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APPENDIX L:
Public and Agency Involvement
Public and agency coordination is conducted as part of the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) process to ensure exchange of information relevant to the Proposed Actions. This
appendix contains communications between consultants, the public, and other agencies that
could be affected by the Proposed Action. Communications include scoping documents, scoping
comments, presentations, meeting agendas, sign-in sheets, and meeting minutes.
The following attachments are included and referenced in Chapter 6, Public and Agency
Involvement:
•

Attachment 1: 2013 Scoping Report (summary of scoping completed in 2013)
o

Attachment 1: Scoping Notices (including public notices, agency and public
scoping distribution lists, agency and public scoping packages, and scoping
comment form)

o

Attachment 2: Scoping Meetings (including agency scoping meeting presentation,
meeting notes, sign-in sheets, and follow up email; public scoping meeting display
boards, discussion topics, and sign-in sheets; and Bowley’s Quarter’s
Improvement Association (BQIA) meeting notes and sign-in sheet)

o

Attachment 3: Scoping Comments (including agency and public scoping
comments received)

•

Attachment 2: Middle River Roundtable, June 26, 2014, including agenda, discussion
topics, and list of participants.

•

Attachment 3: Agency Re-Scoping Meeting, January 24, 2017, including presentation,
meeting minutes, sign-in sheet, follow up email, and re-scoping comments.

•

Attachment 4: Agency Coordination Meetings
o

Agency Coordination Meeting #1 – July 9, 2014

o

Agency Coordination Meeting #2 – September 11, 2014

o

Agency Coordination Meeting #3 – February 21, 2017

o

Agency Coordination Meeting #4 – April 18, 2017

o

Agency Coordination Meeting #5 – September 11, 2018

o

Agency Coordination Meeting #6 – November 12, 2018

o

USDA – Wildlife Services Meeting – December 6, 2018

o

Critical Area Commission Meeting – December 12, 2018
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•

Attachment 5: Notice of Availability of Draft EA (to be provided)

•

Attachment 6: Public Workshop (to be provided)

•

Attachment 7: Public Comments on Draft EA (to be provided)
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1 Introduction
The Maryland Aviation Administration (MAA) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA)
for proposed improvements at Martin State Airport (MTN). The MAA is proposing to implement
Phase I Improvements as identified on the Airport Layout Plan (ALP). In order to implement
these improvements, Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) action in the form of ALP approval
and federal funding will be required. The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires
environmental review of federal actions including federal funding, approvals and certifications.
Therefore, an EA is being prepared in accordance with FAA policies and procedures for
considering environmental impacts: FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions and FAA Order 1050.1E, Environmental
Impacts: Policies and Procedures.
The proposed improvements set forth in the EA are the Phase I Improvements shown on the
ALP, including reconstructing Runway 15-33, relocating the Runway 15 and Runway 33
ends/thresholds, removing obstructions, reconfiguring taxiways, relocating a helipad, relocating
navigational aids, redeveloping the general aviation facilities, and relocating the Airport Traffic
Control Tower (ATCT). Thus, the MAA is evaluating the potential environmental impacts of the
proposed improvements at MTN, which as a group of projects is referred to as the proposed
action, and documenting that analysis in an EA.
The MAA chose to conduct scoping as the first step in preparing the EA. The FAA defines
scoping as “an early and open process for determining the scope of issues to be
addressed…and identifying the significant issues related to a proposed action.” 1 Scoping is not
required for an EA. However scoping can enhance EA preparation and content especially when
special purpose laws apply. 2 Recognizing the value of identifying issues early and the potential
for the proposed action to effect resources protected by special purpose laws such as wetlands
and floodplains, the MAA conducted scoping with agency and public stakeholders. This report
documents the scoping process as well as the results of that process.

2 Scoping Objectives and Process
The purpose of the scoping process is to determine the issues associated with the proposed
action early in the EA process. The goals of scoping are to:
 Determine the appropriate level of analysis and coordination for environmental
resources;
 Share technical information;
 Introduce alternatives; and
 Encourage the public to provide their input and concerns.
MAA disseminated project information, solicited comments, and conducted scoping meetings in
order to achieve these goals.
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2.1 Scoping Notification and Information Provided
The scoping process began with the publication of a public notice in The Baltimore Sun as well
as direct mailings to relevant parties prior to the agency and public scoping meeting date.
The public notice was published in the “legal notice” section of The Baltimore Sun on October
17th and 20th, 2013. Additionally, the notice was posted under “Events” on the Essex-Middle
River Patch website and on the MAA website. The public notices are provided in Attachment
1, Scoping Notices. The public notices announced the date and location of the public scoping
meeting and provided directions for submitting comments to the MAA.
Potentially interested agencies, elected officials, and community organizations listed in
Attachment 1 were sent letters informing them of the upcoming scoping meetings and
requesting their input. A Scoping Information Package and comment form were included with
the scoping letters. The Scoping Information Package provided background information on the
proposed action, summarized the purpose and need, discussed the preliminary alternatives,
reviewed the anticipated environmental analysis, and provided a preliminary schedule for the
EA development. The scoping letters, Agency and Public Scoping Information Packages, and
comment form are provided in Attachment 1.

