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G Regulatory Settings Regulatory framework underlying permit conclusions

H Biological Resources Protected species findings

J Wetland Delineation Jurisdictional wetland boundaries and acreage

K Clean Water Act Section
404(b)(1) Analysis Alternatives-to-avoid analysis justifying every acre of wetland fill

L
NJDEP Green
Infrastructure
Memorandum

Basis for hardship waiver from N.J.A.C. 7:8 green-infrastructure
standards

M Engineering Reports
Stormwater and hydraulic design: tailwater assumptions, detention
sizing, pervious-pavement and underdrain design; basis for "no impact
on flooding in surrounding communities" conclusion

Technical Issues and Requests

Issue 1 — Withheld Appendices Prevent Technical Review

The Draft EA repeatedly makes reference too and directs the reviewer to appendices for the substantive technical analysis supporting its findings.
Those appendices were not in the commonly accessible Draft EA document published for public review. As a result, the public is asked to trust
conclusions made using analysis and supporting documentation on faith alone. The withheld appendices are identified in Table 1 above.

A comment period during which the supporting technical analysis is withheld does not constitute meaningful public review. The public cannot
make proper judgements on data it has not been permitted to see, and the FAA cannot reasonably conclude that public concerns were addressed
when the public was structurally prevented from raising informed technical objections.

Request: Release the complete appendices (A through O) to the public and reopen or extend the comment period for no less than 30 days
following their release. The FAA should not issue a FONSI until this has occurred.

Issue 2 — Public-Trust Obligations Invoked Selectively to Justify Expansion but Not to Weigh Public Environmental Costs

The Draft EA defines purpose and need around accommodating existing flight usages and forecast demand at two private FBO leaseholds. The
federal action is the FAA's approval of an Airport Layout Plan update for a publicly owned airport, advanced under the sponsorship of the Port
Authority, a public entity that holds TEB in trust for the region.

The Draft EA consistently invokes Grant Assurance 22 (economic nondiscrimination) to explain why the Port Authority cannot turn aircraft away
or compel use of other modes or airports. That obligation is used throughout the document as a reason the project must proceed. This same
public-trust framing is not applied consistently to the average residents in the surrounding areas adjacent to the airport. There will be a public
cost to filling wetlands in the Hackensack Meadowlands, i.e. developing concrete infrastructure within a tidal 100-year floodplain, and expanding
aviation infrastructure in a severe/serious ozone nonattainment area. The record invokes the public character of the airport selectively: to justify
accommodation, not to justify restraint or to weigh private benefit against public environmental cost.

Request: Supplement the record to explain how the public-trust character of the Port Authority and the federal interest in the ALP were weighed
against the public environmental costs of the action, and to address whether demand-management or restraint options were considered as part
of the FAA's and Port Authority's public obligations — not solely as constraints on the sponsor's objectives.

Issue 3 — Induced Demand: "No Increase in Operations" Premise Is Internally Inconsistent and Unsupported by Disclosed Analysis

The Draft EA's air quality and noise conclusions both rest on a single premise: that the Proposed Action will not increase the number of aircraft
operations, change the fleet mix, or alter routes relative to the No Action Alternative, and will in fact reduce operations by eliminating ferry
flights. On that basis the EA claims approximately 2.6 percent fewer total airport operations and 3.4 percent fewer Signature operations than No
Action, and concludes that no noise analysis is necessary.

This premise is a clear discontinuity with the expansions stated purpose and need. The Draft EA documents that demand already exceeds
capacity; the facilities already turn aircraft away. Signature hangers had closed its aprons for approximately 180 hours over 59 closures in 2024
alone, and 375 times over 2014–2024; and that ferry flights occur because parking is unavailable. It is clear to any reasonable introspection that
resolving the perceived capacity constraint can be reasonably expected attract or, at the very least, resolve current lacking that would otherwise
have been accommodated elsewhere. The Draft EA cannot simultaneously rely on acute, documented capacity shortfalls to establish need and
assume those shortfalls have no effect on the number of operations the expanded facility will accommodate.

The disclosed record contains no sensitivity analysis testing how conclusions change if added capacity retains even a modest fraction more
operations than the No Action baseline assumes. The supporting forecast and ferry-flight analysis are in the withheld Appendix A.

Request: Disclose Appendix A and provide a quantified sensitivity analysis showing how air quality, noise, and ferry-flight conclusions change
under scenarios in which expanded capacity retains or induces 5 percent, 10 percent, and 15 percent more operations than the No Action
baseline. If no such analysis was performed, the record should so state, and the "no increase in operations" premise should be identified as an
unsupported assumption rather than a finding.

Issue 4 — Noise: Annual-Average Threshold Does Not Capture Impacts of Fleet-Mix Shift Toward Larger Jets

The Draft EA declines to perform aircraft noise analysis on the basis that operations and routes do not change versus No Action and that the DNL
1.5 dBA significance threshold is not implicated. The EA concedes that DNL is an annual-average metric and that noise on any given day or at
night may be substantially higher than the annual average. The existing DNL 65 dBA contour already encompasses approximately 196 dwelling
units and noise-sensitive sites, with residential areas to the southwest and southeast.
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The EA expressly forecasts a fleet shift toward larger and medium jets at higher growth rates than other aircraft categories. A shift toward larger
aircraft can change the acoustic environment at nearby receptors — particularly single-event and nighttime noise levels — even where an annual-
average contour is not redrawn. The minimum-threshold analysis the EA employs does not address this condition.

