment,
needs to be close to the navigational facilities to minimize the time that the runway is closed.

0. The access road to the localizer shelter will not impact wetlands. The pavement for all the
proposed access roads has been reduced to the minimum required by FAA, a length of 300 feet.
Please see response to comment #8 regarding the feasibility of a golf cart.

10. A new alternative has been developed for the fence which eliminates the patrol road. Additional
information is provided in Section 3, 5 and 6. Section 2 discusses the safety and security issues
addressed by the fence.

11. Concept 6 has been developed to respond to concerns expressed by NPS and NHESP during
coordination meetings relative to prime breeding habitat for the Eastern Spadefoot Toad, a State
listed species which is also granted federal protection by NPS. Impacts to primary Eastern
Spadefoot Toad breeding habitat and to movement of the Eastern Box Turtle have been
minimized by revising the alignment and by providing gaps in the fence as shown in a detail on
Figure 6.7 in Section 6.
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12.  On-site wetland mitigation is proposed in areas where existing impervious surfaces will be

13.

removed. The draft wetland restoration plans have been developed to comply with several
regulations and permit performance standards that relate to wetlands; including the Wetlands
Protection Act, the Provincetown Wetland By-Law, Section 401 Water Quality Certification,
Section 404 Army Corps of Engineers permit, and the CCC Regional Policy Plan (RPP).
Restoration of wetlands is recognized by the CCC as appropriate mitigation for altered
wetlands.

Additional mitigation measures, such as creation of dune habitat, are proposed. Mitigation
measures are also proposed for stormwater treatment for the auto parking area, and
implementation of wetland enhancement through management of invasive species.

As discussed in Section 5 and 6, several of the CIP projects will result in unavoidable
alterations to freshwater wetlands (isolated and/or bordering). These impacts have been avoided
and minimized to the extent practicable. The proposed onsite wetland restoration is shown on
Figures 7.1 - 7.4 in Section 7. The proposed wetland restoration reflects a minimum on-site
mitigation ratio of 2:1 for BVW impacts and 1:1 for IVW impacts for all the direct (permanent)
impacts resulting from the CIP projects.

Relocation of the West End TW and East End TW will result in alterations to isolated
freshwater wetlands, presumed to be Isolated Land Subject to Flooding (ILSF). Flood storage
capacity of ILSF on-site will not be altered. Construction of service access roads to the AWOS
will also result in freshwater wetland alteration. The installation of the safety/security fence will
also directly alter areas of isolated freshwater wetlands. Subsequent abandonment of the
existing paved areas provides an opportunity for wetland restoration within the footprint of the
formerly paved areas. On-site areas have been designated as restoration areas for mitigative
efforts to compensate for impacts to isolated freshwater wetlands.

Wetland Restoration Area A will be located near the northwestern corner of the abandoned
West End TW and the Runway 7 End, adjacent to portions of Wetlands C/J/FK and contiguous
with Wetland | as shown on Figures 7.1 and 7.3. Wetland Restoration Area B is located within
the footprint of the existing East End TW, south of the terminal apron and contiguous with
Wetland H, as shown on Figures 7.2 and 7.4. Wetland Restoration Area C is adjacent to wetland
C/J/IK at the end of Runway 7, as shown on Figures 7.1 and 7.3.

These areas are highly suitable for wetland restoration because they are adjacent to existing
wetlands and are close to elevations within existing wetlands. A total of six monitoring wells
have been installed in and around areas designated for mitigation, in order to confirm proper
hydrologic conditions that will support wetland restoration and creation. Plant species are listed
in a Table 7.1 in Section 7.0, along with preliminary planting specifications. Furthermore,
restoration of BVW has been increased to achieve a 2:1 on-site mitigation ratio. BVW will be
impacted by improvements to the MALSF Access Road and construction of the fence.
Restoration Area C is for BVW restoration.

The Airport will mitigate for impacts to rare species habitat through a combination of habitat
restoration, design and construction phase measures. Specific measures, such as incorporating
wildlife “tunnels” within sections of the proposed fence, and implementing strategic
maintenance schedules are designed to minimize impacts to rare species habitat. VVegetation
management will help to maintain natural habitat areas, such as Cultural Grassland, and will
foster the stability and proliferation of Broom Crowberry. Vegetation management will also
help to maintain adequate ground-nesting areas for the Vesper Sparrow.
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Strategic timing of construction activities will also help to avoid direct and indirect impacts to
rare species. Additionally, a field reconnaissance would be carried out just prior to construction
activities to determine if VVesper Sparrows or other species are within the impact areas. The
majority of the project impacts would occur within actively maintained portions of the Airport.
To the extent practicable, construction will be timed to avoid peak activity for these species.
Also, efforts to restore and re-create impacted natural resource areas (i.e., wetlands, coastal
dune, and Cultural Grassland), may result in overall habitat enhancement. Net improvements in
habitat quality may also be achieved through the proposed invasive species management, which
will restore and maintain the natural, native vegetative communities.

14.  A-request for a Hardship Exemption will be submitted as discussed in Section 6.1
15. A meeting was held with CCC staff to discuss this issue. Minutes are provided in Appendix 7.

16. The traffic study has been revised and expanded. A traffic distribution map is provided in
Figure 4 of the Traffic Operation Report in the Traffic Appendix. Present and Future (2024)
Build and No Build conditions have been examined. Anticipated 2024 traffic volumes were
based on Passenger Enplanement projections published in the Provincetown Airport 2005
Master Plan. The forecasted enplanement totals were applied to a trip rate which was
empirically calculated based on the existing amount of vehicular traffic entering and exiting the
site. This methodology was suggested by CCC and is similar to one used to generate vehicular
trips associated with the Terminal project at the Barnstable Airport. The projected number of
trips was then subtracted from the existing traffic, in order to arrive at the increased amount of
trips estimated to be generated by the Provincetown Airport in the future. A memo provided
with the Traffic Report explains in more detail how the land use codes and trip generation
estimates have been generated.

17.  Additional data collection was carried out during summer of 2008 regarding parking lot use and
is provided in Appendix 4. Shared parking could be explored with staff of NPS, but the cost of a
shuttle service between a NPS lot and the Airport would be prohibitive.

18.  The Breeze shuttle is currently operating between downtown Provincetown and the Airport.

19. The existing bike path intersects with Airport Drive with stop signs for the bicyclists. Access
for bikes to the Terminal is by means of the Airport Drive, following standard rules of the road.
A bicycle rack is provided at the entrance of the Airport Terminal.

20. The traffic study has been revised and expanded. Utilizing the TMCs collected for this project,
the Study Team conducted a level-of-service (LOS) analysis of the signalized intersection of
Route 6 at Conwell Street and Race Point Road and the unsignalized intersection of Race Point
Road and Airport Drive. Under all conditions (2007 Existing, 2024 No Build and 2024 Build),
the Signalized Intersection of Route 6 at Conwell Street and Race Point Road currently operates
at LOS A during the weekday morning peak hour and at LOS B during the weekday midday,
evening and Saturday midday peak hours. Under all conditions, the critical movements (all
movements from the Provincetown Airport driveway) at the unsignalized intersection of Race
Point Road and Airport Drive operate at LOS A during the weekday morning, midday, and
evening and Saturday midday peak hours.

21.  Aircraft accidents or incidents are related to the weather conditions at the Airport and deer
incursions. The proposed TW improvements and the perimeter fence will address these
conditions.
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22. The Terminal expansion will match the exterior design of the existing building. Conceptual
design will be submitted to the CCC as part of the DRI submission. Landscaping is proposed
for the parking lot so that the lot will not be visible from the roadway.

23.  The parking spaces will be pervious gravel.
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Ian A. Bowles, Secretary %@ﬁ? g

EOEEA, Attention: MEPA Office
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston, MA 02114

Attention: William Gage, EOEA # 13789
Dear Secretary Bowles:

The Association to Preserve Cape Cod (APCC), a nonprofit
environmental education and advocacy organization dedicated to the
protection of Cape Cod’s natural resources, submits the following
comments regarding the Notice of Project Change/Draft Environmental
Impact Report/Environmental Assessment (NPC/DEIR/EA) for the
Provincetown Municipal Airport Capital Improvements Plan, EOEA #
13789.

The Provincetown Municipal Airport Commission is proposing several
capital improvement projects for the purpose of upgrading safety and
improving facilities at the airport, which is located on 322 acres of
federally owned land within the Cape Cod National Seashore (CCNS).
The project applicant is proposing the following projects:

e Realign and Reconstruct Westerly Taxiway System (wetland
impacts, coastal dune impacts, cultural grassland impacts, rare
species habitat )

» Relocate East End Taxiway (wetland impacts, coastal dune
impacts, cultural grassland impacts, rare species habitat)

o Reconstruct Easterly End of Parallel Taxiway (wetland buffer
zone impacts)

e Reconstruct Terminal Apron (wetland buffer zone impacts)

» Install Taxiway Edge Lights and Construct Electric Vault (cultural
grassland impacts)

o Replace or Rehabilitate Sightseeing Shack
Improve Access Road to Approach Lights (wetland impacts)
Construct Service Access Roads to the Localizer Equipment
Shelter and to the Weather Station (wetland impacts, coastal dune
impacts, cultural grassland impacts, rare species habitat)

e Install Perimeter Safety/Security Fence (wetland impacts, coastal
dune impacts, rare species habitat)

A NON-PROFIT ORGANIZATION. DUES AND CONTRIBUTIONS TAX DEDUCTIBLE AS PROVIDED BY LAW.
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» Expand Turf Apron (wetland impacts, cultural grassland impacts, rare species
habitat)

s Expand Auto Parking (wetland impacts, coastal dune impacts, rare species
habitat)

e Expand Terminal Building (possible wetland impacts)

In 2006, APCC submitted written comments following the release of the Environmental
Notification Form (ENF) for the project. In those comments, APCC acknowledged the
need to address issues that affect the safety and security of airport operations. However,
APCC also expressed its concern over likely significant impacts the projects would have
on wetlands, coastal dunes and rare species habitat located at the airport, as well as the
project’s visual impacts to the CCNS.

In its written comments on the ENF, APCC called for the project applicant to study
alternatives that would reduce the potential for impacts to the environment, and to
provide detailed information about proposed mitigation for any remaining environmental
impacts. The DEIR does provide significantly more information than the ENF in regard
to alternatives analysis and possible mitigation, but APCC still worries that impacts to
wetlands, coastal dunes and rare species will remain considerable, and that mitigation,
which relies largely on replication or restoration of wetlands and dunes, may not be
sufficient given the size and habitat value of the impacted area.

Wetland Impacts and Proposed Mitigation
According to the DEIR, the combined airport projects will impact approximately 64,000

square feet of wetlands. This figure does not include wetland impacts as a result of
installing a perimeter safety/security fence around the airport, as the exact location of the
fence has yet to be determined.

The DEIR has identified the extensive wetlands within the project area as mostly isolated
freshwater wetlands, consisting of seasonally-flooded shrub/scrub coastal interdunal
wetland marsh, along with areas of interdunal forested wetland swales where-pitch pine is
the indicator species. A portion of bordering vegetated wetlands associated with the
tidally influenced Hatches Harbor wetland will also be impacted by the project.

Although the DEIR provides approximate square footage of wetland that will be
impacted by each of the proposed projects, APCC could not find any information that
reported what percentage of an individual wetland area will be impacted for each project.
For example, the Westerly Taxiway System realignment and reconstruction project

@ would impact 33,225 sq ft of wetland in what is identified as Wetland Area I. But, the
total square footage of wetland in Wetland Area I is not provided, and therefore the
percentage of Wetland Area I that will be impacted is unknown. This information is
valuable in helping determine how significant a specific project impact will be on any
particular wetland area. The FEIR should provide more information on the anticipated
severity of each project impact on a wetland system.
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Also, in the case of the Westerly Taxiway System project, APCC notes that a section of
Wetland Area I will be bisected from the rest of the wetland as a result of the proposed
project, as shown in Figure 3.1 in the DEIR. The DEIR does not provide any information
about if, or how, this fragmentation of the wetland will affect the hydrology, habitat value

. or other functional aspects of either the smaller isolated piece or the larger piece. It
appears from the DEIR that other wetland areas are similarly fragmented by other
proposed airport projects. The FEIR should address how projects occmring in wetland
areas may indirectly impact those wetlands,

To mitigate wetland impacts, the applicant proposes to restore and/or replicate additional
wetlands in areas where existing paved surfaces are to be removed. In the MEPA
Certificate for the ENF, the Secretary directed the applicant to provide a detailed
wetlands replication plan in the DEIR that must include “replication location(s)
delineated on plans, elevations, typical cross sections, test pits or soil boring logs,

@ groundwater elevations, the hydrology of areas to be altered and replicated, list of _
wetlands plant species of areas to be altered and the proposed wetland replication species,
planned construction sequence, and a discussion of the required performance standards
and monitoring.” APCC could not find information in the DEIR regarding elevations,
cross sections, test pits/soil boring logs, groundwater elevations, and the hydrology of
altered areas. This specific information should be included in the FEIR.

The project applicant states that wetland mitigation will conform to Massachusetts DEP
and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers wetland mitigation guidelines, as well state and local
wetlands regulations. Despite these assurances, APCC remains concerned that the
proposed mitigation will be insufficient to address the impacts to such a high value
TESOUICE area.

Both the Environmental Protection Agency and the Massachusetts DEP report that
historically many wetland replication efforts are not successful. ' According to the
Buzzards Bay National Estuary Program Web site, “Many scientists and managers are
concerned with the use of wetlands replication as a routine management tool for two
reasons. First, wetlands replication projects have a high failure rate. In New England it
has been estimated that 50% of all replication efforts fail because of inadequate design or

@ maintenance (Ed Reiner, EPA, personal communication). Second, many functions
performed by natural wetlands may not be performed by artificial or replicated wetlands.
Although it may be possible to replicate the flood contrel, sediment trapping, and
waterfowl values of some wetlands, scientists have identified at least 75 complex
ecological relationships among soils, hydrology, water quality, vegetation, and wildlife,
many of which take centuries to develop.”

The DEIR states that the proposed wetland mitigation represents an approximately 1:1
restoration. If the project is approved and the proposed wetland restoration and
replication is permitted as mitigation, a 1:1 restoration should be required at a minimum.
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Impacted square footage should be carefully calculated against square footage of areas to
be restored or replicated, and this exact calculation should be included in the Final
. Environmental Impact Report (FEIR).

The DEIR also indicates that additional, off-site wetland restoration is a possibility, if
@ deemed necessary. Any off-site wetland mitigation should be identified in the FEIR.

Any wetlands replicated or restored on-site or off-site as project mitigation should match
the environmental characteristics of impacted wetlands in terms of functionality and plant
communities. For example, a diverse shrub/scrub interdunal wetland plant community

should not be replaced by a replicated wetland that is largely dominated by cattail. The
FEIR should provide specific information on how this should be accomplished, and the
Cape Cod Commission Development of Regional Impact (DRI) process should further
refine and guide this mitigation procedure, if it is determined to be acceptable.

Wetland Tmpacts from Parking Lot Expansion
APCC believes that alternatives for the proposed expanded auto parking lot should be

studied further in the FEIR. The project applicant presented several parking lot
configurations in the DEIR, and identified Option 1 as the preferred alterative. As
proposed, Option 1 would fill in or otherwise permanently impact 4,650 sq ft of isolated
scrub-shrub/forested wetland. Option 1 would increase parking spaces from 64 spaces for
visitors and 20 for employees that currently exist to a total of 119 spaces. The DEIR
states that these additional spaces are needed for future airport demand in the peak use
season. APCC recommends that the applicant continue to study alternative
configurations that would avoid this impact, and also to pursue additional parking
demand reduction measures that could reduce the total number of spaces needed.

Coastal Dune Impacts and Proposed Mitigation
According to the DEIR, combined airport projects would impact approximately 42,200 sq

@ ft of coastal dune. As with wetland impacts from the project, this number does not
include coastal dune impacts as a result of the proposed perimeter fence installation.

The DEIR proposes to mitigate coastal dune impacts by creating new coastal dunes
elsewhere in the project area where pavement is to be removed, and through an invasive
plant species management program within coastal dune habitat, Newly created dunes
would be planted with native vegetation. Total new dune creation proposed (excluding
petimeter fence mitigation) is approximately 32,000 sq ft of new dune for the 42,000 sqft
impacted. The FEIR should explain how the applicant proposes to mitigate impacts to the
remaining 10,000 sq ft of impacted coastal dune.