2.2 Scoping Meetings
The Agency Scoping Meeting was held on
Thursday, October 24th, 2013 at 10:00 a.m. at
the MAA Offices. Twenty-five (25) people at
13 agencies were sent scoping packages and
were invited to attend the agency scoping
meeting. Seven (7) agencies attended the
scoping meeting, as well as the MAA, FAA
and the MAA Project Team. Agencies in
attendance included the following:
•

U.S. Department of Agriculture –
Wildlife Services

•

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

•

Maryland Historical Trust

•

Maryland Department of Transportation

•

Baltimore County Planning

•

Maryland Department of Environment
Planning

•

State of Maryland Critical Area
Commission
Agency Scoping Meeting
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The meeting included opening remarks
from MAA and brief introductions from all
attendees, followed by a PowerPoint
presentation and open discussion. The
presentation
included
the
project
background, proposed action, purpose and
need, preliminary alternatives, affected
environment, anticipated environmental
impacts, and anticipated project schedule.
The agencies received a handout of the
PowerPoint presentation and were offered
additional scoping packages to take with
them.
Agencies were encouraged to
review the materials and submit comments.
The MAA requested that comments be
submitted by November 25th in order to
identify issues early in the development of
the EA. The presentation, meeting notes,
and the agency sign-in sheet are included
in Attachment 2, Scoping Meetings.
Following the Agency Scoping Meeting, the
MAA sent a follow-up email message with
meeting minutes and a PDF of the
Public Scoping Meeting
PowerPoint presentation to agencies that
were able to attend the scoping meeting, as
well as to agencies that were not able to attend. The email messages also reminded agencies
of the November 25th deadline for submitting comments. A copy of the follow-up email message
is included in Attachment 2, Scoping Meetings.
A Public Scoping Meeting was also held on October 24th, from 5:00 pm to 8:00 pm at the
Middle River Volunteer Fire Company Station. The public scoping meeting was held in an
“open house” format with representatives from the MAA and its Project Team available to
answer questions throughout the meeting. Presentation boards were on display to illustrate the
proposed improvements, introduce the purpose and need, highlight the preliminary alternatives,
show the scoping and EA processes, and provide the anticipated EA schedule. Handouts of the
presentation board graphics were provided to meeting attendees. A total of 20 people attended
the scoping meeting, with 11 members from the public. Other attendees included MAA staff and
its Project Team. The primary comments and questions from the public at the public scoping
meeting included the following topics: air quality, water quality, viewshed, the proposed action,
and aircraft and helicopter operations. The display boards, a summary of topics discussed, and
the sign-in sheet are included in Attachment 2, Scoping Meetings.
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The MAA also presented project information at the Bowley’s Quarters Improvement Association
(BQIA) meeting on November 14th, 2013 at 7:30 pm. The MAA was represented by two staff
members and two members of its Project Team. The MAA provided handouts with project
information to attendees and used presentation boards to discuss the NEPA process and the
EA including the proposed action, the purpose and need, the preliminary alternatives, the
resources to be evaluated as part of preparing the EA and the anticipated EA schedule.
Following the presentation to the BQIA, the MAA responded to questions. The focus of the
discussion included the proposed tree and vegetation removal that is needed in order to comply
with FAA standards, and the process of the tree removal. Several questions were asked
regarding the protection of local waters and any potential impacts to noise due to the proposed
vegetation removal. General questions about MTN operations and the MAA’s plans for the
Airport’s future were also a topic of discussion.

3 Scoping Comments
Agencies and the public were invited to comment in various ways during the scoping process.
Comment forms were provided in the scoping packages and at the agency scoping and public
scoping meetings for written comments. Comments were also accepted via email or through
the mail. The MAA requested that comments be provided by November 25, 2013 so that
comments could be considered as early as possible in the EA process.
It is noted that the MAA will consider all comments or issues brought forward during the EA
process, but this report will not be updated to include tabulations of comments provided after the
November 25, 2013 date.

