PURPOSE AND NEED

1.0 «INTRODUCTION -STUDY OVERVIEW

The Pittsfield Airport Environmental Assessment/Environmental Impact Report (EA/EIR) isa
comprehensive study intended to quantify, assess and mitigate where applicable, potential impacts
from airport development recommendations presented in the 2001 Pittsfield Airport Master Plan
Update (AMPU). The document preparation included both draft and final versions, with this
document representing the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR).

On January 2, 2004 the Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed improvements at Pittsfield Municipal
Airport was released. The Certificate, along with other written comments received from regul atory
agencies, and other private and public entities, required a reassessment of various key
recommendations contained in the DEIR, including the selection of the preferred development
aternative. This FEIR reflects significant changes to the preferred development alternative in
response to the comments on the DEIR. It is believed that the changes to the project described in
this document address the environmental impact concerns of the reviewing agencies. Where
significant changesin the FEIR sections occur, an introductory note (in italics) is presented to
summarize the change. Where no changes occurred, the section was not reiterated in the FEIR
document.

The development changes made in this FEIR result in asignificant decrease in impacts to several
protected environmental resource categories. The following list summarizes the key devel opment
modifications to the preferred development alternative. Each subject is addressed in greater detail
in following chapters:

» Avoidance of wetland resour ce ar eas associated with Wampenum Brook at the east
end of the Runway 08-26 development
Discussion: Based on comments received from Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Protection, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, the extended Runway 26 safety areawas redesigned to completely
avoid impacts to the Wampenum Brook wetland system. Impact reductions of 1.74 acres
of vegetated wetland and 284,192 cubic feet of land subject to flooding resulted from this
modification. See Figures 1-5 and 1-5ato review the changes to the length of the project
that allowed for the avoidance of Wampenum Brook.

» Avoidance of impactsto Mud Pond Brook along the south side of the Runway 08
safety area
Discussion: Based on comments received from the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and
Endangered Species Program (MNHESP), the south side of the Runway 08 runway safety
areawas redesigned to avoid impacts to this wetland and an associated state-listed
endangered plant species (few-flowered spikerush). Impact reductions of 0.38 acres of
vegetated wetland, 500 square feet of land under water, 400 linear feet of bank, 4,000
square feet of riverfront area, and 5,385 cubic feet of land subject to flooding resulted from
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this modification. See Figures 1-2 and 1-2ato review the changes to the safety area width
at the Runway 08 end that allowed for these impact reductions.

» Consideration of Endanger ed/Threatened/Special Concern Species
Discussion: Based on the Secretary’ s Certificate issued on the DEIR, additional field
investigations were conducted to determine the potential project impacts on
endangered/threatened plant species. The additional field reconnaissance identified two
colonies of few-flowered spikerush (a state-listed endangered species) located south of the
extended Runway 08 safety area (see discussion above). Also identified were several large
colonies of the crooked-stem aster (special concern) located to the north of the existing
Runway 26 end and some chestnut sedge (threatened) and barren strawberry (special
concern) within the footprint of the extended Runway 26 end. In order to minimize
impacts to these colonies, discussions were held with MNHESP and FAA personnel
regarding potential changesin the design that could minimize or avoid impacts to these
Species.

As noted above, the spikerush colony at the Runway 08 end will not be impacted by the
project. However, in order to provide a compliant side safety area on the Runway 26 end,
minor impacts to the crooked-stem aster colony are proposed. The modified grading plan
to minimize these impacts has been approved by the FAA. Other impacts to the chestnut
sedge and barren strawberry are unavoidable, but replanting in mutually agreeable locations
will be undertaken prior to project construction. Additional measures will be necessary to
address the taking of these species under the Massachusetts Endangered Species Act (see
MNHESP letter in Appendix |). See Figures 1-2 and 1-2b to review the changes to the
Runway 26 safety areathat allowed for the minimization of impacts to the crooked-stem
aster.