APCC would like to see determinations by appropriate state environmental agencies and
the Cape Cod Commission as to whether creating new dunes is acceptable mitigation for
permanent impacts to naturally occurring coastal dunes in such an environmentally

sensitive area. Ifthis is acceptable mitigation, the FEIR should provide detailed
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information about the expected survival rate of the plantings and contingency plans for
addressing any created dune habitat that fails to become established.

Regarding the invasive species management plan proposed in the DEIR, APCC supports
invasive species control programs and looks forward to reviewing additional information
about this mitigation proposal as the project review process moves forward.

Rare Species Habitat Impacts

The Massachusetts Natural Heritage and Endangered Specl es Program has 1dentlﬁ3d the
entire airport area as Priority Habitat of Rare Species and Estimated Habitat of Rare
Wildlife and Certified Vernal Pools. Specifically, the airport contains habitat for the
eastem box turtle, eastern spadefoot toad, vesper sparrow and broom crowberry. The
DEIR states that proposed airport projects will permanently or temporarily impact habitat
for all four species.

A population of broom crowberry was identified during field surveys conducted by the
project applicant, according to the DEIR. The applicant should reconfirm in the FEIR
that the broom crowberry population will not be impacted by the proposed projects.

Nearly 2ll of the area encompassing the airport has been designated as habitat suitable for
eastern box turtle. While no box turtles were observed in field surveys of the area, APCC
looks to the FEIR to provide details on proposed methods to ensure that there is no
“taking” of the eastern box turtle as a result of the airport improvement projects.

The eastern spadefoot toad is known to inhabit the dune country found in this area of the
CCNS. The Outer Cape Cod region, which includes Provincetown, holds the greatest
concentration of spadefoot toads in the northeast. Individuals only emerge from
underground burrows on certain rainy nights to feed and reproduce, and are therefore not
easily observed during most of the year. According to the DEIR, various attempts were
made to Jocate the presence of spadefoot toads during likely heavy rain events and in
temporary pools in dune areas. However, the DEIR also indicates that during the time
period of the surveys, the region was experiencing lower than average rainfall, which
may be a factor in the absence of spadefoot toad sightings. APCC sees the need for
further field studies to determine whether eastern spadefoot toads utilize the project area.

The cultural grassland habitat consisting of the mown areas around the airfield has been
identified as potential habitat for the state-listed vesper sparrow. The DEIR states that
there will be no net loss of cultural grassland habitat, due to mitigation that entails
creation of new grassland or restoration of other areas, although total square footage of
area impacted and area to be restored or created were not evident in the DEIR. This
information should be provided in the FEIR.

No vesper sparrows were found during initial field surveys, according to the DEIR. The
FEIR should confirm that an additional survey will be conducted prior to any project
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activity that impacts vesper sparrow habitat in order to verify that no sparrows are
present.

Terminal Building :
More information on a preferred alternative for expanding the terminal building should
be provided in the FEIR. A preferred alternative was not identified in the DEIR, but the:
DEIR did discuss two general options. The first would maintain the same building
footprint but increase the height from one story to two stories, which would create visual
impacts in the CCNS. The second option involves expanding the building horizontally,
which would impact approximately 560 sq ft of isolated wetland. Assuming that
additional space is validated in the course of the project review process, information on a
preferred alternative for expanding the terminal should also include detailed analysis of
how wetland impacts can be minimized or avoided.

Safety/Security Fence

A fence encircling the area of airport activity has been proposed as one of the airport
projects. The purpose of the fence is to maintain airport safety and security by keeping
humans and large animals such as deer and coyote from encroaching on the airfield and
other secure areas.

In the ENF, the project applicant proposed that eight-foot high black chain link fence
topped with barbed wire run the entire circumference of the airport lease area, According
to the ENF, the fence would have impacted approximately 62,000 sq ft of bordering
vegetated wetland, 6,000 sq ft of isolated wetland, and 418,000 sq ft of coastal dune. It
would also impact eastern box turtle and eastern spadefoot toad habitats.

In the DEIR, the applicant studied several alternatives for the placement of the perimeter
fence in an effort to reduce the significant environmental impacts reported in the ENF.
APCC is encouraged by the effort of the applicant thus far in analyzing alternatives with
fewer environmental impacts. Of the concepts studied in the DEIR, two have been
identified as warranting further study as potential preferred alternatives. Still, one of
those concepts would impact 43,620 sq ft of bordering vegetated wetland and 5,720 sq ft
of isolated wetlands, while the second possible concept would impact 44,840 sq ft of
bordering vegetated wetland and 21,425 sq ft of isolated wetland. The DEIR does not
identify the square footage of coastal dune that would be impacted, although it is
presumed to be less than stated in the ENF due to reductions in fence circumference.
Even so, the fence likely remains the single largest source of impacts to coastal dunes of
all the projects proposed, and both concepts would still impact wetlands and rare species
habitat.

APCC recommends that the alternative fence concepts be refined in the FEIR in an
attempt to further reduce impacts to wetlands, dunes and habitat. The FEIR should also

@ provide specific square feet calculations for the impacts to coastal dunes and other
environmental resources.
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Because a preferred alternative for the safety/security fence has not been identified,
complete mitigation details were not offered in the DEIR. A specific mitigation proposal
should be included in the FEIR.

Visual Impacts
Most of the visual impacts of the proposed projects will result from the safety/security

fence, additional parking spaces and the terminal expansion. These projects will have
visual impacts on certain areas within the CCNS. The DEIR states that efforts to
minimize the fence’s impatts on dunes and wetlands by attempting to run the installation
strategically along certain topography will also help to minimize visual impacts.
Increased parking lot size will be screened by plantings, which will also help screen the
terminal building, according to the DEIR. The degree to which the terminal building

~ creates visual impacts depends upon whether the horizontal or vertical expansion concept -
is selected as the preferred alternative.

The FEIR should provide accurate visual simulations of the proposed projects as seen -
from key locations within the CCNS in oxder to help gauge the extent of visual impacts
and the effectiveness of proposed screenings and other mitigation.

Conclusion -

The DEIR for the Provincetown Airport capital improvements plan has provided much
information about proposed project details, alternatives analysis, environmental impacts
and possible mitigation. However, APCC believes that more information and study is
warranted for a project that has the potential for significant impacts to sensitive habitat
and state-listed species. APCC therefore calls on the Secretary to require the applicant to
provide additional information on the outstanding issue areas identified in this comment
letter. As was stated in its written comments on the ENF, APCC recognizes and supports
the need for airport facilities that provide safety and security. But, APCC remains
concemned by the extent of the project’s environmental impacts, and whether the
proposed mitigation will be sufficiently effective or acceptable.

APCC thanks the Secretary for this opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,
| v L ..
7/ %&ﬂ’/f v s
-~Maggie Geist // Don Keeran
Executive Director Assistant Director
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Response to Comments in letter from Association to Preserve Cape Cod, July 11,
2007,

1. Although many of the wetland areas are classified as isolated vegetated wetlands, the areas
are hydrologically connected. The mosaic pattern of wetland areas intermixed with coastal
dunes is a natural characteristic of the Airport wetland resources. In some cases, the complete
perimeter of wetland areas was not delineated because it was well outside of the potential
project impact area. Some of the wetland areas have naturally developed in response to the
airfield configuration and the proposed TW projects will simply shift this configuration.
Section 7 discusses further the suitability of the area for wetland restoration.

2. The existing mosaic of small and larger isolated wetlands will be maintained with the
proposed wetland restoration. Wetland Restoration Area A will be located near the
northwestern corner of the abandoned West End TW and the Runway 7 End, adjacent to
portions of Wetlands C/J/FK and contiguous with Wetland | as shown on Figures 7.1 and 7.3.
Wetland Restoration Area C is located within the footprint of the existing East End TW, south
of the terminal apron and contiguous with Wetland H, as shown on Figures 7.2 and 7.4.
Wetland Restoration Area C is adjacent to wetland C/J/FK at the end of Runway 7.

These areas are highly suitable for wetland restoration because they are adjacent to existing
wetlands and are close to elevations within existing wetlands. A total of six monitoring
wells have been installed in and around areas designated for restoration, in order to confirm
proper hydrologic conditions that will support wetland restoration and creation. Plant
species are listed in a Table 7-1 in Section 7.0, along with preliminary planting
specifications. Furthermore, restoration of BVW has been increased to achieve an
approximately 2:1 ratio. BVW will be impacted by improvements to the MALSF Access
Road and construction of the fence. Restoration Area C is for BVW restoration.

3. Successful wetland restoration will require sufficient hydrologic conditions. Specifically,
groundwater should be close enough to the surface such that saturated soils exist within one
foot of the final elevation during the growing season. These elevations should provide 4-
12” of standing water during the winter and spring, as observed within other seasonally
flooded wetland areas at the Airport. Six monitoring wells have been installed to observe
groundwater elevations within the existing wetland areas as close as possible to the
proposed restoration areas. Depth to water was recorded on two separate dates. No
significant difference in depth to water was observed across all six wells, suggesting that
removal of existing impervious materials will result in sufficient hydrological conditions.

4. On-site mitigation is proposed in areas where existing impervious surfaces will be removed.
The draft wetland restoration plans have been developed to comply with several regulations
and permit performance standards that relate to wetlands; including the Wetlands Protection
Act, the Provincetown Wetland Bylaw, Section 401 Water Quality Certification, and
Section 404 Army Corps of Engineers permit.

5. A qualified wetland scientist will oversee all aspects of the wetland restoration activities
including installation of sedimentation control barriers, excavation of salvaged plant
materials, removal of impervious surfaces and excavation of sub-base materials, installation
of monitoring wells, soil augmentation, revegetation, and implementation of a monitoring
plan.

Wetland restoration areas will be monitored twice annually for a minimum of five growing
seasons to determine the relative success of the restored wetlands. Semi-annual site
inspections conducted during late spring and late summer will include an assessment of the
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relative health and integrity of the salvaged vegetation and newly planted individuals,
percent cover of vegetation, percent cover of wetland species, and general compliance with
the performance standards under 310 CMR 10.55(4)(b)(1 through 7) and in accordance
with Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) Compensatory Mitigation Guidance. Randomly
distributed vegetative test quadrats will be established within the wetland restoration areas
to provide consistent data regarding the relative success of the wetland plant communities.
Additional measures will be taken during construction and monitoring of wetland
restoration areas to discourage establishment of invasive species within the newly disturbed
soils, as described in Section 7.3.

Written reports detailing the findings of each monitoring event will be submitted to the
Provincetown Conservation Commission, DEP, and the Corps, as well as other regulatory
agencies overseeing the wetland restoration activities. Photographic documentation will be
incorporated within the monitoring reports. Recommendations will be made for the
replacement of dead or dying plants, and any additional remediation, as necessary.

6. Since the Draft EA/EIR, additional wetland delineation and project development has further
refined the impact calculations. Any further refinement will be included in the design plans
submitted with permit applications.

7. On-site areas have been identified for project mitigation.
8. Mitigation plans are provided in Section 7.

9. Further evaluation and assessment of the parking lot options was completed. A fourth
option has been identified that avoids wetland impacts. Additionally, Concept 4 can be built
in phases. More information can be found in Sections 3, 5 and 6.

10. Coastal dune impacts associated with the proposed fence are included in Section 5.

11. Some of the alterations within coastal dune will be mitigated through creation of additional
coastal dune within Restoration Area A in Mitigation Option 1, and Restoration Area A and
B in Mitigation Option 2. Management of invasive species within coastal dune habitat is
also proposed.

12. The Provincetown Conservation Commission as well as the DEP, the CCC, and ACOE will
review the mitigation plans

13. Section 7.3 contains additional information on the invasive species management plan.

14. The population of Broom Crowberry will not be impacted by the proposed projects.
According to preliminary discussions with NHESP, a “Take” will likely not occur on
Vesper Sparrow habitat or Broom Crowberry habitat. The proposed net gain in Cultural
Grassland will serve to enhance Vesper Sparrow habitat at the Airport. Cultural Grassland
management also enhances habitat quality for the Broom Crowberry.

15. A single female Eastern Box Turtle was observed at the Airport in June 2007. Gaps along
the fence bottom are proposed, to avoid of a “Take” of the Eastern Box Turtle.

16. At the direction of NHESP, additional field analyses of Eastern Spadefoot Toad breeding
habitat have been conducted in order to better quantify potential effects on the species.
Field biologists identified prime and potential breeding habitat for the Eastern Spadefoot
Toad. This new information has allowed project alternatives, particularly the fence, to be
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

located away from areas of prime (ideal) habitat. A separate report has been created
documenting observations of Eastern Spadefoot Toad habitat, which is provided in
Appendix 2.

Cultural Grassland will be created for the TW safety areas, or restored after pavement
removal as discussed above. Newly created Cultural Grasslands will be located adjacent to
the restored wetland area as discussed in Section 7.

Areas of created or restored Cultural Grasslands will be maintained by the Airport in
accordance with an established mowing schedule.

A Construction Management Plan will be implemented as discussed in Section 7.5 to
protect rare species. This plan will be reviewed by NHESP and will include all measures
necessary to avoid a “Take” of species.

Adding a second floor to the existing building has been identified as the preferred
alternative. The building will be designed to comply with NPS and CCC
landscaping/exterior building requirements, and wetland impacts will be avoided.

A new alternative for the safety/security fence has been developed that avoids impacts to
Hatches Harbor and minimizes impacts to state listed species and their habitats. Additional
information about the Concept 6 fence alignment can be found in Sections 3, 5, and 6.
Specific project impacts to coastal dunes, Buffer Zone as well as wetland resources are
provided in Section 5.

A preferred alternative for the fence has been identified. Detailed mitigation plans are
provided in Section 7, including a Construction Management Plan.

Visual impacts from the parking lot will be mitigated with landscaping. The Terminal
building will match the current exterior design details.
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MEMORANDUM
TO: William Gage, Environmental Reviewer, MEPA Unit

THROUGH: Jonathan Hobill, Acting Deputy Regional Director,
Bureau of Resource Protection
David Johnston, Deputy Regional Director, BWP
Millie Garcia-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director, BWSC
Gary Moran, Regional Director

CC: Elizabeth Kouloheras, Chief, Wetlands and ‘
Team Leader, Cape Cod Watershed
Jeffrey Gould, Chief, Water Pollution Control :
Richard Rondeau, Chief, Water Supply
Richard Keith, Chief, Municipal Services
Richard Lehan, Acting Deputy Associate Commissioner/Operations

FROM: Sharon Stone, SERO MEPA Coordinator

DATE: July 11, 2007

RE: . NPC/DEIR EOEA #13789 — PROVINCETOWN — Municipal Airport
Capital Improvements
Plan '
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"For Use in Intra-Agency Policy Deliberations™

The Southeast Regional Office of the Department of Environmental Protection
{(MassDEP) has reviewed the Notice of Project Change (NPC)/Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed capital improvements plan project for the
municipal airport to be located at Provincetown, Massachusetts (EOEA #13789).

The Cape Cod Watershed Team has reviewed the NPC/DEIR and offers the following
comments:

Wetlands and Waterways Program Comments:

The project proposes to implement the Provincetown Municipal Airport’s capital
improvement plan consisting of various safety and facility improvements. According to
Summary Impact Table 6-3 in the DEIR, the proposed work would directly impact 1,500
square feet of Bordering Vegetated Wetland (BVW), indirectly impact approximately
43,560 square feet of BVW, directly impact 63,463 square feet of Isolated Vegetated
Wetland (IVW), and indirectly impact 5,670 square feet of IVW. The total proposed
impact to BVW is approximately 45,060 square feet and to IVW is approximately 69,135
square feet. The proposed work would also impact 45,950 square feet of Coastal Dune,
not counting the impact of the proposed security fence that will be quantified in the Final
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. Environmental Impact Report (FEIR). The property is also mapped as habitat for rare

and endangered wildlife.

Due to the proposed impacts to BVW, the project does not conform to the Wetlands
Protection Act Regulations performance standards for BVW. As a result, the proposed
project will require a variance from the Wetlands Protection Act. In addition, pursuant to
314 CMR 9.00, the wetlands proposed to be impacted are defined as Outstanding
Resource Waters (ORWs). In accordance with 314 CMR 9.06(3), the proposed project
does not conform to the regulations since no discharge of fill material is aliowed in an
ORW unless specified in 314 CMR 9.06(3)(a) through (i). As a result, the proposed
project will also fequire a variance from the Water Quality Certification (WQC)
Regulations unless the project receives a variance under 310 CMR 10.05 (10) where
consideration has been given to the Ouistanding Resource Water designated in the
variance analysis as provided for in 314 CMR 9.06 (3) (h).