3.1 Comment Source and Characterization of Commenters
Comments were tallied according to who provided comments and where the commenters
reside. The MAA will consider this information to determine ways to improve communication
with target audiences and stakeholders throughout the EA process. All agency and public
comments are provided in Attachment 3, Scoping Comments.
Who Provided Comments
Agencies and residents near MTN submitted comments. Five (5) agencies or agency
departments, one (1) neighbourhood association and three (3) residents submitted comments.
Where Commenters Reside
Four (4) scoping comment letters/e-mails were received from residents living near the Airport
and a nearby neighbourhood association. The residents reside on Wilson Point Road, west of
the Airport, on New Section Road, east of the Airport and on Hughes Shore Road, north of the
Airport. The Wilson Point Civic Improvement Association (WPCIA) also submitted scoping
comments.
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3.2 Commenter Issues
All comment forms, letters and emails were reviewed, and comments were categorized by
issue. Note that each comment letter or email, etc. may have discussed more than one issue. A
total of 10 distinct issues were identified. The following sections describe the nature of the issue
and provide the number of related comments received.
A paragraph entitled “Approach to Address Issue” follows the discussion of each issue. This
paragraph describes briefly how the MAA proposes to address the issues in the EA analysis
and documentation. All issues will be addressed in compliance with the requirements of the
NEPA (42 USC § 4321 et seq.); the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA (40 Code of
Federal Regulations 1500-1508); the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions (FAA Order 5050.4B) and its
accompanying Environmental Desk Reference for Federal Airport Actions; and Environmental
Impacts: Policies and Procedures (FAA Order 1050.1E, change 1). The issues will also be
addressed in compliance with applicable executive orders and other relevant federal and state
requirements including, but not limited to Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of
1966; the Clean Water Act; the Federal Clean Air Act; and the Endangered Species Act and any
amendments to these requirements, acts, and orders.
Issue # 1 - Air Quality – (1 comment) The MAA received comments from the Maryland
Department of the Environment (MDE) Air Quality Planning Program reminding the MAA that
the Federal General Conformity rules apply to this project with respect to air quality. Because
Baltimore County is currently a nonattainment area under both the PM2.5 and Ozone standards,
an analysis needs to be completed to ensure that the project is under the maximum emissions
levels (de minimis) found in the conformity rule for PM2.5 and Ozone.
Approach to Address Issue: Emissions inventories will be prepared for all of the Alternatives.
Annual construction and operational emissions will be quantified. Net emissions will be
compared to de mimimis levels for the 8-hour ozone and particulate matter with a diameter of
2.5 micrometers or less (PM2.5) precursors. Greenhouse gases (GHG) will also be inventoried
in accordance with Airport Cooperative Research Program (ACRP) Guidebook on Preparing
Airport Greenhouse Gas Emission Inventories (ACRP Report 11) and FAA guidance. The
inventories will be summed to provide total GHG emissions in metric tons (MT) carbon dioxide
equivalent (CO2e) for each Alternative in each year of analysis. The incremental differences
between the No Action Alternative MT CO2e and the action alternatives will be compared. In
addition, the incremental differences will be considered in the context of U.S. and global MT
CO2e emissions.
Issue # 2 - Critical Area – (1 comment) The MAA received comments from the State of
Maryland Critical Area Commission (CAC) regarding the proposed development both within and
outside of the Critical Area. The CAC requested that an alternative that would minimize the
disturbance to the Critical Area, in particular, be offered. The CAC also reminded the MAA of
the CAC approvals needed, potential mitigation actions required, and requested specific
information regarding the square footage of clearing both within and outside of the 100-foot
Buffer be provided in the EA.
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Approach to Address Issue: The MAA will consider reasonable alternatives that meet the
purpose and need both on-site and off-site and disclose each alternative considered in the EA.
Square footage of the clearing both within and outside of the 100-foot Buffer will be provided for
each of the alternatives in the EA. Consultation with the CAC will be undertaken to determine
the appropriate mitigation. Additionally, a coastal zone consistency determination will be
prepared to demonstrate consistency with the enforceable policies of Maryland’s Coastal Zone
Management Program.
Issue # 3 - Stormwater Management – (2 comments) The Wilson Point Civic Improvement
Association (WPCIA) noted that over the years, much of the natural tree canopy and vegetation
in and around the airport has been removed. Given the location of the airport next to the local
waters of Dark Head Cove, Frog Mortar Creek and Stansbury Creek, the WPCIA is concerned
that the removal of additional tree canopy and vegetation on airport property and in the area of
northwest of Eastern Boulevard could further decrease the natural stormwater filtering capacity
around the airport and will allow unfiltered and polluted storm water to run into the nearby local
waters. Additionally, the CAC noted that stormwater management and a 10%
Worksheet/Environmental Design will be required.
Approach to Address Issue: Stormwater management practices and measures to ensure
compliance with federal, state and local water quality regulations (including the most current
MDE regulations [e.g., Environmental Site Design Process]) and current stormwater
management and permitting requirements will be discussed in the EA.
Issue # 4 - Cultural Resources – (1 comment) The MAA received comments from the
Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) (Maryland’s State Historic Preservation Office [SHPO])
regarding the eligibility of the Airport for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP) and the potential need to inventory archaeological sites that may not have been
previously examined, pending more detailed plans. The MHT requested that MAA continue
consultation with the MHT and other relevant parties as planning progresses, to successfully
complete the Section 106 consultation for the proposed improvements.
Approach to Address Issue: The FAA will continue consultation with the MHT and other
relevant parties throughout project planning and as more detailed plans emerge. The MAA
intends to implement designs that are sensitive to the Airport’s existing architecture and history.
The MAA recognizes that there may be need for more detailed archaeological survey.
Issue # 5 - Wildlife and Habitat – (2 comments) The Wildlife and Heritage Service of the