Request: Provide supplemental noise disclosure using metrics that reflect actual receptor experience: nighttime (10 PM–7 AM) operations
counts, Sound Exposure Level (SEL) for representative large-jet events, and Number-Above analyses (e.g., N65, N75), with particular attention to
how the forecast fleet shift toward larger jets affects single-event and nighttime noise levels at residential receptors already within the DNL 65
dBA contour.

Issue 5 — Air Quality: Operational Emissions Assessed Only Qualitatively in a Severe/Serious Nonattainment Area

Bergen County is designated serious nonattainment for the 2015 8-hour ozone standard and severe nonattainment for the 2008 8-hour ozone
standard. The Draft EA quantifies construction emissions and shows them below de minimis thresholds using the largest project footprint, which
is appropriately conservative. Operational emissions are assessed only qualitatively, resting on the claim that the Proposed Action reduces ferry
flights and therefore reduces emissions relative to No Action.

That conclusion is entirely contingent on the ferry-flight differential in the withheld Appendix A and on the unexamined induced-demand
assumption described in Issue 3. If the retained-demand assumption is incorrect, the direction of the operational air quality conclusion could
reverse. In a nonattainment area of this severity, a qualitative assertion is an insufficient basis for a determination that no General Conformity
determination is warranted.

Request: Quantify operational emissions of ozone precursors (NOX and VOC) under the No Action and Proposed Action alternatives, including the
induced and retained-demand sensitivity scenarios described in Issue 3. Disclose Appendix F so the emissions methodology and assumptions can
be evaluated before any conformity conclusion is finalized.

Issue 6 — Wetlands: Off-Site Mitigation Represents a Real Local Loss of Meadowlands Function; Key Mitigation Is Not Yet Enforceable

The Proposed Action would fill jurisdictional wetlands within the Hackensack Meadowlands, requiring 11.00 credits of compensatory mitigation
across freshwater emergent, forested/shrub, and managed-wetland categories. Compensatory mitigation may be legally available, but it does not
eliminate the local loss of wetland acreage and function. The current mitigation banks as identified are: Kane, Evergreen MRI-3, and the
GreenVest F. Guarini Tract . All of these banks are located miles away in different municipalities alongside the Hackensack corridor, and are not in
the immediate airport vicinity where the wetland function is lost.

Furthermore, a substantial share of the proposed mitigation is not yet enforceable. The Draft EA states that the GreenVest F. Guarini Tract —
designated to absorb 3.43 credits of palustrine forested wetland impact — is "adjacent to, but outside" the area for which GreenVest is seeking
bank approval, and that GreenVest "will secure" the required permits and approvals. That is a commitment to obtain future authorization, not
authorization in hand. The 404(b)(1) alternatives-to-avoid analysis that purports to justify the fill is in the withheld Appendix K.

Request: Disclose Appendix K and document, before any FONSI, the finalized status of every mitigation instrument relied upon — including bank
approval, credit service area, and specific approvals still outstanding for the GreenVest F. Guarini Tract — together with long-term stewardship
and financial-assurance obligations. Mitigation contingent on future approvals should not support a no-significant-impact finding.

Issue 7 — Floodplain and Fill: "No Flooding Impact on Surrounding Communities" Conclusion Rests on Withheld Hydraulic Analysis

The Draft EA discloses the following conditions at the Signature South site: 8.82 acres of proposed development and 8.40 acres of new
impervious surface within the 100-year tidal floodplain; up to approximately 71,500 cubic yards of fill required during construction; inability to
fully meet the green-infrastructure standards of N.J.A.C. 7:8, requiring a hardship waiver; and East and West Riser ditches designed to backflow
brackish floodwaters onto airport property during 100-year and storm-surge events, with the Signature East site completely inundated during the
100-year event.

Against those disclosed conditions, the EA concludes that the additional impervious surface "would have no impact on flooding in the
surrounding communities." That conclusion depends entirely on the hydraulic and stormwater modeling in the withheld Appendix M — tailwater
and tidal boundary conditions, detention sizing, hydraulic grade lines, and pervious-pavement and underdrain design. Fill in this tidal floodplain is
noted as exempt from the flood-storage displacement limits of N.J.A.C. 7:13-11.4. The public is therefore asked to accept that tens of thousands
of cubic yards of net fill in a tidal floodplain abutting residential areas has no downstream consequence, without access to the supporting
analysis and without any compensatory-storage requirement.

Request: Disclose Appendix M in full, including tailwater and tidal boundary assumptions, compensatory-storage analysis or the basis for
foregoing it, hydraulic grade lines, and a storm-surge and sea-level-rise sensitivity analysis. Disclose the substance of the requested N.J.A.C. 7:8
hardship waiver (Appendix L) and explain whether any screened-out alternative would have avoided the need for a waiver. The "no impact on
surrounding communities" conclusion should not be finalized on a withheld hydraulic model.