A variance from the Wetlands Protection Act may be granted if the proponent
demonstrates that there are no reasonable alternatives that would allow the project to
proceed in compliance with the regulations, that mitigating measures are proposed that
will allow the project to be conditioned so as to contribute to the protection of the
interests identified in the Act and that the variance is necessary to accommodate an -
overriding community, regional, state or national public interest. As noted in the
Department’s comment letter on the ENF, a variance may be appropriate to alleviate
airport safety concerns but may not be appropriate for other normal a1rport maintenance
projects. Many of the proposed capital improvements are related to various FAA-
mandated safety issues, however, the proposed expanded turf apron, auto parking lot and
terminal building appear to be related to forecasted increases in airport capacity. Asa
result, these non-safety related elements of the capital improvement plan will be required
to be designed in conformance with the applicable regulations. All other proposed work
will need to be designed to avoid, minimize and mitigate for those unavoidable wetland
impacts.

The proposed relocation of the West End and East End Taxiways and subsequent
abandonment of the existing paved areas in those locations provide an opportunity for on-
site wetland restoration. The Mitigation Plans in Section 7.0 indicate that a total of
approximately 64,000 square feet of freshwater wetlands will be created in two locations.

- Although the proposed wetland mitigation is commendable it doesn’t provide the greater

than 1:1 replacement of all lost wetlands associated with the variance (i.e. overriding
public safety requirements associated with airport safety improvements), including all
direct and indirect loss of bordering and isolated vegetated wetlands portion of the project
and mitigation of at least 1:1 for the non-variance portions of the project (i.e. the “non-
safety” facility and capacity improvement). The Department expects the proponent to
explore and identify other mitigation opportunities in order to fully mitigate for all
wetland losses on at least a 1:1 basis. To that end, the Department would suggest that the -
proposed 5000 square feet of coastal dune restoration in Wetland Restoration Area B be
changed to restoration of additional freshwater wetlands.
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In the ENF, the proposed construction of a new electrical vault would impact

approximately 2,500 square feet of wetland in area C. The DEIR has identified an
@ alternative location adjacent to the sightseeing shack that is within managed upland

(Alternative 1). The Department concurs that this is the preferred alternative.

The service roads to access the Automated Weather Observing Station (AWOS) and the
localizer equipment shelter have been reduced from a 12 feet wide road in the ENF to a

@ 10 feet wide road in the DEIR. The Department commends the reduction in wetland
impacts in this area.

The preferred expanded auto parking option (Option 1) would impact approximately

4,650 square feet of wetland area A. As stated earlier, non-safety related elements of the

capital improvement plan must be designed in compliance with applicable regulations. In
the Department’s judgment, the preferred alternative is not designed in conformance with

the WQC regulations. As a result, the Department recommends that alternative locations

for expanded auto parking be explored and identified outside vegetated wetland areas.

A preferred alternative for the design of the proposed expanded terminal building has not
been identified in the DEIR. However, in Section 4.0 (Alternative Analysis) of the
DEIR, a vertical expansion is evaluated and could be designed to stay within the footpnnt

‘ @ of the existing terminal building. Asa ‘non-safety related element of the capital
improvement plan this alternative would avoid wetland impacts and therefore would be
the Department’s preferred alternative.

The proposed expanded turf apron would result in the loss of approximately 1,250 square
feet of wetland area C. It should be noted that the Department’s variance in 2001
allowed the expansion of turf apron parking. The DEIR indicates that the existing turf
apron parking has already been deemed inadequate during peak demand. In the
Department’s judgment, the DEIR fails to justify why additional wetland impacts
associated with an expansion of the turf apron parking is necessary to accommodate an

_overriding community, regional, state or national public interest. As a result, the
Department recommends that alternative locations for expanded turf parking be explored
and identified outside vegetated wetland arcas.

In addition to-the three alternatives evaluated in the ENF, the DEIR evaluates two more
alternatives for the proposed perimeter fence. Concepts 4 and 5 describe a perimeter
fence that would include a four-foot wide area on the outside of the fence that would be
cleared of trees and shrubs. In the ENF, the proposed perimeter fence had an associated
ten foot wide maintained area (where vegetation would be cut/maintained) on the outside
of the fence and a ten foot wide vehicle travel path on the inside of the fence. Concept 4
would impact approximately 1 acre of BVW and approximately 0.13 acres of IVW.
Concept 5 would impact approximately 1.03 acre of BVW and approximately 0.49 acres
of IVW. Although an improvement over the preferred alternative in the ENF (fence along
the lease line), concepts 4 and 5 are still the single largest wetland impact of the overall
capital improvement plan. Concept 4 has less wetland impact compared to Concept 5 but
Concept 4 also encoimpasses a larger area thereby reducing the local available wildlife
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habitat. In order to better assess which concept is the preferred alternative, the FEIR
needs to provide more detail. For example, the FEIR should depict where a 10-foot wide
patrol road is necessary on a plan. [s it necessary to extend the perimeter fence all the
way to the lease line in the vicinity of Hatches Harbor? if so, the FEIR should quantify
the impact to salt marsh. In addition, if the fence extends into the tida] marshes of -
Hatches Harbor, the fence may obstruct tidal flow during spring high tide events and the
proponent will need to develop a management plan to keep the fence free of vegetative
debris. Further, the FEIR should describe how the fence would be constructed within
wetland areas. For example, would cement trucks be limited to firm ground (upland or
pavement) to prevent compaction of wetland soils. What type of equipment will be used
in wetland areas? How will construction materials be delivered to wetland aréas? Also,
impacts to wildlife passage associated with construction of the perimeter feace should be

reviewed as part of the wildlife habitat evaluation. Finally, the DEIR didn’t quantify the
impact of the perimeter fence to Coastal Dune areas. The proponent will need to provide
that information in the FEIR.

The Depariment expects the proponent to fully explore alternatives in the FEIR to avoid
vegetated wetland impacts for those non-safety related elements of the capital
improvement plan, minimize those unavoidable impacts and provide mitigation on at
least a 1:1 (and greater than 1:1 for those impacts associated with the variance portion of
the project) basis that will allow the project to be conditioned so as to contribute to the
protection of the interests identified in the Act.

Construction Agtivities - EPA : :

The project construction activities may disturb one or more acres of land and therefore, may

require a NPDES Stormwater Permit for Construction Activities. The proponent can access
information regarding the NPDES Stormwater requirements and an application for the

Construction General Permit at the EPA website:

hitp//cfpub.epa.gov/npdes/stormwater/cep.cfim

Bureay of Waste Site Cleanup

 Based on the information provided in the EIR, the Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup
(BWSC) searched its database for disposal sites and release notifications. There is one
former disposal site located in the vicinity of the project. Release Tracking Number
(RTN) 4-1111, located on Race Point Road, submitted a permanent Waiver Completion
Statement on April 23, 1999,

The Project Proponent is advised that, if oil and/or hazardous material is 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
Licensed Site Professional (LSP) may 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 or prudent if contamination is present. The BWSC may
be contacted for guidance if questions regarding cleanup arise.
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The MassDEP Southeast Regional Office appreciates the opportunity to comment on this
proposed project. If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact
~ Sharen Stone at (508) 946-2846. ' :
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Response to comments in letter from DEP Southeast Regional Office (SERO), July
11, 2007

1. A Notice of Intent will be submitted to the PCC for all project elements that will alter
wetland resources or occur within the Buffer Zone to wetland resources. The Commission
will be asked to issue an Order of Conditions for the elements that meet the performance
standards of the WPA and local bylaw regulations.

The fence project and the improvements to the MALSF access road would directly
(permanently) alter a total of 2,460 SF of Bordering Vegetated Wetland (BVW).

Wetland resources within the entire CCNS are classified as Outstanding Resource Waters
(ORWs). Any alteration to wetlands requires at an minimum, an Individual Water Quality
Certification (WQC). Pursuant to CMR 9.06(3)(c), some of the projects would be classified
as “Maintenance, repair, replacement, or reconstruction, but not substantial enlargement
of lawfully located structures or facilities including buildings, roads, railways, utilities and
coastal engineering structures.”

2. Since the circulation of the NPC/Draft EIR/EA, the alternatives analysis has been expanded
and additional alternatives have been developed for the turf apron and auto parking lot that
avoid impacts to wetlands. The preferred alternative for the Terminal is the vertical
expansion which will not impact wetlands.

3. Direct alterations within BVW and IVW will be mitigated through the proposed on-site
wetland restoration which reflects an approximately 1:1 restoration of isolated vegetated
wetlands in two locations (Restoration Areas A, and C), and an approximately 2:1 for BVW
impacts (on-site Restoration Area B).

Relocation of the West End TW and East End TW and subsequent abandonment of the
existing paved areas allow for wetland restoration within the footprint of the existing paved
areas. A total of between 69,000 SF and 83,000 SF of restored freshwater wetlands is
proposed within the Airport in three locations.

Wetland Restoration Area A will be located near the northwestern corner of the abandoned
West End TW and the Runway 7 End, contiguous with Wetland | as shown on Figures 7.1
and 7.3. Wetland Restoration Area C is located within the footprint of the existing East End
TW, south of the terminal apron and is contiguous with Wetland H, as shown on Figures
7.2 and 7.4. These areas are highly suitable for wetland restoration due to their proximity to
existing wetlands, connectivity to groundwater and existing elevations. The BVW
Restoration Area B would provide approximately 5,000 SF of wetland restoration as shown
on Figure 7.1.

4. This location has been identified as the Preferred Alternative.
5. Since the NPC/Draft EIR/EA, the amount of impervious surface has also been reduced.

e A fourth option has been identified that avoids wetland impacts. Additional information can
be found in Sections 3, 5 and 6.

e The vertical expansion has been identified as the preferred alternative.
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e A reduced dimension alternative has been developed for the turf apron that avoids wetland
impacts. Additional information is provided in Sections 3, 5 and 6.

e An additional fence alternative alignment (Concept 6) has been developed. Concept 6 would
maintain a four foot wide area on the both sides of the fence to be clear of trees and shrubs.
This area would be either mowed or trimmed but not graded. No patrol roads are proposed for
this alignment. Additionally, Concept 6 eliminates fencing at the west end around the ILS
within Hatches Harbor. Gaps along the fence bottom are proposed, so as to avoid a “Take” of
the Eastern Box Turtle. Additional information is provided in Section 3.

e A Construction Management Plan has been developed and is provided in Section 7. Impacts
to coastal dunes have been calculated and are in included in Section 6.

e All previously considered alternatives were revisited in order to fully quantify all potential
environmental impacts (e.g., wetland, wildlife habitat, etc.). Newer concepts have been
compared to previous concepts in order to identify the environmentally preferred alternative.
New concepts have been developed for the parking lot expansion, the safety/security fence
alignment, and the turf apron. The new parking expansion alternative has no wetland impacts,
unlike the previous parking expansion concepts. Vertical expansion of the terminal building is
proposed, which will remain within the existing footprint. The turf apron has been redesigned
so that it will not impact any portion of Wetland C. The new concept for the fence alignment
considers all resource areas, including wildlife habitat and wildlife corridors in its alignment.
The Preferred Alternative for the fence will avoid these critical areas to the fullest extent
possible.

Section 7.0 is devoted solely to mitigation. It details, both via text and figures, areas
designated for restoration and the mitigation ratio that will be achieved. On-site wetland
restoration will be at approximately a 1:1 ratio for IVW and 2:1 ratio for BVW. Wetland
restoration is known to have a higher success rate than wetland replication because wetland
areas will be restored and not created.

Three areas have been identified for restoration efforts that will incorporate wetland
restoration, coastal dune creation and Cultural Grassland creation to compensate for lost
resources as a result of the improvement projects.

12. The NPDES Storm Water Program requires operators of large and small construction sites
to obtain authorization to discharge storm water under an NPDES construction storm water
permit. This program is administered jointly by EPA and DEP. A Notice of Intent will be
filed with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency for an NPDES Construction
Management General Permit 72 hours prior to the start of construction. The contractor will
be required to prepare a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and adhere to the plan to
control stormwater and prevent the movement of sediment from the construction site.

Operation of the Airport is subject to the NPDES Stormwater Multi-Sector General Permit.
According to the NPDES Program, airports are listed under Category vii “Transportation
facilities with Standard Industrial Codes 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, and 5171, which have
Cleaning Operations or Airport Deicing Operations.” The Airport is Sector S, Air
Transportation Facilities, and its Standard Industrial Code is 4580, “airports, flying fields,
and surfaces.” Those areas of the airport that discharge to “waters of the United States” are
subject to NPDES jurisdiction. For Provincetown Municipal Airport, this means those areas
that are tributary to the wetlands on-site.
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In compliance with the NPDES Program, the Airport developed a SWPPP in October 2000,
revised in July 2002. The SWPPP describes the drainage system at the Airport, identifies
potential pollution sources that might enter the drainage network and impact downstream
receiving waters, and lists BMPs for decreasing impacts.

13. If oil and /or hazardous material is identified during construction, DEP will be notified, and
all regulations will be followed.
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Capital Improvements Plan
Provincetown Municipal Airport
Provincetown, Massachusetts

&

&4 [Vass Audubon
Pmtecﬂ!@ the Nature of Massachusetts

! Tuly 11, 2007
Ian A, Bowles, Secretary | . E"
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs PR _
Atin: MEPA Office %Eh{“’i
William Gage, EOEA # 13789 _ > o0l
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 - TR pi
Boston MA 02114 .

Re:  Capital Improvements Plan.|Provincetown Municipal Airport %E? &

Dear Secretary Bowles:

On behalf of Mass Audubon, Tisubmit the following comments on the Notice of Project
Change/Draft Environmental Tmpact Report/Environmental Assossment for proposed improvements to
Provincetown Municipal Airport, ;

This project involves 4 series of safety and facility improvements to the Provincetown Municipal

Alrport. The environmental setting of this project is extraordinarily sensitive, as the airport is located
within the Cape Cod National Seashore and involves impacts to several state listed rare species, coastal
wetlands and associated habitats. Mass Audubon recommends that the project planners work further with
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and the Cape Cod National Seashore to refine the plans and

" 2ssociated mitigation prior to submission of the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) in order to

“ensure that all impacts are avoided and|minimized to the fullest extent possible, and that adequate
mitigation is provided for unavoidable impacts that arc essential to public safety and operation of the
arrport, - i o

Several of the project elements|will impact state listed rare species. Impacts to the Eastern Box
Turtle and Eastern Spadefoot Toad in ; rticular warrant further analysis, especially in regards to the
proposed perimeter fence, service access roads, and auto parking expansion. The surveys conducted by
project consultants provide a limited understanding of actual rare species habitats and activities on the
site. Substential additional consultation with Cape Cod National Seashote staff and the Natural Heritage
and Endangered Species Program (NHESP) should be condueted to more fully evaluate the effects in
relation to all available information on rare species at the site as well as science regarding the habitat and
life cycle characteristics of the species iln question.

|
As requested by the Cape Cod Commission, the proponent should fully elarify which of the
proposed improvements are required by FAA regulations vs, suggested by FAA guidelines, and those
which are proposed for expansion or convenience and efficiency of operations. Altematives should be
@ examined in further detail, particularly for project elements that are not mandated by the FAA, For
example, further consideration of off-site parking and/or the use of a shuttle bus should be considered as
an alterative to expansion of on-gite parking,

MEPA / NEPA DOCUMENTS 13-59



Capital Improvements Plan Final Environmental Impact Report/

Provincetown Municipal Airport Envgon;r_]gr?aa(lf)Aéfle;slsurzEr;;/
Provincetown, Massachusetts ecti

I EOQEA # 13789 Capital Improvements Pian, Provincetown Municipal Afrport
i Mass Audubon comments on NPC/DEIR/EA July 11, 2007
1
Eor truly unavoidable impacts, the proponent should work closely with the Cape Cod National
Seashore and local, state, and federal environmental permitting agencies to develop detailed and specific
mitigation plans that will effectively protect the rare species populations on the site, assuring thejr
continued viability for both the short and long term. A comprehensive mitigation package should be
prepared addressing all aspects of design, construction, and ongoing operation and maintenance of the
airport facilities that may affect rare species, wetlands, and native scashore habitats.
1
" The level of analysis presented thus far provides only a broad-brush understanding of the impacts
and potential approaches to mitigation. While this may suffice at a Draft EIR stage of review, it is vital
thet the Final EIR fully demonstrate that every possible measure to avoid and minimize impacts is being
@ pursued, and that effective mitigation measures will be implemented, with specific provigions for
timelines and adequate resources in plléce.