Maryland Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) submitted comments to the MAA regarding
wildlife and habitat. MDNR determined that there are no state or federal records for rare,
threatened or endangered species within the boundaries of the project site as delineated.
MDNR commented that their analysis of the scoping information for the project suggests that
the forested area on the project site (north of Route 150 (Eastern Boulevard)) contains Forest
Interior Dwelling Bird species (FIDS) habitat. MDNR strongly encourages the conservation of
FIDS habitat and provided guidelines to incorporate into the site design to help minimize the
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project’s impacts on FIDS and other native forest plants and wildlife. The guidelines include the
following:
1. Restrict development to nonforested areas.
2. If forest loss or disturbance is unavoidable, concentrate or restrict development to the
following areas:
a. The perimeter of the forest (i.e., within 300 feet of existing forest edge)
b. Thin strips of upland forest less than 300 feet wide
c. Small, isolated forests less than 50 acres in size
d. Portions of the forest with low quality FIDS habitat, (i.e., areas that are already
heavily fragmented, relatively young, exhibit low structural diversity, etc.)
3. Maximize the amount of forest “interior” (forest area > 300 feet from the forest edge)
within each forest tract (i.e., minimize the forest edge: area ratio). Circular forest tracts
are ideal and square tracts are better than rectangular or long, linear forests.
4. Minimize forest isolation. Generally, forests that are adjacent, close to, or connected to
other forests provide higher quality FIDS habitat than more isolated forests.
5. Limit forest removal to the “footprint” of houses and to that which is necessary for the
placement of roads and driveways.
6. Minimize the number and length of driveways and roads.
7. Roads and driveways should be as narrow and as short as possible; preferably less than
25 and 15 feet, respectively.
8. Maintain forest canopy closure over roads and driveways.
9. Maintain forest habitat up to the edges of roads and driveways; do not create or maintain
mowed grassy berms.
10. Maintain or create wildlife corridors.
11. Do not remove or disturb forest habitat during April-August, the breeding season for
most FIDS. This seasonal restriction may be expanded to February-August if certain
nesting FIDS (e.g., Barred Owl) are present.
12. Landscape homes with native trees, shrubs and other plants and/or encourage
homeowners to do so.
13. Encourage homeowners to keep pet cats indoors or, if taken outside, kept on a leash or
inside a fenced area.
14. In forested areas reserved from development, promote the development of a diverse
forest understory by removing livestock from forested areas and controlling white-tailed
deer populations. Do not mow the forest understory or remove woody debris and snags.
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15. Afforestation efforts should target a) riparian or streamside areas that lack woody
vegetative buffers, b) forested riparian areas less than 300 feet wide, and c) gaps or
peninsulas of nonforested habitat within or adjacent to existing FIDS habitat.
The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) also expressed concern with the proposed removal
of trees northwest of the Runway 15 threshold. The area is a forested wetland and therefore
the removal of trees could increase attractiveness to wildlife (birds). An increase in wildlife
activity could pose a threat to safe aircraft operation. Therefore, the USDA recommended
consultation to explore options that would reduce the risk for wildlife strikes.
Approach to Address Issue: A field survey will be conducted to document the existing biotic
resources that may be impacted by the action Alternatives. The EA will evaluate the impacts to
the biotic resources, with specific focus to protected habitats, including the FIDS habitat. It is
anticipated that a Forest Stand Delineation (FSD) and a Forest Conservation Plan (FCP) will be
developed as part of the EA. The MAA will continue to consult with the MDNR regarding any
potential impacts to wildlife and habitat (biotic resources), and specifically the FIDS habitat to
ensure that the appropriate measures are taken to minimize the project’s impacts on FIDS and
other native forest plants and wildlife. The MAA will also continue to consult with the USDA
regarding the potential for the tree removal to increase wildlife attraction.
Issue # 6 - Noise – (2 comments) A resident commented that removing trees will cause noise
pollution to increase and will impact residents living across the river from the runway. Another
resident requested sound barriers and that private aircraft be prevented from buzzing houses.
Approach to Address Issue: The 2012 (existing condition), 2017 and 2022 noise contours will
be developed based on FAA standard noise modeling methodology. The noise contours will be
overlaid onto land use maps to determine whether noise sensitive sites would be subject to
changes in aviation related noise levels. In addition, because the FAA noise model does not
reflect the effects of vegetation on noise propagation, the EA will provide a qualitative
discussion regarding the potential for the tree removal to increase noise for nearby residents.
Issue # 7 - Purpose and Need – (4 comments) A resident questioned the need for the project
as he has lived on Wilson Point for 11 years and does not recall any accidents or incidents that
would require the improvements included in the proposed action. He specifically questioned
whether a taxiway had been recently repaired and why the helipad and ATCT were being
relocated.
Approach to Address Issue: The purpose and need will be concisely explained in the Purpose
and Need Chapter of the EA.
Issue # 8 - Proposed Action – (1 comment) A resident asked what relocating navigational
aids and redeveloping the general aviation facilities means.
Approach to Address Issue: The proposed action will be described and graphically represented
in the Purpose and Need Chapter of the EA.
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Issue #9 - Project Cost – (1-comment) A resident requested the estimated cost of the
proposed action and the anticipated funding source.
Approach to Address Issue: An order of magnitude cost will be developed for each of the
alternatives carried forward for detailed analysis in the EA. The EA will identify requested
federal actions which will include funding.
Issue # 10 - Commercial Flights/MANG – (1 comment) A resident asked if the MAA was
expecting more commercial flights or large bombers to operate at MTN. He also noted that he
thought the base [MANG] was going to shut down.
Approach to Address Issue: The EA will include a fleet mix forecast which will demonstrate that
neither commercial flights nor large bombers are anticipated to use MTN. The fleet mix forecast
includes MANG aircraft as the MAA has not been informed of an impending closure.