» Rerouting of South Mountain Road around the east end of the runway extension
Discussion: The DEIR evaluated and recommended that South Mountain Road be closed
at two points north and south of the runway extension, since traffic studies revealed no
significant impact to the level of service at mgjor intersections resulting from the closure.
Based on public and agency comment, the Pittsfield Airport Commission elected to pursue
arerouting of the road around the east end of the extended Runway 26. This significant
changein the preferred devel opment alternative resulted in a decrease in the amount of
space available to address the runway length and safety area deficiencies for Runway
08-26. Figure 1-2b shows the proposed route of the relocated roadway.

» Modified Runway Safety Areas
Discussion:
Runway 26: Modified runway safety areas were evaluated and approved by FAA through
the completion of an aeronautical study to satisfy environmental concerns expressed above,
including the endangered plant colonies and the avoidance of wetland resources associated
with Wampenum Brook. Modifications were based on an equivalent level of safety to be
determined by FAA and resulted in a 920 ft. x 400 ft. extended RSA for Runway 26 (as
opposed to the required 1,000 ft. x 400 ft.).
Runway 08 - The south side extended RSA also falls short of recommended FAA grading
requirements to minimize impacts to Mud Pond Brook. Approximately 0.74 acres of safety
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areawill not meet FAA grading requirements. It should be noted that the overall extended
length of the RSA averages out to 1,000 ft. at the centerline. The northerly edge of the
RSA is approximately 785 ft. and the opposing southerly edge is 1,215 ft. Thisrepresentsa
significant modification to the original design, and allowed for a minimization of impacts
to several protected environmental resource categories, allowed for the re-routing of South
Mountain Road around the end of the project, and allowed for the goal of a 5,950-foot
runway to be maintained. See Figures 1-2, 1-2a and 1-2b for the changes to the preferred
safety area design at the Runway 08 and 26 ends.

On —Site Balanced Cut and Fill

Discussion: The Pittsfield Airport Commission isin the process of acquiring a 17.8-acre
undeveloped parcel (Morse) south of Barker Road and north of the proposed runway
extension. Preliminary engineering evaluations indicate that the total estimated fill
volumes required for the project (approximately 1.48 million CY) can now be obtained
from within the confines of airport property with this acquisition. Thiswill minimize the
need to haul fill material on public roadways from off-site sources; a concern expressed by
several members of the public and the City. See Fig 4-9 for the proposed excavation limits
on the airport property that will provide the necessary fill material for the project.

Modified Phase Il Property Acquisition and Wild Acres Reuse Plan

Discussion:

Phase || Property — The City entered into preliminary negotiations with an affected
landowner, the Airport Commission and the Conservation Commission to approve a
reduced Phase |1 property acquisition program. The DEIR recommended that atotal of 138
acresinvolving three livable residences and one business be acquired. Based on the
Memorandum of Understanding approved by the City and one affected landowner, and
minor property line adjustments made to the extended Runway 26 runway protection zone,
the total acreage recommended for acquisition has been reduced to approximately 106
acres’. SeeFig. 1-4 for the revised Phase || property acquisition program.

Wild Acres Reuse Plan — The proposed mitigation for impacts to the Wild Acres
Conservation Area has been modified from the proposal in the DEIR. These modifications
were made primarily to protect the interests of concerned abutting property owners while
still meeting the requirements of Section 4(f) of the DOT Act and Article 97 of the State
Constitution. Based on the modified Phase |1 property acquisition program, the existing
airport property and land to be acquired that will be transferred to Wild Acres has been
reduced. Inthe DEIR, the proposed Wild Acres Reuse Plan indicated that approximately
164 acres of existing and to-be-acquired property would be transferred to Wild Acres.
Under the revised Phase Il acquisition program (including the life estate portion), this total
will be reduced to 84.38 acres. See Figures 5-1 and 5-2 for the revised mitigation plan for
the Wild Acres Conservation Area.