Thank you for considering thelLe comments.

Sincerely, i

LHok

E. Heidi Ricei
Senior Policy Analyst

oc: Micheel Garrity, Jacobs Edwards and Keleey
Lauren McKean, National Parks Service
John Portney, CCNS NPS |
Michelle Ricci, FAA
Sarah Haggerty, NHESP
Martha Hevenor, Cape Cod Commission -

TOTAL P.@2
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Response to Comments in letter from Mass Audubon, July 11, 2007

1. State-listed rare species mapped by NHESP at the Airport include: the Eastern Box Turtle,
the Vesper Sparrow, Broom Crowberry, and the Eastern Spadefoot Toad. As part of the
review of the NPC/Draft EIR/EA, NHESP indicated that the proposed improvement
projects might result in a “Take” of the Eastern Spadefoot Toad, and the Eastern Box Turtle
if construction avoidance methods were not developed. The NHESP also indicated that,
with certain construction conditions, a “Take” may be avoided for the Vesper Sparrow and
the Eastern Spadefoot Toad. NHESP emphasized that the Airport should try to avoid a
“Take,” if possible.

Since the NPC/Draft EIR/EA, the Project Team has met with NHESP twice (see minutes
provided in Section 10.1) to discuss ways to minimize impacts to all listed species.
Additional design alternatives, construction phase measures, and operational mitigation
measures have been developed to avoid a “Take” of any listed species at the Airport as a
result of the CIP projects. This FEIR/EA reflects those measures. A MESA Project Review
Checklist will be submitted to NHESP for their review and determination.

A new fence concept has been developed to minimize habitat fragmentation and habitat
degradation of the four state-listed species found at the Airport. The fence alignment has
been developed to avoid the prime Spadefoot habitat. Gaps along the fence bottom are
proposed, so as to avoid a “Take” of the Eastern Box Turtle as discussed further in Section
6.10. Construction phase and operational mitigation measures have also been developed.

Mitigation efforts involving habitat restoration, creation, or enhancement for the listed
species are also proposed to provide a long term net benefit to the species. Construction
will also be timed to avoid breeding times or other periods of peak activity if possible.

The Vegetation Management Plan is discussed in Section 7.4.

2. Section 2, Purpose and Need, has been revised and expanded to provide additional
information on FAA, TSA and MassDOT Aeronautics regulations. The FAA publishes
documents known as Advisory Circulars (AC) and Orders, which while not regulations,
provide accepted operational safety design standards to meet responsibilities pursuant to the
regulations. The use of these standards is mandatory for airport projects receiving Federal
grant-in-aid assistance. AIP funded projects are required to comply with certain FAA
Advisory Circulars (AC).

The specific design standards that apply to each project are identified in Section 2.1. Table
2.1 lists all the regulations that pertain to the projects. The applicable portions of the
referenced documents are provided in Appendix 6. Table 2.2 summarizes which elements
have been proposed in response to safety and security requirements and which are capacity
projects.

Wetland impacts have been reduced with new alternatives for the fence, turf apron and auto
parking. The preferred alternative for the Terminal project is the vertical expansion, which
will not impact wetlands. On-site wetland replication for direct IVW impacts, including
coastal dune, is proposed at a 1:1 ratio, while on-site BVW impacts will be restored at an
on-site 2:1 ratio.
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3. Section 7.0 is devoted solely to mitigation. It details, both via text and figures, the areas
designated for restoration and the mitigation ratio that will be achieved. On-site IVW
mitigation ratio for IVW is 1:1, while the on-site mitigation ratio for BVW is 2:1.

Three areas have been identified for restoration efforts that will incorporate wetland
restoration, coastal dune creation and Cultural Grassland creation to compensate for lost
resources as a result of the improvement projects

4. Environmentally preferred alternatives that have been identified will avoid and minimize
impacts to wetland resource areas and associated Buffer Zones to the fullest extent
practicable as discussed further in Sections 3, 5 and 6. Certain CIP projects that were
developed to address FAA safety standards will result in unavoidable impacts to wetlands.
These projects have an overriding public security/safety interest and include: safety/security
fence, westerly taxiway system improvements, relocation of the east end taxiway,
improvement to the access road to the MALSF approach lights, and the service access roads
to the LES and to the AWOS. Mitigation measures were designed to address the Wetlands
Protection Act and other mitigation guidelines to the extent practical. Three discrete areas
have been designated for restoration and mitigation efforts. Wetland restoration, coastal
dune creation, and Cultural Grassland creation will all occur in the restoration areas. On-
site wetland mitigation will occur at a 1:1 restoration rate for IVW impacts and 2:1 for
BVW impacts. Table 5-3 summarizes impacts and proposed mitigation.

Several of the CIP projects will result in alterations within the 100-foot Buffer Zone of one
or more wetland areas. In general, the existing Buffer Zone composition consists of one or
more of the following: unaltered coastal dune, managed/Cultural Grasslands, impervious
surfaces (buildings, pavement), or in some cases, where wetland areas are in close
proximity to each other, the Buffer Zone to one wetland may encompass one or more of the
adjacent wetlands.
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Garrity, Mike
From: Carrie_Phillips@nps.gov
Sent: Thursday, July 12, 2007 11:28 AM
To: michelle.ricci@faa.gov
Cce: bill. gage@state.ma.us; Garrity, Mike; Lauren_McKean@nps.gov: George_Price@nps.gov
Subject: Provincetown Airport CIP: EQEA No 13789

Hi Michelle -

Very sorry that we have not been able to get our comments to you on the Draft EIR/EA as
this is an incredibly busy time for us. We do plan, within the next week, to get a letter
to you clarifying our role as the property owner and a federal action agency in need of an
NPS-sufficient NEPA document (rather than an interested agency, abutter, or the public
commenting through the MEPA/NEPA public comment precess). And within a month or so after,
we should be able to get you our comments on the document itself — those comments will
focus on what we would need to see for the draft EA to satisfy the NPS's NEPA needs.
Thanks

-Carrie

Carrie Phillips

Chief, Natural Resource Management
Cape Cod National Seashore

99 Marconi Site Road

Wellfleet, MA 02667

508-349-3785 x 216
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No response necessary to email from National Park Service CCNS, July 12, 2007. Refer to
Section 13.3 for NPS comment letter and responses.
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Conumonwealth of Massachuselrs

Divisiomn of
Fisheries & Wildiife

Wayne F. MacCallum, Director

July 11, 2007

Ian A. Bowles, Secretary

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs
Attention: MEPA Office

William Gage, EOEA # 13789

100 Cambridge St.

Boston, Massachusetts 02114

Project Name: Provincetown Municipal Airport Capital Improvements Plan
Proponent: Provincetown Airport Commission
Location: Provincetown, MA

- Document Reviewed:  Notice of Project Change (NPC)/DRAFT Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR)/Environmental Assessment (E4)
EOEA No: 13789
NHESP Tracking No: 04-15716

Dear Secretary Bowles:

The Natural Heritage & Endangered Species Program (NHESP) of the MA Division of Fisheries &
Wildlife has reviewed the Notice of Project Change (NPC)/DRAFT Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR)/Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed Capital Improvements Plan for the
Provincetown Municipal Airport. At this time, the NHESP would like to offer the following comments in
regard to state-listed rare species and their habitats.

The project site is located within Priority Habitat and Estimated Habitat as indicated in the 12" Edition
of the MA Natural Heritage Atlas, which went into effect October 1, 2006. Based on a review of the
information that was provided and the information contained in our database, the proposed project occurs
within the actual habitat of the following species:

Seie ) o Name Taxouomic Group State Statu:
Scaphiopus holbrookii Eastern Spadefoot Toad Amphibian Threatened
Terrapene carolina Eastemn Box Turtle Reptile Special Concern
Pooecetes gramineus Vesper Sparrow Bird Threatened
Corema conradii Broom Crowberry Plant Special Concern

These species are state-listed in accordance with the Massachusetts Endangered Species Act (MESA,
MGL ¢131A) and its implementing regulations (321 CMR 10.00).

The Eastern Spadefoot Toad is a fossorial species that requires dry sandy soil for burrowirig and may be
found up to eight feet below ground when overwintering. The Spadefoot Toad breeds in temporary pools
which may hold water for as little as two weeks. The Eastern Box Turtle Is a terrestrial species which
ufilizes a wide variety of both upland and wetland habitats for feeding, nesting, dispersing, overwintering,

www.masswildlife.ore

Division of Fisheries and Wildlife
Field Headquarters, North Drive, Westborough, MA 01581 (508) 389-6300 Fax (508) 389-7891
An Agency of the Depariment of Fish and Game
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breeding, estivating, and shelter. The Vesper Sparrow inhabits open areas with scattered vegetation and
well-drained soils where they breed, nest, and forage. Broom Crowberry is a low-growing bushy
evergreen shrub that inhabits dry sandy flats. It often occurs in few to scveral clumps or in soattered
patches n low shrub or moor communities.’ ) '

The pro_[ect proponent has been consultmg w:th NHESP regardmg state-hsted SpBClCS concems,. and the
proponent has conducted field surveys and a habitat assessment of the site to determine the impacts of the
proposed activities on the species listed above. The proponent has not formally filed with the NHESP
- pursuant to the MESA (321 CMR 10.18), but the NHESP anticipates reviewing such a filing once plans
have been finalized. Based on a review of the information submitted, the information in our database, and
a site visit by NHESP staff on June 12, 2007 the NHESP would like to offer the foIIOng preliminary

oplmon

e Eastern Spadefoot Toad: Potential breeding habitat for the Eastern Spadefoot Toad has been
identified by Horsley Witten Group, Inc. as occurring extensively throughout the site, particularly
south and southeast of the existing structures and pavement. Many of these potential sites would be
impacted by the project as currently proposed (see Figure 5.3 of the DEIR and sce page 21 of the
“Summary of Natural Resources and Rare Species Habitat Assessments” found in Appendix 2 of the

@ DEIR). Impacts to potential breeding sites of the Eastern Spadefoot Toad should be eliminated or
minimized wherever possible. For example, choosing fenceline and parking expansion alternatives
which remove or reduce wetland impacts. The degradation of breeding habitat for this species would
be considered a “take” of the Eastern Spadefoot Toad and would require a Conservation and
Management Permit from the NHESP (321 CMR 10.23).

e Eastern Box Turtle: Potential habitat for the Eastern Box Turtle has been identified by Horsley
Witten Group, Inc. as occurring extensively throughout the site (see Figure 5.3 of the DEIR and see
page 21 of the “Summary of Natural Resources and Rare Species Habitat Assessments” found in
Appendix 2 of the DEIR}. In fact, a female Eastern Box Turtle was discovered on site by NHESP
staff during a site visit on June 12, 2007. Because the Eastern Box Turtle is a habitat generalist, much
of the proposed work has the potential to directly harm Box Turtles during construction activities
without appropriate oversight and/or construction conditioning. In addition, the NHESP is concerned
about the proposed fenceline impeding normal movements of Box Turtles across the site. The
NHESP has suggested to the proponent to include a gap of 6-8 inches at the bottom of the fenceline
which would allow turtles to migrate normally onto and off of the site, but would not impact the
integrity of the fenceline for security and safety. The proponent should continue to consult with the
NHESP to devise appropriate fence designs and construction conditions to avoid impacts to the
Eastern Box Turtle.

s  Vesper Sparrow: Potential habitat for the Vesper Sparrow is found primarily in the maintained
grasslands surrounding the runways (see Figure 5.3 of the DEIR and see page 21 of the “Summary of
Natural Resources and Rare Species Habitat Assessments” found in Appendix 2 of the DEIR).
Construction activities within this area have the potential to disrupt any Vesper Sparrows nesting in
the vicinity. Provided all construction activities in grasslands occur outside the breeding season of
the Vesper Sparrow (March 15-August 31), a “take” of the Vesper Sparrow can be avoided. If work
must occur during this time period, it may be possible to conduct surveys for the Vesper Sparrow
between late April and the end of May and begin work in June if no evidence of Vesper Sparrows is
found. However, if evidence of Vesper Sparrows is found, no work may occur in the grasslands until
after August 31. Based on the information submitted, there may be an overall net gain of grassland
habitat, as existing pavement is removed, which may benefit the Vesper Sparrow in the long run.

e Broom Crowberry: Broom Crowberry has been identified on site, however, most project activities
will occur outside of the area where the Broom Crowberry has been found (see Figure 5.3 of the
DEIR and see page 21 of the “Summary of Natural Resources and Rare Species Habitat Assessments”
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found in Appendix 2 of the DEIR). One fenceline alternative (alternative 2) is likely to impact this
@ population, therefore, alternative 2 would result in a “take” of Broom Crowberry.

The NHESP has not yet received a formal MESA filing on this project and we;continﬁ:,to be available to
consult with the proponent as they develop plans to avoid and minimize potential impacts to state-listed
species and their habitats: -Once the NHESP receives a complete MESA filing; we will deterniine whéther
~or not the proposed project will result ini the-“take™ of state-listed rare species. If the project is determined
@ to result in a“take,” then it may be possible to redesign the project to avoid 4 “take.” If sich revisions are
not possible, the-applicant shiould note that projects resulting in 2 “take” may only be permitted if they
meet the performance standards for a “Conservation and Management Permit” under MESA (321 CMR

10.04(3)(b)).

Regarding the request for permission to proceed with footprint pavement reconstruction, the NHESP is
not concemned about the repaving of existing paved areas. However, if there will be impacts to grassland

bird habitat (i.e. any access, stockpiling of materials, staging of equipment in grasslands), work should
not occur between March 15 and August 31 to avoid impacts to breeding Vesper Sparrows.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this project. If ybu have any questions about this letter,

please contact Sarah Haggerty at (508) 389-6367, (sarah haggerty@state.ma.us).

: SililCCl’dYs &{) | 7 ?

Thomas W. French, Ph.D.
Assistant Director

ce: Provincetown Municipal Airport b e %
Michael Garrity; Jacobs Edwards and Kelcey
Amy Ball, Horsley Witten Group, Inc.
Michelle Ricci; Federal Aviation Administration
Denise Garcia; Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission
Provincetown Planning Board
Provincetown Board of Selectmen
Provincetown Conservation Commission
DEP Southeast Regional Office, MEPA Coordinator
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Response to comments in letter from Division of Fisheries & Wildlife, (NHESP),
July 11, 2007.

1.

Additional field analyses of Eastern Spadefoot Toad breeding habitat have been conducted
in order to better quantify potential effects on the species. Field biologists identified prime
and potential breeding habitat for the Eastern Spadefoot Toad. This new information has
allowed project alternatives, particularly the fence, to be located away from areas of prime
(ideal) habitat. A separate report has been created documenting observations of Eastern
Spadefoot Toad habitat, which is provided in Appendix 2.

A Construction Management Plan has been developed and a draft is provided in Section
7.5. The Plan includes environmental oversight during construction.

The fence will have gaps along the bottom of the fence (per discussions with NHESP) to
allow for the movement of box turtles and other small animals. Figure 6.7 provides a detail.

Ongoing consultation is planned with NHESP.

As discussed throughout the document, construction will be conditioned to avoid a Take of
Vesper Sparrow.

The Preferred Alternative for the fence (Concept 6) will not impact Broom Crowberry.

The proponent appreciates the consultations with the NHESP Staff and guidance they have
provided. Project alternatives and construction activities have been modified to avoid a
“Take” of the listed species.

The Terminal Apron reconstruction project was issued an Order of Conditions (DEP File
No. 058-0440) by the Provincetown Conservation Commission (PCC) and coordination
was also carried out with the NHESP. Construction was completed in the fall of 2008, after
the summer peak season.

MEPA / NEPA DOCUMENTS 13-69






Capital Improvements Plan Final Environmental Impact Report/
Provincetown Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment/
Provincetown, Massachusetts Section 4(f) Evaluation

13.3 October 2007 Comment Letter from National Park Service and
Responses

This section contains the letter, dated October 31, 2007 from the National Park Service
on the NPC/Draft EIR/EA and responses to comments in the letter. The specific
comments have been identified by a number in the left hand margin of the certificate.
Responses are identified with a corresponding number.
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®

United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
22 Cape Cod National Seashore
3 99 Marconi Site Road
Wellfleet, MA 02667

IN REPLY REFER TO!