4 Summary
As a result of the scoping process, the MAA understands the issues and concerns voiced by the
general public and agencies. This understanding will help shape the scope of the MTN EA for
Phase I Improvements and define the issues that will be analyzed. Public comments have
facilitated the identification and understanding of many of the local issues. Given the comments
received and input heard at the agency and public scoping meetings, the primary concerns from
agencies and the public center around the proposed tree and vegetation removal that is needed
to meet FAA standards. Impacts to water quality, forested areas and other natural and critical
habitat due to the proposed tree and vegetation removal were the focus of the majority of
comments. The MAA will coordinate with the necessary agencies throughout the development
of the EA to ensure that all state and federal requirements are being adhered to and that the
appropriate measures are taken to reduce impacts to the natural environment and surrounding
communities.
Members of the Project Team have been provided the scoping comments applicable to their
technical expertise, and will consider the comments in preparing their respective analyses and
documentation. Through this process, the comments received by the MAA will be used to guide
the development and preparation of the Draft EA.
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Endnotes

1

FAA, Order 1050.1E, CHG 1, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, March 20, 2006, p. 5-9.

2

FAA, Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for Airport
Actions, April 28, 2006, p. 7-4.
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING
MARYLAND AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
MARTIN STATE AIRPORT
ENVIRONMENTAL
ASSESSMENT FOR PHASE I IMPROVEMENTS
The Maryland Aviation Administration (MAA) in conjunction with the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), and in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969 (NEPA) and FAA Orders 1050.1E and 5050.4B, has initiated an Environmental
Assessment (EA) for proposed improvements at Martin State Airport (MTN) in Baltimore
County, Maryland.
The proposed improvements are the Phase I Improvements shown on the approved
Airport Layout Plan (ALP) Update, including reconstructing Runway 15-33, relocating the
Runway 15 and Runway 33 ends/thresholds, removing obstructions, reconfiguring
taxiways, relocating a helipad, relocating navigational aids, redeveloping the general
aviation facilities, and relocating the Airport Traffic Control Tower (ATCT).
The MAA invites the public to attend a scoping meeting on Thursday, October 24, 2013
from 5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. at the Middle River Volunteer Fire Company Station (1100
Wilson Point Road, Middle River, MD). The purpose of the scoping meeting, which will
be held in an “open house” format, is to share information and invite comments.
Graphics will be on display to illustrate the proposed improvements, introduce the
purpose and need, highlight the preliminary alternatives, show the scoping and EA
processes, and provide the EA schedule. Representatives from the MAA and its Project
Team will be available to answer questions throughout the public scoping meeting.
Written comments are requested from interested parties and may be submitted during
and after the public scoping meeting. After the scoping meeting, written comments may
be submitted to:
Ms. Robin M. Bowie
Manager, Division of Environmental Planning
Maryland Aviation Administration
P.O. Box 8766
BWI Airport, MD 21240
Comments will be accepted by fax at 410-859-7082 or by email at
rbowie@bwiairport.com no later than November 25, 2013. Any comments that are
mailed, faxed, or emailed after this date will be considered to the extent practicable.
In accordance with Executive Order 11988 and Department of Transportation Order
5650.2 this scoping meeting will also provide the public with an early opportunity to
review the potential encroachment to the 100-year floodplain. The proposed
improvements would involve constructing facilities within the 100-year floodplain.
Those interested in attending the public scoping meeting with special communication or
accommodation needs are encouraged to contact Barb Bottiger (bbottiger@hntb.com or
703-824-5100) at least 5 days prior to the meeting. Every reasonable effort to
accommodate special needs will be made.
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Environmental Planning
In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the Maryland Aviation
Administration (MAA) prepares environmental studies to identify the possible environmental
impacts associated with its proposed development projects. The MAA makes copies of each
draft document available to the public in an effort to obtain meaningful input regarding its
proposed development, and holds public meetings during the open review period for each
environmental document. The MAA responds to public questions and comments, and
publishes its response in the final environmental document. The MAA must receive the
approval of the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) on its final environmental document
in order to receive federal funding for a proposed project.
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Newspaper Announcement – Notice of Availability of Final Environmental
Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact and Record of Decision
Environmental Assessment for Proposed Airport Improvements at
Baltimore/Washington International Thurgood Airport (BWI Marshall), Finding
of No Significant Impact and Record of Decision
The Maryland Aviation Administration (MAA) in conjunction with the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) and the U.S. Army C orps of Engineers – Baltimore District (as a
C ooperating Agency) and in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969,
FAA Orders 1050.1E and 5050.4B, has completed a Final Environmental Assessment (EA)
and the FAA issued a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) / Record of Decision (ROD)
for the Proposed Airport Improvements at Baltimore / Washington International Thurgood
Marshall Airport (BWI Marshall) in Linthicum, Maryland.
www.marylandaviation.com/content/environmental/environmentaldocs.html
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This FONSI/ROD sets forth the FAA final determinations and environmental approvals for
the federal actions necessary to implement the Proposed Airport Improvements at BWI
Marshall. The MAA is the sponsor of BWI Marshall.
The purpose of the Proposed Airport Improvements at BWI Marshall (the proposed action)
is to allow BWI Marshall to continue to operate in a safe and efficient manner, to meet FAA
design criteria, and to accommodate the Airport's current and future needs. Each of the
proposed improvements is needed for one of the following reasons:
To bring BWI Marshall into compliance with FAA design standards for Runway Safety
Area (RSA) improvements for Runways 15R-33L, 10-28, and 15L-33R;
To bring BWI Marshall into compliance with FAA design standards for Navigational
Aid (NAVAID) installation, runway to taxiway separations, perimeter roadways,
taxiway configurations, line-of-sight clearance, and Runway Protection Zones
(RPZs);
To improve Airport egress through Terminal Exit Roadway Improvements;
To improve heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC ) capacity;
To improve existing pavement conditions through pavement rehabilitations and
construction of new pavement; and
To meet 14 C FR Part 77 requirements for obstruction removal; ATC T line of sight;
PAPI obstacle clearance surface.
This FONSI/ROD completes a thorough and careful environmental decision making process.
This includes public disclosure and review by the FAA decision maker of the analysis of
alternatives and their potential impacts that are described in the April 2012 Final
Environmental Assessment (FEA). This FONSI/ROD has been prepared and issued by FAA
in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) (42 USC § 4321,
et seq.), its implementing regulations (40 C FR Parts 1500-1508), and FAA directives
(Orders 5050.4B, Airport Environmental Handbook and 1050.1E, Environmental Impacts:
Policies and Procedures).
This FONSI/ROD demonstrates and documents FAA's compliance with the procedural
requirements for safety projects and other airport development. FAA arrived at these
determinations by considering public and agency comments and reviewing the
environmental analysis in the FEA and all other relevant documents that comprise the EA
record. People interested in reading the Final Environmental Assessment for may make
arrangements by calling the Manager, Environmental Planning in the MAA Office of Planning
and Environmental Services at 410-859-7103 or click here
New Horizons, An Environmental Overview of BWI Airport
The Maryland Aviation Administration has created an environmental overview for its
neighbors and members of the aviation community who are interested in the airport, the
environment and the delicate balance that exists between the two. Through this overview,
the MAA hopes to relay to the public its commitment to environmental stewardship,
regulatory compliance and responsible resource management. View the report.
Environmental Assessment for Proposed MAA Development at BWI Airport
(2000-2005)
The MAA published a draft environmental assessment for its ongoing development on and
near BWI Airport on August 30, 2000, to address the need for and potential environmental
effects associated with the following proposed facilities:
Terminal area parking and roadway improvements
Terminal building additions
Airside improvements
New public parking garage
New tenant parking facilities
New consolidated rental car facility on New Ridge Road
Maintenance support areas
The MAA published and distributed 75 copies of the draft environmental assessment on
August 30, 2000. The two-volume document was distributed to the Maryland State
Publications Depository Library Network, public officials, planning agencies, and to selected
public library branches in Anne Arundel, Howard and Baltimore counties. The MAA accepted
public questions and comments on the draft environmental assessment from August 30 to
October 15, 2000, and held a public hearing on September 28, 2000, to invite comments
from the public and answer any questions.
The MAA answered all questions and comments it received on the draft environmental
assessment and furnished a copy to the FAA for approval on December 15, 2000. The FAA
determined that the MAA had adequately addressed the potential environmental effects of
www.marylandaviation.com/content/environmental/environmentaldocs.html
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the proposed projects and all public comments, and approved the environmental
assessment on December 28, 2000. The final environmental assessment was distributed to
all libraries, the Maryland State Publications Depository Library Network, public officials,
and planning agencies that received the draft environmental assessment.
People interested in reading the approved Environmental Assessment for Proposed MAA
Development at BWI Airport (2000-2005) may make arrangements by calling the Manager,
Environmental Planning in the MAA Office of Planning and Environmental Services at 410859-7103 or click here.
Environmental Assessment for Martin State Airport
The MAA has proposed several facility enhancement and rehabilitation projects for Martin
State Airport, such as new corporate hangars and the relocation of the air traffic control
tower. On July 22, 2005, the Federal Aviation Administration issued a Finding of No
Significant Impact (FONSI) for the proposed airside and landside improvements at Martin
State Airport. The FONSI has been issued as a result of the completion of the
environmental assessment process for this project in conformance with requirements set
forth by the National Policy Act of 1969. People interested in reading the Final
Environmental Assessment for Martin State Airport may make arrangements by calling the
Manager, Environmental Planning in the MAA Office of Planning and Environmental Services
at 410-859-7103 or click here.

ARCHEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS FOR CONSOLIDATED RENTAL
CAR FACILITY, BWI AIRPORT
As required under the National Historic Preservation act, the Maryland Aviation
Administration undertook archeological investigations from 2000 to 2001 to retrieve as
much information as possible from the Basil Smith Farmstead site that was associated with
the early truck-farming industry in Maryland. The MAA has created some web pages that
describe the results of investigations at this archeological site, which is located where BWI
Airport's C onsolidated Rental C ar Facility now stands. To see what archeologists found at
the site, click here.
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING
MARYLAND AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
MARTIN STATE AIRPORT
ENVIRONMENTAL
ASSESSMENT FOR PHASE I IMPROVEMENTS
The Maryland Aviation Administration (MAA) in conjunction with the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), and in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969 (NEPA) and FAA Orders 1050.1E and 5050.4B, has initiated an Environmental
Assessment (EA) for proposed improvements at Martin State Airport (MTN) in Baltimore
County, Maryland.
The proposed improvements are the Phase I Improvements shown on the approved
Airport Layout Plan (ALP) Update, including reconstructing Runway 15-33, relocating the
Runway 15 and Runway 33 ends/thresholds, removing obstructions, reconfiguring
taxiways, relocating a helipad, relocating navigational aids, redeveloping the general
aviation facilities, and relocating the Airport Traffic Control Tower (ATCT).
The MAA invites the public to attend a scoping meeting on Thursday, October 24, 2013
from 5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. at the Middle River Volunteer Fire Company Station (1100
Wilson Point Road, Middle River, MD). The purpose of the scoping meeting, which will
be held in an “open house” format, is to share information and invite comments.
Graphics will be on display to illustrate the proposed improvements, introduce the
purpose and need, highlight the preliminary alternatives, show the scoping and EA
processes, and provide the EA schedule. Representatives from the MAA and its Project
Team will be available to answer questions throughout the public scoping meeting.
Written comments are requested from interested parties and may be submitted during
and after the public scoping meeting. After the scoping meeting, written comments may
be submitted to:
Ms. Robin M. Bowie
Manager, Division of Environmental Planning
Maryland Aviation Administration
P.O. Box 8766
BWI Airport, MD 21240
Comments will be accepted by fax at 410-859-7082 or by email at
rbowie@bwiairport.com no later than November 25, 2013. Any comments that are
mailed, faxed, or emailed after this date will be considered to the extent practicable.
In accordance with Executive Order 11988 and Department of Transportation Order
5650.2 this scoping meeting will also provide the public with an early opportunity to
review the potential encroachment to the 100-year floodplain. The proposed
improvements would involve constructing facilities within the 100-year floodplain.
Those interested in attending the public scoping meeting with special communication or
accommodation needs are encouraged to contact Barb Bottiger (bbottiger@hntb.com or
703-824-5100) at least 5 days prior to the meeting. Every reasonable effort to
accommodate special needs will be made.
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Martin State Airport
Environmental Assessment for Phase I Improvements
Scoping Information Package

Introduction
The Maryland Aviation Administration (MAA) is proposing a number of projects for
implementation at Martin State Airport (MTN). An Environmental Assessment (EA) is being
completed to satisfy the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(NEPA). This document provides preliminary information regarding the EA to facilitate
agency review and comment. The document includes the following sections:








Background
Proposed Action
Purpose and Need
Preliminary Alternatives
Environmental Analysis
Preliminary Schedule
Comment Form

The MAA encourages each agency to review these materials and provide comments by
November 25, 2013. Comments provided by this time will assist the MAA in identifying issues
early in the development of the EA. A Comment Form is attached for your use. You are
welcome to submit comments either by mail at the below address or by email to
rbowie@bwiairport.com.
Please submit written comments to:
Ms. Robin M. Bowie
Manager, Division of Environmental Planning
Maryland Aviation Administration
P.O. Box 8766
BWI Airport, MD 21240
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Background