! This revised Phase |1 acreage excludes the Morse parcel which was acquired with FAA participation, but not
shown to be acquired in total in the DEIR.
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1.1 ¢EA/EIR REGULATORY ISSUES

Both the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), through Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) Airports Divisions Order 5050.4a, FAA Environmental Order 1050.1E and the
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA), through the Certificate of the Secretary on the
Environmental Notification Form No. 12480, provide the regulatory framework for this study. The
EA (federal) and EIR (state) is a combined document divided into five separate chapters,; Purpose
and Need, Alternatives, Existing Environment, Analysis of Effects and Mitigation. Accompanying
this document are a number of Technical Appendicesthat provide further support and rational for
the study’s conclusions. There is a progressive organization to the EA/EIR chapters, beginning
with ajustification for the development projects, followed by the identification, discussion, and
selection of development alternatives, ending with a selection of a preferred development
aternative, determination of environmental impact and identification of impact mitigation.

The state and federal mandates requiring the preparation of this EA/EIR were also engaged with the
completion and approval of the 2001 Airport Master Plan Update (AMPU). The AMPU process
resulted in the identification of a number of design deficiencies within the existing airport layout
and prepared devel opment recommendations to correct these deficiencies. Many of these suggested
improvements, either as stand-alone projects, or viewed in total within the framework of the overall
AMPU development plan, triggered the need for this EA/EIR according to the current
NEPA/MEPA regulations. Since the AMPU was the precursor to this EA/EIR, significant portions
of the AMPU are either referenced or reprinted in this document. To provide additional detail
and/or perspective on the various chapters, the entire AMPU is presented as Appendix A.

Thisinitia chapter of the EA/EIR for the proposed improvements at Pittsfield Municipal Airport
(PSF) details the project’ s Purpose and Need. The chapter provides an explanation of two major
planning criteria that must be addressed in the regulated operation of public airports; airfield safety
and airfield capacity. This chapter focuses on safety requirements first followed by safety and
capacity needs and then strictly capacity issues. The FAA and Massachusetts Aeronautics
Commission (MAC) typically approve and fund projects in this same manner; safety upgrades first
followed by capacity-related projects.

Following the discussion of airport needs, proposed actions to provide recommended solutions are
presented from the AMPU. Thisis supported with supplemental statistical information to the extent
available, along with current and projected airport activity levels where appropriate. This process
sets the stage to develop a detailed assessment of these general development recommendationsin
Chapter Two, Alternatives.

Also to be noted is the on-going project at the airport to acquire property for the existing runway
protection zones (RPZs) to Runway 08-26. This acquisition program is needed to satisfy existing
deficiencies regarding FAA recommended land use controls within these defined airport protection
zones. This property acquisition program, referred to as “Phase 1”, involves nine® separate parcels
and is not one of the projects subject to further evaluation in this study. Additional land acquisition

2 The original Phase | acquisition program was based on the purchase of 12 parcels. Two parcels have been shifted
into Phase Il pending the outcome of the EA/EIR (refer to Figure 1-4, Properties to be Acquired) and one dropped
due to complications of relocation.
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needed for the airport facility improvements included in this EA/EIR, referred to as “Phase 117, is
discussed in greater detail in sections 1.3.3, 1.4.4, and 1.5.3.

1.2 ¢ PROJECT SETTING and EXISTING AIRPORT USE
SameasDEIR 1.1

1.2.1-PSF Market Area

SameasDEIR 1.1.1

1.3 ¢SAFETY ISSUES

SameasDEIR 1.2

1.3.1 - Runway Safety Areasand Airport Reference Code
SameasDEIR 1.2.1

1.3.1.1 - AMPU Preferred RSA Alternative (DEIR 1.2.1.1)

The following discussion is based on the analysis presented in the 2001 AMPU. Asdetailed in
Chapter 2, Alternatives, the ultimate RSA configuration is based on a compilation of all
recommended airfield facility needs including a 950 ft. runway extension, full parallel taxiway,
instrument landing system (ILS) and approach light system. The final preferred alternative also
incorporates al of the additional development constraints reevaluated in the FEIR process.