L7617

October 31, 2007

Secretary lan A. Bowles

EOEA, Attn: MEPA Office
William Gage, EOEA NO. 13789
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston, MA 02114

Michelle Riceci

RE: EOEA 13789

Federal Aviation Administration
12 New England Executive
Burlington, MA 01803

Dear Mr. Bowles and Ms. Ricci:

The staff of Cape Cod National Seashore (CCNS), a unit of the National Park Service
(NPS), has reviewed the Draft Environmental Assessment/Environmental Impact Report
(Draft EA/EIR) for the Provincetown Municipal Airport (Airport) Capital Improvements
Plan (CIP) Draft EA/EIR. The plan proposes twelve safety and facility improvement
projects, all of which are proposed to be constructed on property owned by the United
States, managed by CCNS and permitted to the Airport.

The arrival of this Draft EA/EIR reminds us that a new process is necessary in order to
secure long-term permitted use of the property by the airport. Discussions were held and
draft agreements developed several years ago yet never completed. The current Special
Use Permit (SUP) authority is not sufficient. I will be contacting the Provincetown Town
Manager and airport officials to inform them of the need to re-engage in these important
discussions.

As a federal agency, our evaluation of a request from the Airport for an agreement must
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and be documented by an

Page 1 of 10

MEPA / NEPA DOCUMENTS 13-73



Capital Improvements Plan Final Environmental Impact Report/
Provincetown Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment/
Provincetown, Massachusetts Section 4(f) Evaluation

Environmental Assessment (EA). The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), also a
federal agency, is also required to comply with NEPA, and the Draft EA/EIR indicates
this document was prepared in accordance with the FAA's NEPA guidelines in order to
meet this requirement. As the Permittee of NPS property, NEPA guidelines which also
are in accordance with NPS requirements will be a condition of a new agreement. It was
our understanding that a Draft EA/EIR would be constructed to satisfy both the FAA's
and CCNS's NEPA obligations; however, this is not the case. We regret this
misunderstanding. The comments below are offered to provide initial guidance for
revising the current Draft EA/EIR to support CCNS decision-making on a permit or
agreement for the Capital Improvement Plan (CIP), and to ensure CCNS compliance with
NEPA in accordance with National Park Service guidelines, policies, and requirements.

=]

General Comments:

1. We recommend that the Airport's request for a permit or agreement be accompanied
by a proposed schedule for completing NEPA in a manner that satisfies NPS guidelines,
policies, and requirements. This schedule should include adequate time for the following
steps with the responsible parties noted in parentheses:
preparation and delivery of an intemal draft EA in Microsoft Word plus four hard
copies for NPS use (Airport);
review and comment by CCNS, NPS Regional staff, and the Department of Interior
(DOI) solicitor (NPS);
development of a distribution hst for hard copies of the Final EA (NPS);
preparation and delivery of a 2™ internal draft EA in Microsoft Word incorporating
NPS and DOI comments, with a draft press release to accompany anticipated
distribution for public review (Airport);
brief review and approval for production and public distribution of the Final EA
(NPS); :
delivery of a Final EA in pdf format broken into chapters as needed to enable the
public to easily download and review from the park web site, and seven hard copies
for NFS use (Airport);
distribution of hard copies of the Final EA to the list developed by CCNS (Airport);
delivery of all public and agency comments after the close of the 30-day public
comment period (NPS);
preparation and delivery of a report summarizing public and agency comments
(Airport);
@ j- resolution of any outstanding comments, concems, or objections from consulting and
other permitting agencies (Airport and CCNS);
@ k. delivery of an intemal draft Finding of No Significant Impact prepared in accordance
with NPS guidelines.
CCNS will review the proposed schedule, and propose any changes necessary to provide
the Airport with a realistic timeline given CCNS and Regional NPS staff workload.

=

&

D

]

P

—-

OO _@@@@@@

2. EAs prepared for the National Park Service are required to specifically address key
issues that are not evident in the current Draft EA/EIR. The following sections should be
added to the EA prepared for the NPS:

Page 2 of 10
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@

e alternatives considered but rejected;

¢ identification of the environmentally preferred aiternative;
e relationship to other planning efforts;

e cumulative effects; and

e impairment to park resources.

(See the park planning website at www.parkplanning.nps.gov for several CCNS
documents for reference.)

3. The revised EA needs to include a chapter similar to Section 8.0 in the current Draft

EA/BEIR. When revising this section for CCNS, the following should be added:

e Executive Orders 11988 (Floodplain Management) and 11990 (Protection of
Wetlands). :

e Federal Endangered Species Act

e National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as Amended

s Archeological Resources Protection Act of 1979

e Clean Air Act, as amended (42 USC 7401 et seq.)

e Americans with Disabilities Act

DOT Act Section 4(f) review is also required for this CIP so that NPS can determine if

approval can be given based on whether 1) there is no prudent and feasible alternative to

. using that land; and 2) the program or project includes all possible planning to minimize

harm to the park, recreation area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic site resulting
from the use. Pages 4-2, 5-20, and 6-1 appear to assert that Section 4(f) is not relevant;
however we believe that this is not the case. The NPS will need to concur with the
Section 4(f) findings and cannot support the summary statement on page 6-17 until we
have further discussions in development of the EA for NPS purposes and agree that the
conditions above are met. Please change the terminology to clarify that the property is
permitted, not leased, as needed in various places.

4. The Draft EA/EIR should be revised to address cultural resources, particularly in the
Alternatives Analysis, Affected Environment, and Environmental Impacts and Mitigation
Measures for Proposed Improvements sections. Please also see specific comments
below.

5. In general, we found the comments on the Draft EA/EIR provided by the Cape Cod
Commission (Cape Cod Commission Staff Report, June 21, 2007) to be thorough and
well founded. The Commission comments should be addressed thoroughly addressed in
the revised EA. We also concur with the comments from the Massachusetts Audubon
Society and believe that the level of analysis is not specific enough in many areas, and
more attention to mitigations is needed.

= 6. It should be noted that NPS Management Policies direct parks to " . . . protect and

strive to recover all species . . . listed under the Endangered Species Act . . . and manage
state and locally listed species in a manner similar to its treatment of federally listed
species to the greatest extent possible." Toward this end, determination of effects,
appropriate avoidance and minimization measures, and if necessary, mitigation measures

Page 3 of 10
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relating to state endangered, threatened, and special concern species should be resolved in
& manner acceptable to the NPS and the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and Endangered
Species Program prior to development of the revised EA.,

Similar to the Cape Cod Commission, NPS staff had trouble discerning the difference
between FAA standards, requirements or guidelines. The document mentions waivers for
some elements, such as tree clearing on page 2-3, and it would be particularly useful to
understand which elements of the requirements and guidelines have more flexibility
through the possibility of waivers. This is of particular interest for the fencing scheme
since Page 2-4 indicates that the fencing is subject to “recommended security guidelines.”

ENF Certificate discussion

Page 3, paragraph 4 mentions impacts of the project on the “Hatches Harbor restored

earthen berm”. There is apparently some confusion about this structure. NPS agreed to
@ construct and maintain this berm to protect the Airport ILS from tide heights above 10 fi-

MLLW once tides were restored to Hatches Harbor. It is more appropriate to recommend

that the EIR address impacts to the Hatches Harbor salt marsh restoration project itself,

not to the berm.

Please note that this berm breached in late 2006, prompting further analysis of whether it
is still needed given improvements in the [LS since the tidal restoration project began ten

@ years ago. In spring 2007, CCNS produced water level data showing that the ILS
reflectance area is unaffected by high-tide heights, even during storm-tide conditions and
even with the berm breached. Therefore, airport management has agreed that repair of
this berm is now unnecessary. Please see our letter of July 17, 2007 to the Provincetown
Airport Commission for more details.

Purpose and Need

@ We essentially second each of the Cape Cod Commission’s staff report comments on this
section of the document.

Please clearly define the 100” wetland buffer area to be disturbed as well as the direct
disturbed wetlands. A description of new versus previously disturbed areas would also
be useful. (This could be included in the impacts section.)

Clearing Width, Page 2-3

The restoration of tide heights and salinity in Hatches Harbor since the new culverts were
installed in 1999 has killed much of the tall woody vegetation that impeded visibility
along the airport approach. This process continues, and will likely be hastened by a
prescribed burn by CCNS Fire Management staff this fall (2007). The EIS/EIR should
consider this development in recommending vegetation removal because, as low salt-
marsh grasses replace tall shrubs, it may become unnecessary.

Taxiway and lighting road improvements

Page 4 of 10
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This includes west and east end taxiway improvements, connections, reconstructing the

@ terminal apron, new edge lights and electric vault, access road to LES and AWGS,
MALSF access road improvements. The cumulative impact of the impervious surfacing
proposed is a major concern for the NPS. ¥

Please acknowledge the discussion with CCC and NPS staff during a kickoff meeting and
airport tour over a year ago during which both agencies requested that paved aprons be
considered to reduce the possibility for gravel to be transported to the taxiways versus

paving the entire length of each of these access roads. The paving alternatives, as
presented, are all or nothing versus this possible “middle of the road” solution. This
sound environmental mitigation measure would greatly reduce the extent of impervious
surfaces now proposed.

Golf cart style service vehicles should be considered to reduce the need for the widening
and paving of access to equipment areas that is contemplated. The NPS may be able to
assist the airport in acquiring such a vehicle via a surplus programn. '

Perimeter Fence

The proposed perimeter fence and associated clearing and roadway, stands out as one of
the most potentially demaging proposed actions to this particular sensitive environment.
The Hatches Harbor is a 90-acre sensitive salt marsh in a unit of the National Park
System and we believe should require a much closer scrutiny to alternatives before such
an invasive solution is implemented.

The Draft EA/EIR dismisses alternative approaches to satisfying the objectives of the
chain link fence, 10-foot wide denuded area, and 10-foot wide patrol road as unfeasible
since they would not meet safety and security needs. However, it is unclear why less
impacting measures would not meet the project purpose and need. The revised EA
should include evaluation of alternatives such as signage, cable fencing, hunter education,
“visitor outreach, and other measures alone or in combination with sections of chain link-
fence.

Analysis of the impacts associated with construction of the fence and patrol road should
@ also include evaluation of habitat fragmentation. The tables in Section 4.9 should include
a column identifying acres of habitat fragmented from the surrounding landscape.

Depending on the final alignment, a chain-link fence could trap debris and otherwise
interfere with tidal flow across the restored Hatches Harbor salt marsh. To avoid this, the
fence line should not extend onto the marsh plain subject to flooding during normal
spring high tides; i.e. it should be kept above elevations 6 f-NAVD-88 and as close to the
elready impacted airport footprint as allowable. We expect this revision to the proposed
fence alignments will be possible since the only rationale provided for extending the
fence into the floodplain along the lease line is to protect the approach light system
(bottom of page 4-15) - an objective not noted in the Purpose and Need section of the
document.
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- Inadvertent transgressions of hikers, horseback riders, hunters stc. onto the runway or
taxiway could be avoided by simple signage and pethaps a cable (“symbolic fence™)
~around the airport perimeter, thus avoiding disturbance to water movement, a major
@ visual intrusion in a park natural area, and expense to the airport. Regarding coyotes, it
will likely be very difficult to exclude these animals regardless of how the fence is

constructed.

Section 3.10 prescribes regular patrolling and removal of debris from the fence to prevent
impedance to tidal flow. How often will debris be removed? This seems hardly

workable over the long term, i.e. indefinitely, and should be completely avoided by
keeping the fence out of the tidal flood plain. :

Regardless of the fence alignment, can a fence extend a few inches up from the ground to
allow passage of small fauna underneath, e.g. turtles and toads. We concur that coated ’

@ chain link fence should be considered to reduce reflectivity. Mitigations such as these
should be thoroughly explored.

Fence Concept 1 should be identified as an alternative that was considered but rejected.

Affected Environment

Rare species, page 5-7

It can be reasonably assumed that state-listed protected species of box turtles and
spadefoot toads occur commonly throughout the project area, Importantly, the dunes
landscape around the airport probably has the highest density of spadefoot toads in
Massachusetts.

In addition to impacts associated with construction of the fence, associated cleared area,
and patrol road, this section should evaluate the potential for direct mortality to migrating

spadefoot toads from patrol vehicles, particularly if patrols could occur on rainy nights
spring through late summer.

As noted earlier, assessment of impacts resulting from the fence should include habitat
loss through exclusion and habitat fragmentation, particularly to sensitive species that
will not be able to pass through the fence such as the Eastern box turtle.

Floodplain, section 5.7

The text states that the airport was built on “the filled floodplain behind the dike”. This
begs the question: how did the flood plain get filled? It would be more forthright to state
that portions of the tidal flood plain were filled, after 1930 diking, for construction of the
airport.

Wetland Restoration Planting, page 7-3

We strongly object to, and question the need for, the introduction of “organic-rich soils”
@ from elsewhere for wetland plantings. If final land-surface elevations are within 1 foot of

groundwater during the growing season, as is the plan, native wetland species will

Page 6 of 10
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establish without the addition of organic matter. In addition, obtaining “weed-free”

¢ A |

material seerns highly unlikely. Park staff has personal experience with a number of
recent projects with poor results attempting to use “weed-free” material. Two projects
have required a total resurfacing. We would have no expectation that such material
would be satisfactory in this sensitive environment.)

Cultural Resources sections
In Appendix 2, 2.1 "cultural grassland" is discussed and this is included on maps. We
have never heard of the term used this way but instead see it used related in cultural terms

@ to the heathland goals of the park, i.e. of having an open landscape for the public to

@

@
@

@

experience. We recommend substitution with a term such as “maintained grassland” or
“maintained landscape™ to be more accurate.

Section 3.0: NPS suggests that the 1940s (possibly older) sightseeing shack, which was
likely the original administration building for the airport, be evaluated for historical
significance and to determine if it has integrity because this improvement could be
technically construed as in federal ownership on the permitted land. If NPS doesn't awn
it, it should still be formally evaluated as it is over 50 years old.

In 5.12 Historical/Archeological, add the Dune Shacks of the Peaked Hill Bars Historic
District to language to recognize that the district is in the vicinity of the airport facility.

Sections 5.12 Historical and Archaeole"gical

This section could be modified to include that although Pre-Contact period sites have not
been reported within the area of the PMA, there are Native American archeological sites
of that period in the former Province Lands and Pilgrim Springs areas, near Pilgrim Lake
in Truro.

While the shifting of sand toward and around the toe of Cape Cod was occurring in late
prehistory, it is likely that hunting and fishing were carried on by native peoples around
the wetlands formed in the new lands next to the highlands of the Cape.

In addition to the historical resources noted in this section, one could add the Race Point
Bathhouse of 1953, as a first building for this use in the State of Massachusetts, may be a
building of architectural worth and merits further study.

There is an interesting discussion in 5.10 on noise and 5.8 on visuals as they relate to the
Province Lands Visitor Center view towards the airport. We did not read anything that
would cause alarm on either of these issues. However, the visual impact section in 6.7 is
too general to be useful.

Section 8.0 National Historic Preservation Act should be referenced in this section.

Cultural/Archeology issues with the Fence Concepts - If Lease Line Fence is accepted,
that of complete fencing, then much more archeology will be necessary, as wetland areas

Page 7 of 10
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and hunting for freshwater fish and animal resources were desirable to both Native and
early EuroAmericans. Visual impacts would also be significant. Archeological survey
work may be needed for any of the fence alternatives.

Parking expansion

The scale of the parking and parking visibility and location in wetland areas are issues of
great concern. The new parking is proposed closer to Race Point Road and directly in

@ wetlands, which we expressed uneasiness about in your early project planning, so we do
not feel our concerns have been properly considered. :

@ Further, we are quite apprehensive about the methodology and level of study concerning
parking demand. '

Free short- and long-term parking causes no disincentive to use a taxi or public transit.
We know of no other airport that provides free parking. Although it presents challenges
for operating a fee system, it is not acceptable that ways of managing the parking fee
operation be excluded from the analysis (page 3-6). Free parking as a baseline condition
skews the projected future demand. ‘

’ No quantification or analysis of current and future taxi and public transit use/ridership
has been included.

- We suggest a more incremental parking increase versus almost a doubling based on
maximum aviation forecasts to 2024, Parking estimates did not include the availability of
a much improved public transit system, which could be even better by 2024. The current
public transit system is a viable, and reliable program. By the end of this fiscal year, the
NPS will have contributed over $2 million toward studies and bus shuttle equipment for
Provincetown and NPS sites, which includes airport stops. In addition, Provincetown
supports a year-round, dependable taxi fleet. ‘

Furthermore, we indicated early on that parking solutions that included use of a portion
of Province Lands Visitor Center (PLVC) parking area or off-site parking lots in town

should be considered. There was no discussion with the NPS about the nighttime lot
closure that excluded the airport planners from considering the PLVC lot any further as
noted on page 3-6.