Issue 8 — Stormwater Treatment and Deicing: Maintenance Commitments Are Not Enforceable

The Draft EA states that no new fuel farm or above-ground tanks are proposed, that existing fuel farms will be used, and that deicing will occur on
the apron consistent with existing practice under Signature's SPCC Plan. The EA relies on manufactured treatment devices — including CONTECH
Kraken filter vaults — and underground detention systems to meet stormwater quality and quantity requirements. The effectiveness of these
systems depends on capture, treatment, and sustained long-term maintenance over the life of the facility.

The disclosed record describes the devices but does not commit, in enforceable terms, to how deicing runoff will be captured and treated, who is
responsible for inspecting and maintaining the underground systems and treatment devices, at what frequency, or what the consequences are if
maintenance lapses. For systems whose performance is not visible until they fail, a maintenance commitment that is not enforceable does not
constitute a mitigation measure.

Request: Place into the record an enforceable operations-and-maintenance commitment for all stormwater treatment devices and detention
systems, specifying the responsible party, inspection frequency, performance standards, reporting requirements, and deicing-runoff capture and
treatment approach. Identify the permit or agreement instrument that makes those obligations binding and auditable.

Issue 9 — Construction Impacts: Quantitative Analysis Not Provided for Nearest Receptors; Cumulative Construction Burden Unexamined

The Proposed Action and its alternatives would disturb up to approximately 22 acres and move tens of thousands of cubic yards of fill over a
construction window described as up to 18 months. The construction-noise finding rests on a narrative assertion — that residences are 700 feet
from Signature East and 1,200 feet from Signature South behind wooded buffers — with no quantitative construction-noise modeling disclosed.
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Several adjacent impact categories including socioeconomics, children's health and safety, and visual effects are dismissed with conclusory less-
than-significant findings.

The EA acknowledges four reasonably foreseeable future projects at TEB within five years — taxiway rehabilitation, an aircraft run-up pad,
perimeter fencing, and Runway 6 departure EMAS — but sets them aside on the assertion that they will not occur at the same time or in the
same location. No construction schedule is provided to substantiate that assertion, leaving the cumulative construction burden on surrounding
communities unexamined.

The following information is not disclosed in the record and is of direct relevance to surrounding receptors: truck routes and daily heavy-truck
trip counts by municipality; staging areas and construction hours; dust and noise controls beyond generic commitments; the source and
screening of imported fill at a site with documented historical contamination nearby; and the destination of demolition and excavation waste.

Request: Provide a construction management and logistics plan for the record, including: quantified haul volumes and daily heavy-truck trip
counts; designated truck routes by municipality; staging areas and construction hours; quantitative construction-noise and dust analysis at the
nearest receptors; source and screening of imported fill; identification of disposal facilities for demolition and excavation waste; and a combined
construction schedule showing temporal and spatial overlap between the Proposed Action and the four future projects.

Issue 10 — Cumulative Impact Scope: Exclusion of Regional Aviation Growth Is Not Justified in the Record

The Draft EA limits its cumulative analysis to Port Authority– or Signature-initiated projects on TEB property within a five-year window, excluding
regional and longer-term aviation impacts as speculative. The forecast itself describes TEB operations rising from approximately 172,500 in 2024
to 260,900 in 2044 — a substantially larger future aviation footprint that this infrastructure is expressly designed to accommodate. In a corridor
already burdened by ozone nonattainment, existing aircraft noise, and dense surrounding land use, the five-year on-airport scope screens out
precisely the regional aviation-growth context that surrounding communities experience.

Request: Explain in the record the basis for excluding regional and longer-horizon cumulative aviation impacts, and address why infrastructure
expressly sized to accommodate the 2044 forecast should not have its cumulative effects evaluated against that forecast rather than only against
a five-year, on-airport window.

Summary of Technical Deficiencies and Requests

On the record released for public comment, the reviewer cannot evaluate the forecast driving air quality and noise conclusions (Appendix A), the
safety analysis behind the purpose and need (Appendix C), the air quality methodology (Appendix F), the 404(b)(1) justification for every acre of
wetland fill (Appendix K), or the hydraulic modeling on which the "no flooding impact" conclusion depends (Appendix M). Several conclusions —
"no increase in operations," "no noise analysis necessary," "no impact on surrounding communities" — are stated more firmly than the disclosed
evidence supports.

The following actions are requested before a FONSI is issued:

Release the complete appendices (A through O) and reopen or extend the comment period for no less than 30 days following their
release.

Provide the quantified sensitivity, noise, air quality, hydraulic, and construction analyses identified in Issues 3 through 9 above.

Document the finalized, enforceable status of all wetland mitigation instruments and stormwater-maintenance commitments.

Decline to issue a FONSI until the public has had a meaningful opportunity to comment on the actual technical basis for the project's
conclusions.

If, after that disclosure, significant questions remain regarding wetlands, floodplain encroachment, air quality in a nonattainment area, and
induced demand, the appropriate course is preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement.