The 2001 AMPU included an alternatives analysis and identification of “Preferred Alternatives’ for
the various improvement projects. While the AMPU alternatives were not subjected to a
comprehensive environmental evaluation to the extent of an EA/EIR, some impact analysis was
completed. Figure 1-2 providesthe preferred AMPU RSA alternative, while Figures 1-2aand 1-2b
provide the FEIR preferred RSA alternatives based on the additional environmental evaluation.
The Alternatives chapter in the EA/EIR reevaluates feasible alternatives in greater detail with the
inclusion of several options not envisioned in the AMPU.

The AMPU documented the existing area suitable for RSA development on Runway 08-26. Off the
26 end, there is approximately 200 feet available before the terrain becomes too steep to meet
minimum grading requirements. Off the Runway 08 end, Barker Road becomes the controlling
obstacle, with the edge of the right-of-way approximately 190 feet from the runway end. Severa
aternatives to provide standard RSAs were developed in the AMPU. The preferred alternative was
based on alayout that preserved existing runway length, caused the least environmental disruption
and had the lowest development costs (refer to Figure 1-2, Preferred Master Plan RSA Alternative).
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1.3.2 - Airspace Obstructions (DEIR 1.2.2)

This section was retained in the FEIR principally because the geometry of the protected airspace
changed since the DEIR due to the modifications to the preferred development alternative.
However, the extent of obstructions did not change in response to the slight airspace change.

Obstructions to the airspace around PSF are defined by FAR Part 77 Objects Affecting Navigable
Airspace. Part 77 defines a set of imaginary surfaces that surround the immediate airport vicinity
including the primary, approach, transition, horizontal, and conical surfaces. These surfaces vary
depending on the type of aircraft using the facility, number and layout of runways, and type of
approachesto the airport. Article 77.23 and subsection (5) of Part 77 states that, “An existing
object, including a mobile object is, and a future object would be, an obstruction to air navigation if
it is of greater height than the surface of atakeoff and landing area of an airport or any imaginary
surface established under 77.25, 77.28, or 77.29. However, no part of the takeoff or landing area
itself will be considered an obstruction”.

Based on obstruction analysis conducted in the AMPU and graphically depicted in the AMPU
Airspace Plan (refer to Figure 1-3, Part 77 Imaginary Surfaces Plan), there are both ground and
vegetative (tree) obstructions to respective Part 77 surfaces. This represent a potential safety hazard
to aircraft and pilots/passengers since they exist within airspace that could be used by aircraft under
the existing airport configuration.

FAA planning and design guidelines recommend that these obstructions be corrected to remove the
potential hazard to air navigation. The preferred means of correction is removal, but with no other
practical aternative, obstruction lighting and runway threshold displacements are viable options.
Critical ground penetrations to Runway 08-26’s primary surface are discussed next, followed by a
discussion of tree obstructions to the respective approach and transitional surfaces. It isimportant
for the reader to understand that these obstructions are present under existing conditions. Even
without the construction of the RSAs or the modification of the runway (see following discussion
1.3 Safety and Capacity) obstruction removal will be required.

The geometry of the imaginary surfacesis affected by the changesin the preferred devel opment
alternative reflected in this FEIR, as can be seen in a comparison of Figures 1-3 and 1-3a.
However, this change in design from the AMPU to the FEIR and subsequent change in imaginary
surface geometry does not affect the extent of obstructions around the airport, due primarily to the
small size of the geometry change.