Terminal expansion

Extensive discussions between PMA and the NPS over the previous 1990s master plan
and its environmental documents resulted in agreement that the new terminal building
height did not exceed the height of the existing hangar building. In this new expansion
coneept, that height limit is not being respected, but it is unclear if it could be with a
different roof pitch. This limits the alternatives. This section should discuss the overall
building height proposed, the prior understanding with the NPS, and also include a
discussion of the town zoning height limits.

Page 8 of 10



Capital Improvements Plan Final Environmental Impact Report/
Provincetown Municipal Airport EnV|r0nn_1entaI Assessme_nt/
Provincetown, Massachusetts Section 4(f) Evaluation

The TSA trailer should not be relocated to the parking lot, reducing the available parking,
and causing other problems for the proposed improvements. The picnic area could much

more easily be relocated. The site plan does not indicate why the trailer would need to be
relocated due to the horizontal expansion alternative.

Alternatives Analysis and Environmental Impacts sections

These comments on alternatives and impacts are in addition to comments in other
sections of this letter that span the chapters of the environmental document.

As depicted in Table 4-1, environmental categories should not exclude:
DOT Act Section 4(f)
Floodplains -
Historie, Architectural, Archeological, and Cultural Resources
Traffic

Topics identified above under Alternatives Analysis will need to be included in Chapter 6
environmental impact discussions to satisfy the NPS NEPA compliance needs.

A summary of each alternative of all twelve proposed projects and their impacts on the
wetland buffer area and wetlands is needed to inform the reader of the cumulative
impacts on protected wetland areas.

For the Fence impact analysis, please identify that the cross-runway from the original
@ airport layout has not been constructed and is not projected to be needed in any of the -
airport master planning documents. Identifying the percentage of the airport permitted
area proposed to be fenced is irrelevant once this fact is presented. There is no discussion
of why FAA design standards would not be met for concept 2, so it should not be
precluded from further analysis; this more practical approach based on the sensitive
environment of the airport should be fully considered.

In Section 6.1 traffic is not quantified and only subjective comments are made. Of more
concern is the extremely limited parking data from one day in August 2006. The data
collected is not discussed, and the reader is to assume that the reference to the ITE
manual is sufficient to justify the forecasting of parking demand used. The lack of

analysis does not justify the proposed parking expansion. Also see concerns expressed
earlier in this letter concerning other means of getting to the airport and the impact of free
parking to further inform your discussion on projections of parking, taxi and transit use
and mitigations. The parking mitigation discussion on page 6-3 does not support a
defendable position.

Compliance and consultation

Page 90f 10

MEPA / NEPA DOCUMENTS 13-81



Final Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Assessment/
Section 4(f) Evaluation

Capital Improvements Plan
Provincetown Municipal Airport
Provincetown, Massachusetts

We did not see a discussion of interagency involvement in Section 10.1 or inclusion of
the notes from the site visit associated with the kickoff meeting and tour, but perhaps we
overlooked them. If they are not there, we believe that they should be included.

The Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and the Spill Prevention Control and
Countermeasures Plan appear complete. Will the final plans signed by the engineers be
included in the FEIR/EA?

Conclusion

In closing, we would like to work with the planning and compliance team in improving
this document to satisfy our agency’s concemns and NEPA and NHPA compliance issues.
‘We can be contacted at any time to begin that effort.

Sincerely,

George E, Price, Jr.
Superintendent

cc: ;
Provincetown Municipal Airport Commission

Cape Cod Commission

Massachusetts Audubon Society

Massachusetts Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program
Massachusetts Historical Commission

Town Manager, Town of Provincetown
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Response to comments in letter from United States Department of the Interior,
(NPS, CCNS), October 31, 2007.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

The Airport Commission and other Town officials are conducting the discussions with NPS
relative to the issue of the Special Use Permit.

The Airport Commission is working with the NPS staff to prepare the Final EA/EIR so that it
complies with NPS and FAA NEPA requirements. A 1% Internal Draft was prepared for
review in September 2008. A 2" Internal Draft was submitted in January 2009.

A follow-up meeting was held with NPS staff on March 21, 2008 to discuss NEPA
compliance and a schedule to complete the document. The minutes of the meeting are
provided in Section 10.1.

The 1st Internal Draft was submitted to NPS on September 26, 2008.

Comments on the 1st Internal Draft were provided by NPS in a letter dated December 15,
2008, included in Section 13.5.

A distribution list will be developed by NPS.

A 2nd Internal Draft, submitted in January 2009, responds to NPS and DOI comments. A
draft press release will be prepared and submitted to NPS.

Comments on the 2nd Internal Draft were reviewed and incorporated into the Final EA/EIR
document.

The Final EA/EIR document will be delivered in PDF format.

The Final EA will be distributed to the NPS distribution list when it is available.

To be completed during MEPA review.

To be completed after MEPA review.

To be completed after MEPA review.

To be completed after resolution of any outstanding issues.

A schedule was submitted to NPS.

Revisions and additions were made to the document to reflect the requirements as listed.
Section 8 has been revised to incorporate the items as listed.

A 4(f) Evaluation has been prepared and is included in Section 9.

The MHC has made a determination regarding historical resources at the Airport. All

correspondence has been sent to NPS and is included in Section 10.1. Impacts to cultural
resources are not anticipated. Section 1 has been revised, and includes additional discussion.
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20. Additional analysis has been completed. All comments by the CCC and Mass Audubon have
been carefully reviewed.

21. Coordination has been carried out with NHESP and NPS regarding state-listed species.
Additional fieldwork has been completed and has been incorporated into Sections 3, 5, and 6
and Appendix 2. Minutes of the coordination meeting(s) are included in Section 10.1.

22. Section 2, Purpose and Need, has been revised and expanded to provide additional
information on FAA, TSA and MassDOT Aeronautics regulations. The FAA publishes
documents known as Advisory Circulars (AC) and Orders, which while not regulations,
provide accepted operational safety design standards to meet responsibilities pursuant to the
regulations. The use of these standards is mandatory for airport projects receiving Federal
grant-in-aid assistance. AIP funded projects are required to comply with certain FAA
Advisory Circulars (AC).

The specific design standards that apply to each project are identified in Section 2.1. Table
2.1 lists all the regulations that pertain to the projects. The applicable portions of the
referenced documents are provided in Appendix 6. Table 2.2 summarizes which elements
have been proposed in response to safety and security requirements and which are capacity
projects.

23. Potential impacts to Hatches Harbor have been eliminated with the new Concept 6 fence
alignment.

24. This issue is being resolved by the NPS and Airport Commission and staff.
25. Please see response to comment #22.

26. Several of the CIP projects will result in alterations within the 100-foot Buffer Zone of one or
more wetland areas. In general, the existing buffer zone composition consists of one or more
of the following: unaltered coastal dune, managed/Cultural Grasslands, impervious surfaces
(buildings, pavement), or in some cases, where wetland areas are in close proximity to each
other, the Buffer Zone to one wetland may encompass one or more of the adjacent wetlands.

27. Although restoration of tide heights and salinity in Hatches Harbor is changing the vegetation,
the area within the ILS critical area must be managed per FAA standards.

28. Overall, there will be a net decrease in impervious surface at the Airport. This is discussed in
more detail in Section 5.

29. The proposed access roads will be paved for the first 300 feet only.

30. The alternative that would have FAA personnel transfer their equipment to an all-terrain
utility vehicle (such as a golf cart) small enough to eliminate the need to back down the
access road has been evaluated in Section 3 of the FEIR/EA.

The utility vehicle alternative has been deemed unfeasible because FAA personnel need
access to all equipment in their vehicles during all weather conditions and cannot feasibly
transfer all the equipment to a small utility vehicle.

31. Concept 6 eliminates fencing at the west end around the ILS.
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32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

To address safety issues relative to the unfenced area around the ILS, which is within the
permitted hunting area at the CCNS, the NPS will be asked to help develop a cooperative
program of education and signage to assure that hunters and other visitors to the CCNS do not
enter the airfield by way of ILS area. The effectiveness of the fence to deter deer will need to
be evaluated after construction.

Fence Concept 6 eliminates patrol roads. Hunters are not deterred by the current signage and
information in the hunting pamphlets distributed by the NPS. A unauthorized deer blind was
constructed adjacent to the runway.

Habitat fragmentation has been minimized with design details such as the gaps in the fence
and location of the fence alignment. The information regarding acres enclosed within the
various perimeter fence alignments has been provided in Section 3.

The new fence alignment will not interfere with water movement and will not be visible from
most of the public vantage points.

A symbolic fence would not address the deer issue and those who would ignore such signage.
The new alignment eliminates the fence within the area of tidal flow.
Gaps will be installed in the fence as shown in Figure 6.7 in Section 6.

Fence Concept 1 has been identified as an alternative that was considered but dismissed from
further review.

The Project Team observed an individual female Eastern Box Turtle at the Airport. Eastern
Spadefoot Toad potential breeding habitat has been identified as discussed in Section 5 and
Appendix 2.

The preferred alignment for the fence does not include patrol roads, thus eliminating the
potential for direct mortality to migrating toads. Strategic timing of construction activities
will also help to avoid direct and indirect impacts to rare species. Additionally, a Construction
Management Plan would be implemented to avoid impacts to Vesper Sparrows and other
species as discussed in Section 7.

The fence has been designed to allow for passage of species such as the Eastern Box Turtle,
as shown in the detail on Figure 6.7 in Section 6.

In the past, the value of wetlands was not understood or recognized. Extensive areas of
wetland were frequently filled for highways and airports.

The wetland planting details have been revised and do not include the addition of organic
matter. Additional information and plant lists are provided in Section 7.1.

Impacts to Cultural Grasslands are identified as impacts to the human-created grassland that
occurs at the Airport adjacent to the taxiway system and runway. These areas are mowed
frequently to maintain aviation safety areas and navigational surfaces. The term “Cultural
Grassland” is applied by the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries & Wildlife, to describe a
“human-created and maintained open community dominated by grasses, normally maintained
by mowing.” This community often occurs at airfields and is “a grassland community that
generally occurs on sand or other droughty, low-nutrient soils.” In general, the mowed grass
communities observed at the Airport that meet these criteria are dominated by various grass
and herbaceous species that are mowed an average of three to four times annually.
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45. The MHC has made a determination that the CIP projects are unlikely to affect significant
historic or archaeological resources. All related correspondence is provided in Section 10.1.
The CCNS concurs with MHC that no historic structures are present in the immediate area of
potential effect. The CCNS park archaeologist has determined that no archaeological testing
is necessary for the fence or taxiway lights project. Agency correspondence is included in
Section 10. NPS comments letters are provided in Section 13.

46. It is our understanding that the building is owned by the Town of Provincetown.
47. The referenced language has been added.
48. The referenced language has been added.
49. The referenced language has been added.
50. The referenced language has been added.

51. The visual impact discussion in Section 5 has been revised and reflects the preferred
alternatives for the projects with potential to impact the visual environment.

52. The Lease Line alternative (Concept 1) for the fence has been dismissed from further review.
It is not anticipated that the preferred alternative (Concept 6) for the fence will impact
archaeological resources since it is within the developed airfield area.

53. A new concept has been developed for the parking lot, which avoids wetlands and would be
built in phases. Landscaping is proposed to shield the view of the lot.

54. Supplemental parking data has been collected. This supplemental parking memo is provided
in Appendix 4.2. The supplemental parking memo includes data collected during July 2008.

55. It is the desire of the Airport Commission to not have paid parking because it is not
economically feasible to operate a paid parking lot. The Airport would enforce the parking
with ticketing.

56. The supplemental parking study includes interviews with cab service and rental car agency
personnel. The Airport encourages the use of taxi and public transit service.

57. Since the Draft EA/EIR, a new concept for the parking lot has been developed and includes
phased construction. Phase 1 will provide 28 additional spaces, an increase of 45 percent,
rather than 100 percent. Building the project in phases will address the immediate existing
need for additional parking and will include efforts to encourage use of the shuttle and taxis.
Phase 2 would go forward after additional parking studies have been completed and approved
by NPS.

58. Shared parking could be explored with staff of NPS, but the cost of a shuttle service between
a NPS lot and the Airport would be prohibitive.

59. The Airport Commission coordinated with NPS during planning for the current Terminal
building. The Commission agreed to revise the exterior design of the building to eliminate a
cupola and not exceed the height of the hangar. The Airport Commission is not aware of a
long term agreement to limit the height of any future terminal building design. To
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60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

accommodate a second floor, the height of the Preferred Alternative at this stage of
conceptual design is approximately 10 feet above the hangar.

The TSA trailer will not be moved to the parking lot. The vertical expansion of the Terminal
building will not require relocation of other facilities since it will remain in the existing
footprint.

The discussion of environmental categories has been revised.

The document has been revised.

Sections have been revised. Table 5.3 in Section 5 provides a summary of impacts for
preferred alternative of all of the CIP projects that provides information of the cumulative
impacts on wetlands and other resources.

The cross runway was one of the two original grass runways constructed for the Airport. It
has not been maintained since the primary runway was paved. It is not shown on the current
airport layout plan and was not considered during preparation of the 2005 Master Plan.

The use of a percentage has been eliminated. Information on the number of acres within each
fence alternative has been provided.

A modification of Concept 2 (Concept 6) has been developed and has been identified as the
Preferred Alternative.

Additional parking demand data has been collected. The supplemental parking memo is
provided in Appendix 4.2.

The interagency meeting referenced in the comment was part of the Master Plan coordination.
Minutes from that meeting have been included in Section 10.1

The plan with signatures is provided in the Appendix.
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13.4 July 2008 Comment Letter from National Park Service and
Responses

This section contains the letter, dated July 9, 2008, received from the National Park
Service on revised Sections 2 and 4 (Section 4 is now Sections 3 and 5 in the FEIR/EA)
of the document and responses to comments in the letter. The specific comments have
been identified by a number in the left hand margin of the certificate. Responses are
identified with a corresponding number.
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Cape Cod National Seashore
99 Marconi Site Road
Wellfleet, MA 02667

IN REPLY REFER TO:

L7617

Tuly 9, 2008

Michael Garrity

Project Manager

Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc.
343 Congress St

Boston, MA 02210

Dear Mr. Garrity:

The staff of Cape Cod National Seashore (CCNS), a unit of the National Park Service
(NPS), has reviewed section 2 and section 4 of the revised Draft Environmental
Assessment/Environmental Impact Report (Draft EA/EIR) for the Provincetown
Municipal Airport (Airport) Capital Improvements Plan (CIP) Draft EA/EIR.

We appreciate the efforts that were made to incorporate many of the changes and
recommendations made by CCNS staff after review of the original draft document to
satisfy the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). You will find below additional
comments about the overall document and a summary of the park staffs current position
on each of the twelve proposed safety and facility improvement projects. We believe the
sections of the revised draft are much improved documents and we appreciate the
continued consultation and dialogue with your organization on this matter.

Overall Observation and Recommended Improvements:

We would like to see a table that summarizes gross changes. It would useful to have an
enumeration of total change. How much pavement added, how much removed, square

@ feet of wetlands impacted, square feet of wetlands restored? It is not the desire of the
NPS to dictate construction guidelines, but we are interested in the cumulative effects of
the individual elements of the project, which is a key element of an EA, Many of the
particulars of the operational area changes are clearly dictated by FAA and safety
directives.
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Table 4-1 List of Environmental Categories
This table indicates by “*” which elements on the table were included in Alternatives
Analysis. CCNS requests that the following categories be added to the analysis.

1. Department of Transportation Act: Sec. 4(f)

2. Floodplains

3. Historical, Architectural, Archeological and Cultural Resources

4. Traffic — to include parking.

Table 2-1 Summary of Regulations Pertaining to CIP Projects
The second column on the table is labeled “Regulations”. The Airport’s 2005 Master

Plan is listed as a regulation. We are not aware of any regulatory authority garnered by a
master plan. Additionally, the Master Plan lacked NEPA analysis.

Discussion of Alternatives:
1. Westerly Taxiway System: Current CCNS Position: Support Preferred Alternative

This component of the project has 3 distinct elements.

A. West End Connector Taxiway

B. Westerly End of Parallel Taxiway
Section 4.1 of the document indicated that the parallel runway will be realigned to
remove a turn required by the pilots and that its overall width will be reduced from 60° to

@ 40°. (page 4-7) The Figure 7.1 of the original draft document shows “impervious area to

be removed”. It does not show this section of pavement being removed. It is, however,
reflected in the figure 3.1.