Related Permitting Proceedings

The federal concerns identified above overlap with separate state and federal permitting processes — the USACE Section 404 permit, the NJDEP
Section 401 Water Quality Certification, the Flood Hazard Area Individual Permit, and the coastal consistency determination — each of which
carries its own public-review obligations. These comments are submitted for consideration in those proceedings as well.

These comments are submitted for entry into the administrative record for this action. The commenter requests that personal identifying
information be withheld from public review to the extent permitted.

Respectfully submitted,

Conrad Kieras P.E.
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We support practical investments that improve safety, reduce operational constraints, and 
strengthen the long-term reliability of the aviation system in the Northeast. For these 
reasons, Jet Aviation supports the TEB Facilities Redevelopment Project. 

Sincerely, 

Scott Moore 
Lead Captain 
Jet Aviation 
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June 29, 2026 

Madelyn Sheehan 
Port Authority of New York and New Jersey 
2 Montgomery Street, Floor 5 
Jersey City, NJ 07306 

Subject: Support for the TEB Facilities Redevelopment Project 

Dear Ms. Sheehan: 

On behalf of Aircraft Services Group, I am writing in support of the TEB Facilities 
Redevelopment Project at Teterboro Airport. 

As a tenant and operator of Teterboro Airport, our organization relies on the airport to 
support business activity throughout New York, New Jersey, and the broader Northeast 
region. Teterboro's location and accessibility make it a critical transportation asset that 
allows us to eViciently connect with customers, employees, business partners, and 
communities throughout the region. 

Like many airport users, we have experienced the operational challenges that come with 
accommodating today's larger aircraft on infrastructure that was designed for a diVerent 
era. Limited parking availability, congestion on the ramp, and peak-period gridlock can 
aVect eViciency and create unnecessary complexity for airport users. 

From our perspective, the most important benefit of this project is safety. The proposed 
improvements will provide additional space for aircraft parking and movement, improve 
aircraft circulation, and help reduce congestion in areas of the airport that routinely 
experience operational bottlenecks. 

The project will also help reduce unnecessary ferry flights, where aircraft are forced to 
leave Teterboro solely to park elsewhere before returning for passenger pickup. Those 
flights add activity to an already constrained airspace system without creating any 
transportation benefit. 
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In addition to its safety benefits, the project supports the eVicient movement of people and 
businesses that rely on Teterboro every day. Reliable access to the New York metropolitan 
area is important to economic activity across the region, and investments that improve the 
functionality of the airport help ensure it can continue serving that role. 

We support practical investments that improve safety, reduce operational constraints, and 
strengthen the long-term reliability of the aviation system in the Northeast. For these 
reasons, Aircraft Services Group, Inc supports the TEB Facilities Redevelopment Project. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Pietro Cuomo 
CEO 
Aircraft Services Group, Inc 
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From:
To:
Subject:
Sent:

Ca Hall
TEBEA
TEB Faciliti es Redevelopment Project.
6/29/2026 3:34:56 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the Port Authority. Do not open att achments or click on links from unknown senders or unexpected
emails.

Dear Port Authority,

Thank you for taking our comments regarding  the Teterboro Airport Facilities Redevelopment Project,.  I am vehemently opposed to
its  seeks a permit to encroach on the surrounding wetland ecosystem. The project area is protected under Department of Transportation
Preservation of the Nation’s Wetlands Order 5660.1A, which requires wetlands to be protected “to the fullest extent practicable” when
considering construction of transportation facilities. The Environmental Protection Agency’s Executive Order 11990, known as Protection
of Wetlands, reaffirms this requirement. 
 
Wetlands help to regulate excessive carbon and prevent pollutants from entering the ground water. We need these wetlands now more
than ever to slow down the stormwater and as a sponge to absorb the tremendous runoff from nearby highways, runways, and tarmacs.
Removing or filling in any portion of this important ecosystem will be hurting  North Jersey in so many different ways.  
 
I am a bird enthusiast and  these wetlands support a diverse population of migratory and nesting birds. The area under discussion is
habitat for the Northern Harrier, Peregrine Falcon, Osprey, Bald Eagle, Northern Diamondback Terrapin, and several other state-listed
endangered species. 
 
Please - Northern New Jersey has a very limited amount of open space left. Allowing Teterboro to destroy this important habitat would be
a tragedy. 
 
Thank you for considering my comment.
 
Candy Hall
Glen Rock, NJ 

The best time to plant a tree was 20 years ago.  The next best time is now.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Sent:

Jamie Insalaco
TEBEA
TEB Faciliti es Redevelopment Project
6/29/2026 11:57:57 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the Port Authority. Do not open att achments or click on links from unknown senders or unexpected
emails.

Hello, 

I cannot support the proposed TEB Facilities Redevelopment Project. The amount of air traffic over Bogota seems to have
DOUBLED over the last decade. The air pollution it causes is very concerning and the noise pollution it covers the county
with every day is overwhelming.