MTN is a general aviation (GA) reliever airport located in Baltimore County, Maryland. The
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) designates an airport as a “reliever” airport when the
airport’s intended function is to relieve congestion at large airports such as Baltimore
Washington International Thurgood Marshall Airport (BWI). Because MTN serves many
general aviation activities in the Baltimore area, MTN is designated as a reliever to BWI.
MTN is located on approximately 775 acres near the Chesapeake Bay. Owned by the
Maryland Department of Transportation and operated by the MAA, MTN serves general
aviation, corporate, and military air traffic (175th Wing of the Maryland Air National Guard
(MANG)). The airfield includes an 8,100-foot long by 150-foot wide runway (Runway 15/33),
helipad and multiple taxiways. Aviation support facilities include aircraft hangars and tie
down areas, a terminal building, an Airport Traffic Control Tower (ATCT) and fuel facilities.
The MAA prepared an Airport Layout Plan (ALP) Update for MTN in 2011. The ALP Update
identified the improvements needed at MTN to comply with the FAA design standards and
meet projected demand levels through a 20 year planning period. The improvements were
recommended for phased implementation based on the following time periods: Phase I
present -2017, Phase II 2018-2022 and Phase III 2023-beyond. The FAA approved the 2011
ALP showing the phased improvements.
The 2011 ALP was updated to reflect minor changes and approved by the FAA in February
2013. In May of 2013, a revised ALP reflecting additional improvements needed to meet
new FAA design standards was submitted to the FAA.
The MAA is proposing to implement Phase I Improvements as identified on the ALP. In
order to implement these improvements, FAA action in the form of ALP approval and federal
funding will be required. NEPA requires environmental review of federal actions including
federal funding, approvals and certifications. Therefore, an EA is being prepared in
accordance with FAA policies and procedures for considering environmental impacts: FAA
Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for
Airport Actions and FAA Order 1050.1E, Environmental Impacts, Policies and Procedures.
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Proposed Action

The Proposed Action consists of the Phase I Improvements identified on the MTN ALP. The
Phase I Improvements include the following:


Reconstructing Runway 15/33;



Relocating the Runway 15 and Runway 33 ends/thresholds (the relocation of the
runway ends/thresholds could impact noise exposure around MTN and would require
removal of both on- and off-airport vegetative and non-vegetative obstructions);



Reconfiguring taxiways (including the extension or relocation of existing taxiways and
addition of new connecting taxiways, which has the potential to increase impervious
surfaces at the Airport);



Relocating the helipad (which has the potential to impact noise exposure surrounding
MTN);



Relocating aircraft navigational aids (including relocation of existing navigational aids
in sensitive development areas and vegetation removal);



Redeveloping the GA facilities (including reconfiguration and relocation of existing thangars, removal of existing pavement and redevelopment of associated GA
facilities); and



Relocating the Airport Traffic Control Tower (ATCT).
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Purpose and Need
Defining the Purpose and Need is essential in providing a sound justification for the proposed
action. In addition, the Purpose and Need is used as the primary foundation to develop
reasonable alternatives to the Proposed Action.
The purpose of implementing the Proposed Action is to meet various FAA criteria, enhance
airfield safety, improve airfield efficiency and accommodate existing and anticipated demand
at MTN.
The Proposed Action is needed to address the following issues:


FAA Criteria





o

The existing runway safety area (RSA) and runway object free area (ROFA) do
not meet FAA design criteria as defined in Advisory Circular (AC)150/5300-13A,
Airport Design.

o

There are penetrations to the existing 14 Code of Federal Regulations Part 77,
Safe, Efficient Use, and Preservation of the Navigable Airspace, approach and
transitional surfaces as well as the FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5300-13A
threshold siting surfaces.

Airfield Safety
o

Jet blast protection is not provided in accordance with AC 150/5300-13A.

o

A number of the existing runway/taxiway intersections are not right angle
intersections. According to AC 150/5300-13A, “FAA studies indicate the risk of a
runway incursion increases exponentially on angled (less than or greater than 90
degrees) taxiways used for crossing the runway.”

o

Taxiways B and C converge at the runway and create a large expanse of
pavement. According to AC 150/5300-13A this could lead to pilot disorientation.

o

The existing ATCT provides only marginal visibility to the Runway 33 threshold
due to obstructions between the ATCT and the runway 33 threshold; the low
height of the tower; and, the relatively long distance to the runway end.

o

Runway 15/33 has deteriorated due to age and Alkali Silica Reactivity (ASR).
Runway 15/33, a Portland Cement Concrete (PCC) runway, was constructed
between 1940 and 1958. The PCC exhibits extensive ASR which causes the
concrete pavement to expand and crack resulting in structural concerns.

Airfield Efficiency
o

Parallel Taxiway F is not a full length taxiway and thus there is not a direct route
to and from the Runway 15 threshold.
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Existing and Anticipated Demand
o
o

Current hangar space does not meet existing demand and the existing T-hangars
in the midfield area are nearing the end of their useful life.
Sufficient takeoff runway length must be maintained for the existing and future
critical aircraft operations, specifically the Gulfstream V. Therefore, the minimum
Accelerated Stop Distance Available must be 7,000 feet for takeoffs from both
runway ends based on the 1999 letter from the FAA that concurred with the need
for a 7,000-foot runway and the runway length analysis documented in the Martin
State Airport, Airport Layout Plan Update prepared in 2011.