C. Mid Connector Taxiway

2. Relocate East End Taxiway: Current CCNS Position: Support Preferred Alternative

Section 4.2 of the document indicates that 24, 000 sf of wetland would be removed and
“provided an opportunity for approximately 21,000 sf of wetland restoration in

@ Restoration Area 11 as shown on Figure 7.2 in Section 7.”  Figure 7.2 indicates that
15, 000 sf would be restored, not 21,000 as indicated in the narrative, a net loss of 9,000
sf. The narrative indicates that the loss is further off set by restoration shown in figure
7.1, the West end project. 50,000 sf are restored there. Without a project wide
comparison, it is difficult to discern if this is an acceptable trade off.

3. Reconstruct Easterly End of Parallel Taxiway: Current CCNS Position: Support
Preferred Alternative

4. Reconstruct Terminal Apron: Current CCNS Position: Support Preferred Alternative

5. Install Taxiway Edge Lights and Electric Vault: Current CCNS Position: Support
Pending Archeology
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®

Part 1: Install Edge Lighting

This calls for an 8 inch wide, 2 foot deep trench to be dug 10 feet off pavement of
taxiway. Does this include parallel taxiway and all connectors? Is the lighting installed
on both sides of the taxiway? We need this lighting plan illustrated on a map so that
CCNS staff can determine if an archeological survey is needed.

Part2: Electric Vault: Support Preferred Alternative
6. Replace Sightseeing Shack: Current CCNS Position: Support Preferred Alternative

7. Access Road to MALSF Approach Lights: Current CCNS Position: Support Preferred
Alternative

8. Service Roads to LES and AWAS: Current CCNS Position: Further Discussion
Required

Localizer Equipment Shelter (LES)

Additional Alternative: Would there be merit in evaluating an access road coming in
from Race Point Rd? It would require an additional cross over driveway of the bike path
and an additional gate in the Airport fence. It would be a shorted paved surface — less
impervious area. We believe the proposed preferred alternative a 10° wide, 475" long
paved access road would be less preferred to a 10°, 150° long paved driveway. We need
the overall comparison to help determine this. Does the preferred alternative presented
follow an already disturbed footprint? Is this the current access route?

‘Weather Station (AWOS)

On page 4-18 in section 4.8 of the document, the document states, “Since the runway
needs to be shut down for some inspection or maintenance procedures; the vehicle, with
all the necessary equipment, needs to close to the navigational facilities.” This statement
is made in reference to the alternative utility vehicle alternative and is made in support of
rejecting that alternative. Under the AWOS road alternatives, no alternative is made that
brings a paved surface in from the runway. Since the runway needs to be shutdown
anyway for work in this area to occur, it should be explored. A road in from the runway
would impact no wetlands and would be shorter than the preferred alternative.

9. Install Perimeter Safety / Security Fence: Current CCNS Position: Needs Discussion

The Preferred Alternative is a vastly improved alternative and it takes into account the
objections previously raised by CCNS staff. There still remain some areas of concem.
The narrative discussion does not seem to be accurately represented by the perimeter
delineation in figure 4.8b. On the south side of the airport, there are two arcas where the
fence deviates from a relatively straight line. We could not find a description as to why
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- the fence diverts to enclose these areas. Also on the south side of the airport, the
narrative discussed the fence following the pre-existing tree line. The fence line on the
map seems to show the fence going directly through the wetland. Is there a FAA
requirement that the fence must be a minimum distance off the runway? Such a
requirement would explain the straight line of the fence, but it does seem to be
inconsistent with the narrative.

The use of the natural barrier at the end of runway 7 as identified in the preferred
alternative is recognized as a compromise on the part of the airport and is much
appreciated. Once again, the map of the fence in figure 4.8b at that Northwest end of the

property does not seem to match the narrative. It seems like the fence could be ended at
the edge of the disturbed area for the same effect rather than pushed out in the wetland.
This would also minimize the potential for tidal debris to accumulate and impede tidal
flow and decrease the potential of the same to do damage to the fence. Some of these
questions may be best answered by a site visit and walk through of the proposed fence
line with NPS staff members. As we have previously stated, we have significant
concerns about an incursion into the Hatches Harbor Salt Marsh and we require all steps
be taken to minimize those incursions wherever possible.

‘We would like to re-state the position of the CCNS staff from the October 31, 2007 letter
stating that Archeological Survey work may be needed for any of the fence alternatives.
This is not acknowledged in the discussion in section 2 or the alternatives in section 4.

10. Expand Auto Parking: Current CCNS Position: Needs more discussion

The assertion that the parking is not adequate is not sufficiently documented in either the
Airport Master Plan of 2005 or the “Traffic operation report and parking analysis” dated
March 2008. The Master Plan references a 2005 survey as the basis for more parking.
The document acknowledges the samiple size was too small to be statistically significant.
In that survey, half of the passengers were dropped off and the need the passengers
identified was for more drop-off space, not additional parking. Seventy-five percent of
the passenger either took the taxi or were dropped off, only ¥4 of the passengers parked.

The Traffic Operation Report prepared by the contractor uses a similarly negligible
sample size. The data included in the report is from one day, August 24, 2006. Three
parking lot counts were taken on this one Thursday in the peak season. At the highest
period in that day only 82.3 % of the parking lot was utilized. The report also references
2007 data being collected but it is not included in the report. Section 3.3 of the traffic
report uses a model to reach projections of parking lot needs during peak periods. For an
accurate representation of use, it would be necessary to have actual peak period data and
observations collected. This summer season presents the opportunity for the missing data

to be collected.

CCNS staff would like additional data collection to include use of taxis or other
alternative methods of transportation by airport users. As stated in the aforementioned
October 31, 2007 letter, the parking estimates in the airports management plan did not
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include the availability of a much improved public transit system, which should continue
to improve over time. The current public transit system is a viable and reliable program.
The NPS has contributed over $2 million toward studies and bus shuttle equipment for
Provincetown and NPS sites, which include airport stops.

It is also referenced both in the Airport Master Plan and the Traffic Operations plan that
the airport parking is being used by non-airport users. The documents also assert that
airport users are parking along Race Point Road; an observation is not shared by the
CCNS fee collection or Law Enforcement staff in the area. However, if parking by non-
airport users were proven, the misuse of the lot can and should be corrected and does not
substantiate the need to build a larger parking lot.

If we put aside the discussion of the deficiencies in the data and the analysis for the time
being and accept the need for additional parking, Phase 1 of the preferred alternative
could be supported, as a long term plan. We also continue to maintain that a parking fee
at least for the relatively short summer season be explored to reduce parking demand in
July and August.

11. Expanded Terminal: Current CCNS Position: Needs Further Review

The preferred alternative identified in the document is for vertical expansion. In the
October 31, 2007 letter, we restated our concern over terminal building height. The NPS
has an agreement with the PMA from the discussions around the 1990s master plan and
its environmental documents that the new terminal building height would not exceed the
height of the existing hangar. By selecting the vertical expansion alternative, this

@ agreement is ignored. The drawings illustrate the roof line to be above the height of the
hangar. We could not find the specifications for exactly how high the roof line will be, or
if a reduction in the roof pitch and height can still accommodate the second floor as per
our comments. The CCNS staff can not support this alternative without the additional
information of how high the roof will be and a discussion as to whether an alternative
roof line could bring the roof line back in concert with the roofline of the hangar. We
restate our request to see this section discuss the overall building height proposed, the
prior understanding with the NPS, and to include a discussion of the town zoning height
limits.

The horizontal expansion was ruled out based on environmental concerns (560 sfof
isolated wetlands would be disturbed and the need to relocate a trailer and an access
road). The CCNS staff requests a conversation about the trade off. Is the potential impact
of a two story structure with pitched roofline to the view shed or the loss of 560 sf of
wetlands of more impact to the park? At this point in the process, we are not prepared to
say that the loss of an additional 560Sf of wetland is the park resource with the greatest
weight in this matter. There is already 59,725 sf of impacted wetland with 67,000 sf
restored. We need the additional data to weigh the two alternatives in terms of both
natural and cultural resource costs.
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12. Expand Turf Apron: Current CCNS Position: Support Preferred Alternative

Expanding the turf apron would require that 1,250 sf of wetland be filled in. It woulda
non-impervious surface (turf) that would allow for drainage and runoff. The wetland lost
is included in the mitigation plan, however, again, there are no net results included in the
report so it is difficult to determine if a one-for-one trade off is in place.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft materials. Please call my office to
arrange for further discussions.

:.:-—_‘_\‘\\
X J
L

P

Sincerely

=

i RApr
George Eii’ricgJ E
Superintendent

CC: Michelle Ricei, Federal Aviation Administration
Michael Leger, Chairman, Provincetown Airport Commission
Arthur “Butch” Lisenby, Airport Manager
Rachel Schohn, Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission
Sharon Lynn, Town Manager, Provincetown
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Response to comments in letter from United States Department of the Interior,
(NPS, CCNS), July 9, 2008.

1.

2.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

These sections have been revised.
These sections have been revised.
The table has been revised.

The figures have been revised. Also, a new figure has been added to clarify the changes in
pavement.

The text and figures have been corrected and revised.

Figure 6.4 has been added that depicts where the lights will be installed. An alternative
construction method has been identified that will reduce the impacts to grassland during
installation. Section 5.6.2.5 discusses the cable plowing method that was successfully used at
Nantucket Airport.

This alternative is discussed in Section 3.

Section 3 has been revised to discuss these alternatives.

Notes have been added to the figure that explain the alignment.

The alignment has been revised.

The text has been revised to recognize that CCNS staff has made an independent
determination regarding the need for archeological survey work for the fence and TW light
projects.

Additional data was collected in July 2008 and is discussed in a memo in appendix 4.2.

The Airport Commission coordinated with NPS during planning for the current Terminal
building. The Commission agreed to revise the exterior design of the building to eliminate a
cupola and not exceed the height of the hangar. The Airport Commission is not aware of a
long term agreement to limit the height of any future terminal building design. To
accommodate a second floor, the height of the proposed building at this stage of conceptual

design is approximately 6 feet above the hangar.

Wetland impacts have been avoided with a reduced dimension alternative that is discussed in
Section 3, 5, and 6.
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13.5 December 2008 Comment Letter from National Park Service and
Responses

This section contains the letter, dated December 15, 2008, received from the National
Park Service on the 1% Internal Draft of the Final EIR/EA, and responses to comments in
the letter. The specific comments have been identified by a number in the left hand
margin of the certificate. Responses are identified with a corresponding number.
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Cape Cod National Seashore
99 Marconi Site Road
Wellfleet, MA 02667
IN REPLY REFER TO:
L7617

December 15, 2008

Michelle Ricei

Federal Aviation Administration

New England Region, Airports Division
12 New England Executive park
Burlington, Massachusetts 01803

Dear Ms. Ricci:

The staff of Cape Cod National Seashore (CCNS), a unit of the National Park Service
(NPS), has as reviewed the 1¥ Internal Draft of the final Environmental
Assessment/Environmental Impact Report (EA/EIR), prepared by the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), for the Provincetown Municipal Airport (Airport) Capital
Improvements Plan (CIP). The plan proposes twelve safety and facility improvement
projects proposed to be constructed on property owned by the United States, managed by
CCNS, and permitted to the Airport. As the entity leasing the land, the Airport is

@required to obtain a Special Use Permit (SUP) from CCNS before proceeding with the
activities proposed in the CIP. Our evaluation of any request for an SUP must comply
with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). This can be accomplished by
making the FAA's EA/EIR consistent with NPS guidelines and requirements, or can be
accomplished by preparing a separate EA for CCNS's use at a later date.

To facilitate completion of the EA/EIR, we have provided comments to assist you in
meeting the NPS's NEPA requirements, and comments focused on the technical aspects
of the Draft EA/EIR.

NPS NEPA Regquirements:

It continues to be our understanding that the FAA and Airport desire to make the current
EA/EIR satisfy both the FAA's and CCNS's NEPA obligations. However, the current
draft does not make that clear. Several elements identified in our letters of October 31,
2007, and July 9, 2008, and discussed in NPS NEPA guidance and Director's Order 12
(provided to your consultant via e-mail on April 11, 2008, and again on May 12, 2008)
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are still not addressed in the document. Please refer back to this guidance and previous
correspondence as you prepare any subsequent drafts to ensure that CCNS's NEPA
requirements are met.

Please note that one of the NPS's NEPA objectives is to provide the public with clear
descriptions, analysis, and rationale regarding:
- the decision being considered;
- the potential impacts associated with each alternative regardless if effects are
equal among two or more alternatives;
- full disclosure regarding the impact topics and alternatives identified; and
- equal and balanced presentation and analysis of the alternatives being analyzed in
detail.

Toward that end, we request that the Introduction in the 2nd draft include a clear and
concise description of the decision CCNS is considering and that is evaluated by this EA.
We also request that the 2nd draft include all the impact topics noted in our previous
correspondence. If analysis indicates that impacts associated with each topic do not
differ substantially among alternatives, the nature of the impacts must still be described.
Further, those impact topics that do not warrant analysis must be identified along with a
brief summary of why additional analysis is not warranted. Similarly, alternatives that
were considered but rejected must also be identified with a brief explanation of why they
were eliminated from further analysis.

We request that all subsequent drafts of this EA include all the elements required to meet
NPS NEPA guidelines and requirements. In recent e-mail with my staff, you indicated
that there is a timeline for completion of the EA/EIR that affects the availability of
funding for the CIP. Following your consideration of these comments, we recommend
meeting to discuss how best to meet NPS NEPA requirements without jeopardizing CIP
funding.

Technical comments

The following comments address specific areas of the 1% Internal Draft of the final
EA/EIR.

1. We note that the EA/EIR uses the terms “restoration” and "replication" when
referring to freshwater wetland mitigation. Since this area historically was a salt
marsh, compensatory mitigation for isolated freshwater wetlands is not restoration.
Please delete the terms "restoration” and "replication” in all applicable text, tables,

@ and figures. Additionally and incidentally, we also note the repeated use of "Eastern
Spadefoot" to refer to Eastern spadefoot toads. We recommend including the word
toad with each reference.

Ll

In Figure 7-1 we noted a new coastal dune creation area and are unsure what is
@ intended to be accomplished. Please clarify the purpose of the new dune. Please also
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identify the source of the sand to be used. The source will need to be certified that it
does not contain archeological resources or non-native plant seed.

3. We find Sections 3 and 4 to be confusing. It appears that Section 3 is a description of
the Preferred Alternative interspersed with discussion of alternatives considered but
rejected, while Section 4 describes the alternatives being analyzed within the context

@ of the Alternatives Analysis, and also included alternatives considered but rejected.
To provide clarity for the public, we recommend revising Section 3 to include a
summary of the alternatives considered but rejected followed by clear descriptions of
the alternatives analyzed in detail, including the Preferred Alternative. Section 4
should then focus solely on evaluating the impacts of the alternatives selected for
detailed analysis as described in Section 3.

4. Section 5.12 has been reviewed by park cultural resource staff and minor changes are
needed. We suggest you remove the first word of that section. "State" implies that
these are state-owned resources, which they are not. Additionally, please change

“Race Point” bathhouse to “Herring Cove” bathhouse in the first paragraph. The list
of archeological sites should include the remains of fisherman shacks near Herring
Cove and Race Point. Our park archeologist has determined that no archeological
testing is necessary for fence or taxiway light projects. Therefore, the text in Section
5.12 can be revised to reflect the park’s determination, as well as in other sections
where archeology for those two projects is discussed.

5. Section 6.11 also discusses cultural resources and two additional sentences are
needed. Please include the following sentence under Cultural Landscape: "Impacts to
the adjacent Dune Shacks of the Peaked Hill Bars Historic District will be negligible,
depending on the final height of new structures and their affect on viewshed from the
district." Under Structures please include: "CCNS concurs with MHC that no historic
structures are present in the immediate area of potential effect.”

6. We noted your addition of four environmental categories in Table 4-1 and Table 6-1.
However, several of these impact topics are not evaluated in the text of the EA/EIR.
Note that only “No Impact” categories do not require evaluation. Even if there is no
significant difference between alternatives, the impacts must be covered within the
EA/EIR - addressing these impact topics in the appendices as a reply note to the NPS
letter is inadequate. The purpose of these tables and sections are to inform the public
and all other agencies of the impacts. For example in Table 6-1, Construction

@ Impacts and Water Quality are listed as being impacted but are not discussed in the
section that follows. However, Air Quality and Noise have no impacts but are
explained. Additionally, we do not see the reason for the omission of Floodplains in
Section 6. Please see Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management. There is a
difference as per Table 4-1 in floodplain impacts, so these impacts must be addressed.
In addition, the impact categories need to include those identified in NPS guidance
(previously provided in our letters and emails) as well as all other applicable
Executive Orders on wetlands and floodplains, etc.
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7. Additionally, the regulatory compliance section needs additional work. Section 8
needs more discussion of what has been done, what the content of the compliance
was, and what still will be done. Each law or regulation section should be double
checked, however, we specifically noted the following:

@ - Section 8.7. and 8.8 - Discuss Statement of Findings requirements in the
executive orders on floodplains and wetlands. Tell the reader if these projects
require such statements, and when they will be done.