Thanks!
Jamie Insalaco

Saylaco Films
https://www.youtube.com/@saylacofilms

What's Up Bogota
https://www.youtube.com/@WhatsUpBogota
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5713 S Central Avenue, Chicago, IL 60638     O: (773) 585-0900 F: (773)585-9523 

June 29, 2026 

Madelyn Sheehan 
Port Authority of New York and New Jersey 
2 Montgomery Street, Floor 5 
Jersey City, NJ 07306 

Subject: Support for the TEB Facilities Redevelopment Project 

Dear Ms. Sheehan: 

On behalf of Eagle Aircraft & Transportation Management, Inc., I am writing in support of the TEB Facilities 
Redevelopment Project at Teterboro Airport. 

As a long-standing tenant and active user of Teterboro Airport, our organization relies on the airport to support business 
activity throughout New York, New Jersey, and the broader Northeast region. Teterboro's location and accessibility 
make it a critical transportation asset that allows us to efficiently connect with customers, employees, business partners, 
and communities throughout the region. 

Like many airport users, we have experienced the operational challenges that come with accommodating today's larger 
aircraft on infrastructure that was designed for a different era. Limited parking availability, congestion on the ramp, and 
peak-period gridlock can affect efficiency and create unnecessary complexity for airport users. 

From our perspective, the most important benefit of this project is safety. The proposed improvements will provide 
additional space for aircraft parking and movement, improve aircraft circulation, and help reduce congestion in areas of 
the airport that routinely experience operational bottlenecks. 

The project will also help reduce unnecessary ferry flights, where aircraft are forced to leave Teterboro solely to park 
elsewhere before returning for passenger pickup. Those flights add activity to an already constrained airspace system 
without creating any transportation benefit. 

In addition to its safety benefits, the project supports the efficient movement of people and businesses that rely on 
Teterboro every day. Reliable access to the New York metropolitan area is important to economic activity across the 
region, and investments that improve the functionality of the airport help ensure it can continue serving that role. 

We support practical investments that improve safety, reduce operational constraints, and strengthen the long-term 
reliability of the aviation system in the Northeast. For these reasons, Eagle Aircraft supports the TEB Facilities 
Redevelopment Project. 

Sincerely, 

Demetrios Koutsopanagos, President 
Eagle Aircraft & Transportation Management, Inc. 
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From:
To:
Subject:
Sent:

Lucille Leon
TEBEA
TEB Faciliti es Redevelopment Project
6/29/2026 9:24:01 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the Port Authority. Do not open att achments or click on links from unknown senders or
unexpected emails.

To Whom It May Concern:

I reside in Hasbrouck Heights, one mile from Teterboro Airport. The noise and polluti on from the airport effects all
residents here. We pay more than $14000 in property taxes per year.

Covering nearby wetlands would be detrimental to our, and the surrounding environment - causing flooding to the
area.

The planned expansion in 2017 included an applicati on to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to fill in the wetlands.
That plan drew oppositi on from federal agencies and local governments. It pointed out the impact on the
Hackensack Meadowlands, increased flooding, and stress to stormwater infrastructure in communiti es surrounding
Teterboro.

Our environment is already in jeopardy as it is. We cannot afford to increase the size of the airport which would
affect nearby communiti es and dangerously impact the wetlands.

Please consider these concerns. The odor of jet fuel, especially in the summer, is detrimental to our health and
quality of life. More planes equal more polluti on.

Thank you for your considerati on to this important matt er.

Sincerely,

Lucille Leon
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From:
To:
Subject:
Sent:

Sorana Maghici
TEBEA
Stop Teterboro wetlands destructi on
6/29/2026 4:41:46 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the Port Authority. Do not open att achments or click on links from unknown senders or unexpected
emails.

Hello,

Please do not allow Teterboro airport to destroy natural habitats in the Meadowlands. I live in Rutherford, NJ and these
areas are some of the last natural spaces left in our area. I walked through these spaces and enjoyed the beautiful nature. It
would be a shame to lose these places to asphalt and airport parking.

Thank you,
Sorana.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Sent:

Jessica Massler
TEBEA
No to Teterboro Airport Expansion
6/26/2026 1:55:12 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the Port Authority. Do not open att achments or click on links from unknown senders or unexpected
emails.

To Whom it is About to Concern:

I am writing to oppose the proposed expansion of Teterboro Airport that would destroy 11 acres of wetlands.

These wetlands play a vital role in absorbing stormwater and reducing flooding. Removing them will increase the risk of
flooding for the working class communities who live near the airport. Additionally, the wetlands provide important habitat
for wildlife, and their destruction would harm local animals and damage the environment.

I urge you to reject this proposal and protect these wetlands for the benefit of nearby residents, wildlife, and future
generations. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Best,
Jessica Massler
15-28 Plaza Road, Apt. A
Fair Lawn, NJ 07410
E: jessica.massler@gmail.com 
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From:
To:
Subject:
Sent:

Denis Niland
TEBEA
TEB Faciliti es Redevelopment Project
6/29/2026 9:20:33 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the Port Authority. Do not open att achments or click on links from unknown senders or
unexpected emails.

Madelyn Sheehan, 

I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed expansion of Teterboro Airport. (TEB Facilities Redevelopment Project)

The removal of approximately 12 acres of wetlands raises serious environmental concerns.  Wetlands provide critical habitat for
wildlife including threatened and endangered species, and play an important role in maintaining the ecological health of our region.
 Destroying these areas will have lasting impacts on local ecosystems and biodiversity.