1.3.2.1 - Runway 08-26, Primary Surface Obstructions

SameasDEIR 1.2.2.1

1.3.2.2 - Runway 08-26, Approach and Transition Obstructions

SameasDEIR 1.2.2.2
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PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

PREFERRED 2001 MASTER PLAN RSA ALTERNATIVE

FLUMWAY B-306 50007 'WITH RLINWAY SAFETY AREAS
MAY 2005 FIGLIRE 1.2
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1.3.3 - Acquire Property for RSAsand Relocated RPZs (DEIR 1.2.3)

The Purpose and Need for future property acquisition is based on the assumption that the on-going
property acquisition program will be completed. This current acquisition program isto provide
adequate land use control for both existing Runway Protection Zones (RPZs) off the ends of
Runway 08-26. This on-going acquisition program is referred to as Phase|. All Phase | properties
will have been acquired or secured with adequate land use control prior to initiating subsequent
acquisition to accommodate the selected RSA aternative. The Phase | acquisition program has
been undertaken to correct existing deficiencies for recommended land use control off both ends of
the primary runway. This program is needed regardless of the ultimate runway development
resulting from this EA/EIR process.

Because RSAs are an integral component of the runway environment, it is essential that the land
impacted by RSA development be owned in fee by the airport sponsor. This should include
adequate land ownership to include all grading and toe-of-slope associated with each RSA.

Runway protection zones are trapezoidal areas beginning 200 feet off each runway end. The RPZ’'s
function is to enhance the protection of people and property on the ground. Thisisachieved
through airport owner control over RPZs. Such control includes clearing RPZ areas (and keeping
them clear) of incompatible objects and activities. FAA Advisory Circular 150-530 -13 chg 6
Airport Design states that control is preferably exercised through acquisition of sufficient property
interest in the RPZ. The RPZ dimensions for a particular runway end are a function of the type of
aircraft (defined by the designated ARC) and approach visibility minimum associated with that
runway end.

The RPZ differs from the FAR Part 77 approach surface. The RPZ is adesign surface overlaid on
the ground. The approach surface begins at the same elevation as the extended primary surface and
slopes up and away at the specified approach angle. The approach surface is primarily used to
identify penetrating objects, while the RPZ is used to specify and enhance compatible land use
within the runway approaches. Table 1-4 presents the dimensions for each Runway 08-26 end

RPZ.
Table1-4
Runway Protection Zone Dimensions
Length | Inner Width | Outer Width | RPZ
Runway & Approach ARC (feet) (feet) (feet) (acr es)
26- Non-Precision 3/4+ miles
(Existing & No-Build) C-l1 1,700 1,000 1,510 49
26- Precision cll | 2500 1,000 1,750 79
(Build)
08- NO”'PE;‘T')S' on>1mi. 1 11 | 1,700 500 1,010 29

Source: FAA AC 150/5300-13

3 The original Phase | properties identified in Fig 1-4 have been acquired. The acquisition of parcel #19 (Fig. 1-4) is
currently under negotiations and also will be funded with Phase | grant participation.
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In thisanalysis, Phase |1 property acquisition is presented in two subsections in the Purpose and
Need statement. The first discussion focuses on the land that will be required to meet mandated
safety requirements to provide runway safety areas and to control the rel ocated runway protection
zones. Inthefollowing section, 1.3 - Safety and Capacity |ssues, there is presentation of additional
property requirements that will be needed to accommodate the proposed runway extension and
further relocation of the RPZ. Both discussions are limited to the Runway 26 end. All required
land for Runway 08 airspace and safety protection will be secured in the Phase | program.
It isimportant to note that the extent of the RPZs and RSAs were modified from the preferred
development alternatives of the AMPU and the DEIR. Figure 1-4areflects the changes in the Phase
Il property acquisition program resulting from the new preferred development alternative.

1.3.3.1 - Runway 26 RSA, RPZ and Wild Acres (w/o extension — RSA Alt.)

SameasDEIR 1.2.3.1

1.4 ¢SAFETY AND CAPACITY ISSUES
SameasDEIR 1.3

1.4.1 - Extend Runway 26 and Construct Parallel Taxiway
SameasDEIR 1.3.1

1.4.1.1 - Runway Length Requirements

SameasDEIR 1.3.1.1.