- Section 8.11 - Describe what the nature of the consultations and any conclusions
reached.

8. Thank you for the additional information on the taxiway edge lights. We have an
obligation to protect archeological resources within park boundaries. The park
archeologist has determined that no archeological testing is necessary for the fence
and the taxiway lighting projects. However, in your response to our July 9% Jetter,
you indicate a cable plowing method that may be used to install the lights. Please
describe which method you intend to use, what the equipment is and what it entails
specifically in terms of width and depth of ground disturbance, and its impacts on
potentially unknown archeological resources.

9. We would like to address the alternative of an AWOS and LES access road from
Race Point Road which would cross over the bike trail. Our concerns were not
@ addresses from the 1% internal draft of the alternatives and we feel that this issue
requires a meeting to discuss all possible alternatives so they meet the project purpose
and need and comply with FAA standards while minimizing environmental impacts.

10. We appreciate the addition of Fence Concept 6 to this draft of the EA/EIR. This
alternative substantially reduces impacts, and responds to several of our earlier
concerns. We also offer the park archeologist's concurrence with the conclusion in
the EA/EIR that no archeological testing is needed for this fence alignment. We
request that subsequent drafts address the following with respect to Fence Concept 6:
- Please include a brief description of how the wildlife passage gaps will be

monitored and maintained.
@- In the text and on figure 4.9, please clarify the location of the one-way gate
intended to allow deer to exit the airfield.
- Please describe the purpose and need for the two bump-out sections along the
southeast side of the fence alignment.
We appreciate the efforts to reduce the extent of fencing in the tidal wetland portion
of Hatches Harbor. However, we note that details regarding the specific location of
the terminus of the fence adjacent to Hatches Harbor remain to be determined. We
concur with your suggestion (Item 10, Page 13-101) that we conduct a field visit to
determine the best possible approach in this sensitive area.

@ 11. The alternatives for parking expansion still need a discussion between us, and it is

unclear if such a discussion is to take place in time as the consultants are now talking
about completing a next draft. We are pleased to see phasing considered. At this point
we are receptive of the numbers associated with Phase One but not with Phase Two if
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there are no parking demand management activities to be put in place, e.g. summer
season parking fee at a minimum, or building in a parking fee that does not require an
electronic gate. Plus, transportation behavior may have changed by the time of Phase
Two and there may be less reliance on the private auto and more taxi and transit options.

The parking assessment used to support such strong findings is weak. The text in Section
4.10 needs elaboration about what "further evaluation and assessment of the parking lot
options was completed." The document needs to inform the reader about what was done
and when. We continue to be concerned about the level of analysis for such an important
decision. In Section 6.0 it states that auto parking observations in 2007 and 2008 were
done. But the text needs elaboration on page 6-3 rather than referral to an appendix.
And, in particular, it should be clarified that no data was collected in 2007; just anecdotal
analysis or the reference to 2007 should be deleted.

Similarly, the two-page “Supplemental Parking Study” sounds like more than it was -
non-specific observation on two days of the July 4 weekend culminating with an
impressive summary chart showing that the parking lot is over 100% full, and an
interview with the rental car agency staff and one cab driver. There is still no bus data,
and the bus is routed to stop at the airport. This was minor data collection versus a study,
and it deserves to be renamed supplemental parking data collection at the most.
Additional parking data can and should be taken this winter and spring during
development of the final EA/EIS.

We would again suggest that Appendix 4.2 not be termed a Supplemental Parking Study.
Two days in July 2008 is not a significant sample size. Plus, it was only over the July
4th weekend, which traditionally has a big influx of visitation to the area. We suggest
you consider the situation over the course of the ten weeks of summer season and off
season. Also see comments above concerning Section 6.0.

@ 12. The terminal building alternatives in Section 4.11 still needs a discussion between

our agencies. More information is deferred until the next draft again and our concerns
appear to continue to be disregarded or unanswered. Responses to some basic questions
are needed. Our questions include the following: What is the ceiling height of the first
floor? the second floor? and what is dictating those ceiling heights and roof pitches? The
window expanse on the second level seems to be oriented for viewing planes and the
landscape versus having a true ceiling height-related purpose. Please see the Airport's
files for correspondence and meeting notes on the terminal building construction project
during the previous master plan & EIS work in the 1990s. We have been consistent in
saying the overall hangar height is what is expected as the maximum roof height.

13. Finally, we support the updated preferred alternative for the Turf Apron to reduce the
proposed dimensions since it will eliminate direct impact on wetlands.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this internal draft of the Final
EA/EIR. While significant progress has been made, we note that there are still a few
issues that warrant discussion in person and on-site. Ilook forward to hearing from you
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regarding potential meeting dates and times to discuss this important project for the
Provincetown Municipal Airport within Cape Cod National Seashore.

Sincerely,

George Ef Price, Jr.
Superintendent

e LaVeme Reid, Federal Aviation Administration
Michael Leger, Chairman, Provincetown Airport Commission
Arthur “Butch” Lisenby, Airport Manager
Rachel] Schohn, Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission
Sharon Lynn, Town Manager, Provincetown
Michael Garrity, Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc
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Response to comments in letter from United States Department of the Interior,
(NPS, CCNS), December 15 2008.

1
2.

w

10.
11.
12.
13.

14.

15.

16.

17.
18.

19.

The Airport Commission is discussing this issue with NPS.

It is the intent of FAA and the Airport Commission to make the FAA’s NEPA document
consistent with NPS guidelines and requirements. Revisions have been made to the
document.

Section 1.1 describes the federal actions for both FAA and NPS.

Section 1 has been revised to identify which impact categories have been dismissed from
further analysis and why.

The terms restoration, replication, and mitigation are used interchangeably in this document
as noted in Section 7. Because of the various permitting regulations, no one term will suffice
for all reviewers. Specific permit applications will use the term specific to the particular need.
We note that NPS used the term “restored” when referring to wetland mitigation on page 1 of
the July 9, 2008 letter. The wetlands within the project area are freshwater wetlands, either
isolated or bordering. Similar wetlands will be constructed. The word toad has been used with
each reference to the Eastern Spadefoot.

The coastal dune creation area is the same as the area shown in the May 31, 2007 NPC/Draft
EIR/EA. In addition to providing coastal dune mitigation, the dune area maintains the existing
separation between wetland areas | and C/J/FK as discussed in Section 7.2. The contract
documents will require that the source of the sand be certified that it does not contain
archaeological resources or non-native plant seed.

The document has been revised.

The changes have been made. We note that the term “Race Point” bathhouse was suggested
by the October 31, 2007 NPS letter. The bathhouse is now referred to as the Herring Cove
bathhouse as directed by the December 15, 2008 NPS letter.

The text has been revised.

The document has been revised to address these comments.

Section 8 has been revised.

The cable plowing method is described in Section 5.6.2.5.

The LES service road alternative that would come in from Race Point Road and cross the bike
path has been re-evaluated and dismissed as discussed in Section 3.

NHESP has provided initial guidance on the location and inspection of the proposed gaps in
the fence to facilitate movement of turtles and toads. The gaps would be inspected at least
once a year in the spring as part of the Airport’s operational mitigation plan. Since the graded
patrol road has been eliminated, NHESP will include in their determination required
mitigation relative to access to, location of, and methods of maintaining the gaps.

The one-way gate has been eliminated for operational and security reasons. The existing gate
near the SRE building will be used for any deer who can not exit the airfield towards the
west.

The bump-out section at the Runway 25 End is necessary to avoid the approach surface. The
fence alignment extends a little beyond the approach surface in order to minimize wetland
impacts in wetland area E/DD. The bump-out section at the Runway 7 End enclosed the non-
directional beacon shelter. This bump-out has been eliminated and a gate will be installed to
allow access to the shelter. The fence alignment on the south side has been further revised to
avoid critical Eastern Spadefoot toad breeding habitat as shown on Figures 6.8 and 6.9.

The terminus of the fence has been revised as shown on Figure 6.8.

The Airport Commission would like to discuss this and other issues with the NPS. Various
reports have been submitted to the CCC and renaming the documents would be confusing for
agency project files.

The Airport Commission coordinated with NPS during planning for the current Terminal
building. The Commission agreed to revise the exterior design of the building to eliminate a
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cupola. The Airport Commission is not aware of a long term agreement to limit the height of
any future terminal building design. To accommodate a second floor, the height of the
Preferred Alternative at this stage of conceptual design is approximately 6-12 feet above the
hangar as discussed in Section 5.
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13.6  January 30, 2009 Comment Letter from National Park Service

This section contains the letter, dated January 30, 2009, received from the National Park
Service on the 2" Internal Draft of the Final EA/EIR. Several meetings and conference

calls were held to discuss the issues in the letter. The document has been reorganized to

meet NPS standards for NEPA documents.
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Cape Cod National Seashore
99 Marconi Site Road
Wellfleet, MA 02667

IN REPLY REFER TO:

L7617

January 30, 2009

LaVerne Reid, Director of Airports

Federal Aviation Administration New England
12 New England Executive Park

Burlington, MA 01803

Dear Ms Reid:

Cape Cod National Seashore (CCNS) has received the 2" Internal Draft of the Final EIR/EA for
the Provincetown Municipal Airport (PMA) Capital Improvements Plan (CIP). We appreciate
the efforts to incorporate our comments in the previous drafts of this document and modifications
of some of the alternatives, however substantive issues and questions remain unresolved. In our
previous letters we proposed continued consultation and dialogue with your organization and
requesl that again at this time.

We received the 2" Internal Draft on January 20, 2009. Your consultant’s transmittal letter
requested comments by February 2" and indicated your intent to release this document to the
public through the MEPA process on February 15™: the consultants continue to indicate a desire
to combine the MEPA and FAA and NPS NEPA processes. Before an NPS EA can be released
to the public, the seashore must be confident that the final internal drafl is correct, complete,
meets NPS standards, and that all substantive issues are resolved. CCNS must then forward the
final internal draft to out Regional office for review and approval and to the Departiment of
Interior (DOT) solicitor’s office to ensure legal sufficiency. Several issues discussed in our
previous comment letters remain unanswered and unresolved. As a result, CCNS cannot not find
the current draft to be meet NPS standards or reflect resolution of all substantive issues.
Consequently, we can not forward this draft for the required NPS regional office and DOI
solicitor’s reviews, nor can we agree to release this draft to the public. Further, we are reluctant
to commit the staff time necessary to provide a detailed line-by-line review until we are
confident this EA process will incorporate NPS comments and requirements and that all
substantive issues are resolved.

FEB 0 2 2309
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Integrating our agencies' NEPA processes is one of the issues we had hoped to discuss with your
staff and consultants at the meeting we requested in our last letter, dated December 15, 2008. We
had also hoped to discuss other issues raised in our previous comment letters but still not
adequately resolved in the draft EA. These include the AWOS and LES access road, the
perimeter fence, parking expansion, and terminal building expansion. In our review of the il
Internal Draft we note that authors of the EA recognize these issues require additional discussion
between our agencies (Section 4, pages 4-23, 4-24, 4-35, 4-36, 4-38, and 4-41 of the draft
document).

Given the importance of these issues to both the PMA and CCNS, the complexity of integrating
our agencies' NEPA processes, and the clements of the CIP that still need to be resolved, I
recommend strongly that we meet prior lo preparation of any more drafts of this EA. We made
good progress when we met last year and I feel confident that a meeting can resolve a number of
issues. I look forward to hearing from you regarding potential meeting dates.

Sincerely, -w
( P _
Georgef%ﬁce, T

Superintendent

(e Michelle Ricci, Federal Aviation Administration
Michael Leger, Chairman, Provincetown Airport Commission
Arthur “Butch” Lisenby, Airport Manager
Rachel Schohn, Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission
Michal Garrity, Project Manager, Jacobs Engineering Group
Sharon Lynn, Town Manager, Provincetown
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13.7 November 5, 2010 Comment Letter from National Park Service

This section contains the letter, dated November 5, 2010, received from the National Park
Service on the Revised 4th Internal Draft of the Final EA/EIR. Several meetings and
conference calls were held to discuss the issues in the letter. The mitigation mentioned in
the letter has been referenced and included in the Mitigation Section of the document, as
requested in the NPS letter.
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Cape Cod National Seashore
99 Marconi Site Road
Wellfleet, MA 02667
508.771.2144
508.349.9052 Fax

IN REPLY REFER TO:

L7617

Movember 5, 2010

LaVerne Reid, Director of Airports

Federal Aviation Administration New England
12 New England Executive Park

Burlington, Massachusetts 01803

Subject: Mitigation for wetland impacts of the Environmental Assessment for the Capital Improvements Plan,
Provincetown Municipal Airport

Dear Ms. Reid:

We have revised our earlier comments regarding proposed wetland mitigation measures for the Internal Draft
of the Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Capital Improvements Plan, Provincetown Municipal Airport.
This revision is a result of additional information contained in the following documents:

1. April 28, 1997 Memorandum of Understanding (Hatches Harbor Saltmarsh Restoration Project)
between the National Park Service (NPS) and the Town of Provincetown, signed by Cape Cod
National Seashore Superintendent and Provincetown Board of Selectmen. page 2, item 9. states "The
Park Service agrees that the Project will be classified as mitigation for the wetlands impacts of
required present AND FUTURE airport safety improvements. The regulatory agencies responsible
for wetlands protection must approve of mitigation (This mitigation would satisfy most of the
agencies as exceeding a one to ten mitigation)”.

2. August 28, 1998 Cape Cod National Seashore Finding of No Significant Impact for Hatches Harbor
Salt Marsh Restoration. page 3 "NPS understands that the FAA (Federal Aviation Administration )
intends to use restored salt marsh habitat at Hatches Harbor as mitigation for wetland impacts of
airport construction projects. Presently, the airport plans to harden the safety areas at the end of the
runway, a project that no longer needs wetland mitigation. Subject to approval by the federal state
and local agencies, with responsibility for wetland protection, the NPS agrees that the Hatches
Harbor Restoration project can provide mitigation for the planned runway apron expansion to occur
in 2000. This apron expansion will impact 2800 square feet and is the only runway improvement
planned by the Federal Aviation Administration unless runway expansion is necessary."

3. November 28, 2001 NPS Record of Decision and Statement of Findings related to issuance of
special use permits to allow for safety improvements at Provincetown Airport. Based on the Final
Environmental Impact Statement April 7, 2000 and Section 4(f) Statement prepared by FAA for
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airport improvements. bottom of page 10: "The proposed development will have adverse impacts on
a total of 0.50 acres of wetlands. The $77,000 contribution by FAA to the Hatches Harbor
restoration project accounts for 20% of the restoration project cost, which computes to funding 12-
18 acres of the 60-90 acres of wetland habitat estimated to be restored/created by the project.
Therefore, the NPS finds that this project is fully in compliance with NPS wetland protection
procedures, including the required sequence of avoiding, mitigating, and compensating for wetland
impacts."

Since future airport safety improvement projects identified in these documents were not actually completed,
Cape Cod National Seashore agrees that FAA’s contribution to salt marsh restoration at Hatches Harbor can
be applied as off-site mitigation for activities covered in the current Capital Improvements Plan.

Please note that the concepts and proposals contained in this letter solely reflect assessment and analysis of
the situation by Cape Cod National Seashore staff. Further review and discussion with the Army Corps, MA
DEP, MA Natural Heritage, and the Cape Cod Commission is necessary and may result in alternative
mitigation strategies or higher mitigation ratios and acreage requirements.

If you have questions regarding this topic, please contact Shelley Hall, Chief of Natural Resources, at
(508) 957-0737.

Sincerely,

George E. Price, Jr.
Superintendent

v+ Heath Gatlin, Chairman, Provincetown Airport Commission
Sharon Lynn, Town Manager, Town of Provincetown
Arthur "Butch" Lisenby, Airport Manager
Michelle Ricei, Federal Aviation Administration
v/ Michael Garrity, Project Manager, Jacobs Engineering Group
CCNS central files
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