In addition, wetlands serve as a natural stormwater management systems.  There loss can increase runoff and worsen flooding
conditions in surrounding communities.  Residents in this area already experience flooding concerns, and eliminating wetlands could
further strain existing stormwater infrastructure and increase risks to homes, businesses and public safety.

The proposed addition of hangers and parking facilities will likely lead to increase aviation activity.  More aircraft operations mean
more noise, emissions and environmental impacts for nearby residents.  As someone who lives near the airports flight path, I already
experience significant aircraft noise.  Expanding the airport facilities will only intensify these impacts and further reduce the quality of
life for surrounding communities.

For these reasons, I respectfully urge decision makers to reject this project and pursue alternatives that protect wetlands, preserve
wildlife habitat, address flooding concerns and minimize impacts on neighboring residents.

Thank you for your consideration,

Denis Niland 
391 Chestnut Street
Paramus, NJ 07652
551-206-2995
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From:
To:
Subject:
Sent:

Michal Szopinski
TEBEA
TEB Faciliti es Redevelopment Project
6/29/2026 7:41:11 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the Port Authority. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders or unexpected
emails.

Hello,

I read that public feedback is sought regarding pontential expansion of Teterboro.

The issue that is manifesting at the airport currently is insufficient supply of parking, hangar space etc.  Instead of providing more supply by expanding
the airport, the demand should be tackled.  It requires no construction, no nothing and can bring more revenue as if the airport is expanded.  SImply
double the landing fees and increase mark ups on provided services.  The increase in those costs will result in fewer planes using the airport and that
will mean that the current capacity is sufficient.  Simple and easy to implement and problem is solved without the time, cost and risk of expanding the
airport.

Thank you,
mike
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• Long-term growth projections and future expansion plans
• The anticipated role of larger aircraft at Teterboro Airport

These issues deserve full public disclosure and discussion before irreversible environmental impacts are approved.

Thank you,

Winnie Tsui
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From:
To:
Subject:
Sent:

Anthony Van Zwaren, J.D.
TEBEA
Peterborough expansion
6/29/2026 6:25:06 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the Port Authority. Do not open att achments or click on links from unknown senders or unexpected
emails.

Please accept this message of opposition to the proposed expansion of Teterboro. I remember when it used to be the airport
of piper cubs and Cessna before it became the airport of choice for Jeffrey Epstein and his associates.  This will be a
project harmful to the surrounding wetlands and to the working people who live in the area.

Anthony Van Zwaren
625 Sketch Pl.
Ridgefield, NJ 07657
cell 201-638-4782
Facebook: https://www.facebook.com/tonyvanzw/
Linkedin: https://www.linkedin.com/in/ajvanzwaren/
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From:
To:
Subject:
Sent:

Phyllis Scampas
TEBEA
Fwd: Expansion of Teterboro - NO
6/29/2026 3:27:30 PM

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged
CAUTION: This email originated from outside the Port Authority. Do not open att achments or click on links from unknown senders or
unexpected emails.

I have photocopied my comments regarding expansion of Teterboro Airport which we are against. Please read front
and back.
Thank you
Phyllis Weber

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: MaryAnn Scampas <mscampas@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Jun 29, 2026, 12:37 PM
Subject: Expansion of Teterboro - NO
To: Phyllis Scampas <pscampas2@gmail.com>

Phyllis, 
Here is your response that you could't attach from your phone.  
Send via email to TEBEA@panynj.gov
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From:
To:
Subject:
Sent:

Darius Ghahary
TEBEA
TEB Faciliti es Redevelopment Project
6/30/2026 10:35:32 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the Port Authority. Do not open att achments or click on links from unknown senders or
unexpected emails.

To Madelyn Sheehan and the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey,

I am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed Teterboro Airport Facilities Redevelopment
Project.

I urge the Port Authority to reject any proposal that would destroy more than 11 acres of wetlands to
accommodate additional aircraft hangars and parking. These wetlands provide critical ecological functions
that cannot easily be replaced, including flood mitigation, water filtration, carbon storage, and habitat for
wildlife.

I am particularly concerned about the following:

- The permanent loss of valuable wetlands in the Meadowlands ecosystem.
- Increased flood risk for nearby communities that have already experienced severe flooding during storms
such as Hurricane Sandy.
- Additional impacts on wildlife, including bald eagles, ospreys, monarch butterflies, and many other
species that rely on these habitats.
- Increased private jet traffic, resulting in more aircraft noise, air pollution, and greenhouse gas emissions.
- The cumulative environmental impacts of expanding an already heavily developed airport.

I also understand that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has identified significant concerns regarding the
project’s impacts on wildlife and habitat. These concerns deserve serious consideration.

There does not appear to be a compelling public need for expanding facilities that primarily serve private
aviation, particularly when the environmental costs include the irreversible destruction of wetlands and
increased impacts on surrounding communities.