1.4.1.2 — Runway Extension Capacity Enhancement
SameasDEIR 1.3.1.2

1.4.1.3 - Runway Extension Safety Enhancement
SameasDEIR 1.3.1.3

1.4.2 —Ingtall Instrument Landing System (1L S) with Approach Light System (MAL SR)
SameasDEIR 1.3.2

1.4.3—Extend Municipal Water and Upgrade Sewer

SameasDEIR 1.3.3
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1.4.4— Acquire Property for Runway 26 Extension

Asdiscussed in Section 1.3.3 above, the airport will have to purchase an additional 22 acreson five
separate parcels to accommodate the relocated runway pavement and extended RSA off the
Runway 26 end (See Fig 1-4A, Parcel #10, 11, 18, 20 Watroba, and 19 Morse. If South Mountain
Road was to be relocated, as opposed to closed, under this, the Preferred RSA Alternative, an
additional residential property may have to be acquired to preclude PART 77 penetration to the

rel ocated approach surface (final roadway relocation precludes this need).

Assuming that the runway extension is constructed in concert with the RSA project, an additional
62 acres will be required beyond the 22 acres identified as needed for the RSA in Section 1.1.3. As
noted in the AMPU, these properties were identified as the Phase Il acquisition program (includes
#16 and 17 Watroba, and 21 Giacoletto).

The 62 acresidentified for the extension will only be required to provide land use control for the
ultimate RPZ and MALSR lights and critical area. There are six residential propertiesinvolved.
However, within the boundaries of the ultimate RPZ, there are only minor residential impacts.
There are four residences along Velma Avenue at the outer most portion of the RPZ. Since there
are no identified obstructions on these properties, it islogical to assume that easements on these
properties (as opposed to acquisition) will be sufficient for future land use control. The remaining
two residential properties that will be impacted by the ultimate RPZ are also without obstructions,
and may constitute only a partial taking of each property. Both of these properties are east of the
power line right of way and are currently open and undeveloped. Much of this property also
contains wetlands and is generally unsuitable for development.*

Asdepicted in Fig. 1-4A, the amount of land recommended for acquisition under the FEIR
Preferred Alternative has been reduced. There will be the need to acquire three active residences
and undeveloped land, atotal of 99 acres, and five acres of easements from one impacted
landowner.

The following points summarize the Purpose and Need of acquiring sufficient property intereststo
provide adequate land use control for the extension and MALSR:

The runway extension and construction of a MALSR system will result in a relocated RPZ
for Runway 26. Thiswill require acquisition of 62 acres of land (approximately 84 acres
of land when viewed in total with the RSA development). FAA AC 150/5300-13 CHG 6
paragraph 212 states “ The RPZ' s function is to enhance the protection of people and
property on the ground. Thisis achieved through airport owner control over the RPZs.”
Without the purchase of adequate property interests, the airport will not achieve
adequate control over the RPZs.

The following projects have been identified as needed to enhance both safety and capacity at PSF.
These projects are assessed in greater detail in Chapter 2, Alternatives

* The discussion in this paragraph represents the land requirements for the preferred layout presented in the AMPU
and DEIR. Aswill be discussed in subsequent sections of the FEIR, these property acquisition recommendations
have been modified and reduced.
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Safety and Capacity Projects

o Extend Runway 26 by 950 feet and construct parallel taxiway.

o Install precision approach on Runway 26 with medium intensity approach lights with
runway alignment indicator lights (MALSR)

e Extend water main to termina and hangars and compl ete sewer improvements.

e Acquire properties needed to accommodate Runway 26 extension and within relocated
RPZs and approach surface.

1.5 ¢ CAPACITY PROJECTS

SameasDEIR 1.4

1.5.1 - Construct New Terminal Building with Relocated Access Road and New Auto Parking
SameasDEIR 1.4.1

1.5.2 — Expand Aircraft Apron and Construct Hangars

SameasDEIR 1.4.2

1.5.3—Acquire Property for Terminal Area Development

SameasDEIR 1.4.3

1.6 ¢« PURPOSE AND NEED SUMMARY

SameasDEIR 1.5

PITTSFIELD MUNICIPAL AIRPORT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
MEPA FINAL

1-19