For these reasons, I respectfully request that the Port Authority deny or substantially revise this proposal
and instead pursue alternatives that avoid the destruction of wetlands and minimize impacts on
surrounding communities and wildlife.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Kind regards,

Darius Ghahary MD
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44760 Cockpit Court Hangar C, Dulles VA, 20166 
 
 

June 30, 2026 

Madelyn Sheehan 
Port Authority of New York and New Jersey 
2 Montgomery Street, Floor 5 
Jersey City, NJ 07306 

Subject: Support for the TEB Facilities Redevelopment Project 

Dear Ms. Sheehan: 

On behalf of TISMA Inc., I am writing in support of the TEB Facilities Redevelopment Project at Teterboro Airport. 

As a frequent user of Teterboro Airport, our organization relies on the airport to support business activity throughout 
New York, New Jersey, and the broader Northeast region. Teterboro's location and accessibility make it a critical 
transportation asset that allows us to efficiently connect with customers, employees, business partners, and 
communities throughout the region. 

Like many airport users, we have experienced the operational challenges that come with accommodating today's larger 
aircraft on infrastructure that was designed for a different era. Limited parking availability, congestion on the ramp, and 
peak-period gridlock can affect efficiency and create unnecessary complexity for airport users. 

From our perspective, the most important benefit of this project is safety. The proposed improvements will provide 
additional space for aircraft parking and movement, improve aircraft circulation, and help reduce congestion in areas of 
the airport that routinely experience operational bottlenecks. 

The project will also help reduce unnecessary ferry flights, where aircraft are forced to leave Teterboro solely to park 
elsewhere before returning for passenger pickup. Those flights add activity to an already constrained airspace system 
without creating any transportation benefit. 

In addition to its safety benefits, the project supports the efficient movement of people and businesses that rely on 
Teterboro every day. Reliable access to the New York metropolitan area is important to economic activity across the 
region, and investments that improve the functionality of the airport help ensure it can continue serving that role. 

We support practical investments that improve safety, reduce operational constraints, and strengthen the long-term 
reliability of the aviation system in the Northeast. For these reasons, TISMA Inc. supports the TEB Facilities 
Redevelopment Project. 

 

  
  nance 

TISMA Inc. 
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From:
To:
Subject:
Sent:

Pam Lucca
TEBEA
STOP TETERBORO AIRPORT FROM DESTROYING THE WETLANDS!!!
6/30/2026 10:46:52 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the Port Authority. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders or unexpected
emails.

I AM IN STRONG OPPOSITION OF TETERBORO AIRPORT DESTROYING THE WETLANDS!
PLEASE DON'T DO IT! OUR ENVIRONMENT IS COUNTING ON US TO TAKE CARE OF IT!
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From:
To:
Subject:
Sent:

Cynthia Orti z
TEBEA
TEB Faciliti es Redevelopment Project
7/2/2026 8:56:05 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the Port Authority. Do not open att achments or click on links from unknown senders or unexpected
emails.

Dear PA NY/NJ:
Please do NOT allow any further expansion at Teterboro airport.  What once was an acceptable airport serving small
aircraft has become too large for the area it occupies. Now larger aircraft and more flights overall are interfering with
quality of life for the surrounding residents. Destruction of and encroachment into the area wetlands has destroyed
valuable wildlife habitat as well as vital flood mitigation. The area is already too congested and prone to flooding during
even "normal" heavy rains. Increasingly frequent and severe storms will cause even more damage if development is not
curtailed.  Please consider the consequences for local inhabitants, not just the wealthy plane owners who come and go
through Teterboro but have no stake in the community it serves.

Thank you.

Cynthia and Ruben Ortiz
Hackensack, NJ
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From:
To:
Subject:
Sent:

Jessica Caron
TEBEA
TEB wetlands project
7/5/2026 10:35:56 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the Port Authority. Do not open att achments or click on links from unknown senders or unexpected
emails.

Hello,

I strongly oppose the Teterboro Airport Facilities Redevelopment Project, which seeks a permit to encroach on the surrounding wetland
ecosystem. The project area is protected under Department of Transportation Preservation of the Nation’s Wetlands Order 5660.1A,
which requires wetlands to be protected “to the fullest extent practicable” when considering construction of transportation facilities. The
Environmental Protection Agency’s Executive Order 11990, known as Protection of Wetlands, reaffirms this requirement. 
 
Wetlands such as these are often referred to as the lungs and kidneys of the earth. They help to regulate excessive carbon and prevent
pollutants from entering the ground water. In the increasingly common heavy rainstorms, the wetlands act as a sponge to absorb the
tremendous runoff from nearby highways, runways, and tarmacs. Removing or filling in any portion of this important ecosystem is
unacceptable. 
 
Additionally, these wetlands support a diverse population of migratory and nesting birds. The area under discussion is habitat for the
Northern Harrier, Peregrine Falcon, Osprey, Bald Eagle, Northern Diamondback Terrapin, and several other state-listed endangered
species. Northern New Jersey has a very limited amount of open space left. Allowing Teterboro to destroy this important habitat would
be a tragedy.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Jessica Caron
Ridgewood, Bergen Co. NJ
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From: rainyb777 <rainyb777@aol.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 9, 2026 5:14 PM
To: TEBEA <tebea@panynj.gov>
Subject: "TEB Facilities Redevelopment Project"
 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside the Port Authority. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders or unexpected emails.

 
 
I am very much opposed to your plans to expand Tetorboro Airport.
 We have had an enviromental comeback that has preserved the Meadowlands. This will effect the ecosystem, wildlife,
birds, species of raptors, turtles, fish, crabs etc. 
We have had additional airtraffic, larger aircrafts over our houses, releasing fumes(fuel). Larger aircrafts that are affecting
sound barriers, cant even hear each other speak in our yard as aircraft sound disturbs us. We are very much opposed to
your plans, disrupting our communities already. Not wanting this in our neighborhoods.  Thankyou for listening. The
Burzinski family. North Arlington NJ 
Rainyb777@aol.com
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THE PORT AUTHORITY OF NY & NJ 


NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY and REQUEST FOR COMMENT  


NOTICE OF PUBLIC WORKSHOP 


DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
Facilities Redevelopment Project 


Teterboro Airport (TEB), Teterboro, New Jersey 


 


The Port Authority of New York and New Jersey (Port Authority) and Signature Flight Support (Signature) have prepared 


a Draft Environmental Assessment (Draft EA) to evaluate the Facilities Redevelopment Project at Teterboro Airport (TEB 


or the Airport). The Draft EA responds to all requirements of the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) for preparation of 


an EA under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), DOT Order 5610.1D, DOT’s Procedures for Considering 


Environmental Impacts, and FAA Order 1050.1G, FAA National Environmental Policy Act Implementing Procedures.  


 


The Proposed Action includes the development of additional apron, hangars, and supporting space at two Signature 


facilities at TEB to accommodate existing and forecast demand and to improve the safety and efficiency of aircraft 


operations related to aircraft parking at these facilities. 


 


Pursuant to Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands, and US Department of Transportation Order 5660.1A, 


Preservation of the Nation’s Wetlands, notice is provided that the Proposed Action would affect approximately 11 acres of 


jurisdictional wetlands within the Berrys Creek sub-watershed, as part of the larger Hackensack, Hudson, Pascack 


Watershed Management Area. Impacts to these wetland resources are disclosed in Chapter 4.8 of the Draft EA. 


 


Pursuant to Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management, and US Department of Transportation Order 5650.2, 


Floodplain Management and Protection, notice is provided that the Proposed Action would encroach on the 100-year 


regulated floodplain. The existing airport is located within the floodplain; encroachments associated with the Proposed 


Action would not have adverse impacts on the floodplain’s natural and beneficial values, result in a high probability of loss 


of human life, or result in damages that could be substantial in cost or extent, including the interruption of service or loss of 


a vital transportation facility. Impacts to floodplain resources are disclosed in Chapter 4.8 of the Draft EA. 


The Draft EA may be viewed online at: https://www.panynj.gov/studies-reports. In addition, copies of the Draft EA are 
available for public review at the following locations: 
 


Teterboro Airport 
Manager’s Office  
90 Moonachie Avenue   
Teterboro, New Jersey 07608  
8:00 AM to 3:00 PM (Mon – Fri) 


Bergen County Clerk’s Office 
One Bergen County Plaza, Room 122 
Hackensack, New Jersey 07601-7076 
8:30 AM to 4:00 PM (Mon – Fri) 


 
The Draft EA document for this project will be available at the locations identified above until the close of the comment 
period, which is 5:00 PM on Monday, June 29, 2026. If you intend to view the document at the Teterboro Airport Manager’s 
Office, please contact TEBEA@panynj.gov to schedule an appointment at least one day before your visit.  
 
The Port Authority invites the public to submit, in writing, comments on the Draft EA prepared for the Facilities 
Redevelopment Project. The Port Authority will accept comments on this Draft EA document until the official comment 
period closes at 5:00 PM on Monday, June 29, 2026. Written comments on the Draft EA can be sent directly to Madelyn 
Sheehan of the Port Authority, 2 Montgomery Street, Floor 5, Jersey City, NJ, 07306. Additionally, comments may be 
emailed to TEBEA@panynj.gov with the subject heading “TEB Facilities Redevelopment Project.” If you have questions 
about this notice, please email TEBEA@panynj.gov.  
 
Before including your address, phone number, email address, or other personal identifying information in your comment, 
be advised that your entire comment—including your personal identifying information—may be made publicly available at 
any time. While you can ask us in your comment to withhold from public review your personal identifying information, we 
cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so. 
 


PUBLIC WORKSHOP 
 


Information regarding this project, an opportunity to ask questions about the project, and an opportunity to provide 
comments will be available at a Public Workshop. The details of the date, time, and location of the Public Workshop 
are listed below. 
 
 Wednesday, June 17, 2026 
 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. 
 Holiday Inn, Atrium Ballroom 
 283 Route 17 South 
 Hasbrouck Heights, NJ 07604  
 Phone: (201) 288-9600 
 
Sign language and translation services can be made available at the Public Workshop. If you are in need of assistance or 
require a reasonable accommodation, contact TEBEA@panynj.gov at least ten (10) days prior to the Public Workshop.  
 
 


 


 
 


 