Preliminary Alternatives
Analysis of alternatives is key to the NEPA process. The EA will include consideration of
reasonable alternatives to the Proposed Action. The number of alternatives considered will
be influenced by the degree of potential impact as well as the stated purpose and need. The
EA will consider potential alternatives based on the alternative’s ability to meet the purpose
and need of the Proposed Action. It is anticipated that the following on-airport alternatives will
be considered:
No Action Alternative - Consideration of the No Action Alternative is required by
NEPA per the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations. The No Action
Alternative represents MTN in its current state without any proposed project action(s).
The No Action Alternative is illustrated on Figure 1.
Minimum Action Alternative – This alternative includes those improvements required
to meet standards and to maintain the maximum runway pavement determined
eligible for FAA funding. The Minimum Action Alternative is illustrated on Figure 2.
Proposed Action Alternative – This alternative includes the Phase I development
identified on the MTN ALP and as illustrated on Figure 3.
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Environmental Analysis
The EA will assess the environmental consequences of the Proposed Action and the
reasonable alternatives. All categories of impact will be addressed according to the criteria
included in FAA Orders 1050.1E and 5050.4B. Impact analyses will be conducted for current
and future conditions. Future conditions are defined as the first full year after implementation
of the improvements and five years thereafter.
While all of the environmental impact categories identified in FAA Orders 1050.1E and
5050.4B will be addressed in the EA, the major emphasis is expected to be on those
categories listed below. Preliminary review of the affected environment and available
materials indicated that these categories may require detailed analysis.
o
o
o
o
o

Coastal Resources
Fish, Wildlife, and Plants
Water Quality
Wetlands
Floodplains

Preliminary review indicated that the following categories may be impacted and some
analysis may be required.
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Air Quality
Compatible Land Use
Construction Impacts
Hazardous Materials, Pollution Prevention, and Solid Waste
Historical, Architectural, Archeological, and Cultural Resources
Noise
Section 4(f) Resources

The following resources are either not present in or around MTN or would be only minimally
impacted and would require little or no analysis. The EA will provide succinct documentation
as to why these resources would not be affected or only minimally impacted.
o
o
o
o
o
o

Farmlands
Light Emissions and Visual Impacts
Natural Resources and Energy Supply, and Sustainable Design
Secondary (Induced) Impacts
Socioeconomic Impacts, Environmental Justice, and Children’s Environmental
Health and Safety Risks
Wild and Scenic Rivers

The anticipated level of analysis for the resource categories is based on preliminary review of
the affected environment. Ongoing field studies, detailed analyses and agency consultation
will determine the appropriate level of analysis for each resource category.
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Preliminary Schedule
The EA is anticipated to last approximately 24 months. Major milestones are depicted on the
following schedule. Note that there will be another opportunity to participate in the
development of the EA. It is anticipated that the Draft EA will be available for agency and
public review and comment in early 2015. Comments on the Draft EA will be addressed as
part of the preparation of the Final EA.

This preliminary schedule is based on the assumption that an EA will remain the appropriate
level of NEPA review. If during any part of the EA process it is discovered that the
environmental impacts (any or all) associated with the Proposed Action will not result in a
Finding of Significant Impact (FONSI), the FAA will issue a notice of intent to prepare an
environmental impact statement (EIS). The preliminary schedule does not reflect this
potential outcome.
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Directions to MAA Office

991 Corporate Boulevard
Linthicum, MD 21090

From MD-295 North (Baltimore Washington Parkway)







Take the West Nursery Road exit
Keep right at the fork and merge onto West
Nursery Road
At your first light, turn left onto Corporate Blvd
Turn right at 2nd cross street into office park
Immediately turn right into parking lot
MAA Office at 991 Corporate Blvd (~200 feet
into parking lot)

From MD-295 South (Baltimore Washington Parkway)







Take the West Nursery Road exit
Turn left onto West Nursery Road
At your second light, turn left onto Corporate
Blvd
Turn right at 2nd cross street into office park
Immediately turn right into parking lot
MAA Office at 991 Corporate Blvd (~200 feet
into parking lot)

Public Scoping Package

.

SAMPLE LETTER

Martin State Airport
Environmental Assessment for Phase I Improvements
Scoping Information Package

Introduction
The Maryland Aviation Administration (MAA) is proposing a number of projects for
implementation at Martin State Airport (MTN). An Environmental Assessment (EA) is being
completed to satisfy the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(NEPA). This document provides preliminary information regarding the EA to facilitate public
review and comment. The document includes the following sections:








Background
Proposed Action
Purpose and Need
Preliminary Alternatives
Environmental Analysis
Preliminary Schedule
Comment Form

The MAA encourages you to review these materials and provide comments by November 25,
2013. Comments provided by this time will assist the MAA in identifying issues early in the
development of the EA. A Comment Form is attached for your use. You are welcome to
submit comments either by mail at the below address or by email to rbowie@bwiairport.com.
Please submit written comments to:
Ms. Robin M. Bowie
Manager, Division of Environmental Planning
Maryland Aviation Administration
P.O. Box 8766
BWI Airport, MD 21240
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Background

MTN is a general aviation (GA) reliever airport located in Baltimore County, Maryland. The
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) designates an airport as a “reliever” airport when the
airport’s intended function is to relieve congestion at large airports such as Baltimore
Washington International Thurgood Marshall Airport (BWI). Because MTN serves many
general aviation activities in the Baltimore area, MTN is designated as a reliever to BWI.
MTN is located on approximately 775 acres near the Chesapeake Bay. Owned by the
Maryland Department of Transportation and operated by the MAA, MTN serves general
aviation, corporate, and military air traffic (175th Wing of the Maryland Air National Guard
(MANG)). The airfield includes an 8,100-foot long by 150-foot wide runway (Runway 15/33),
helipad and multiple taxiways. Aviation support facilities include aircraft hangars and tie
down areas, a terminal building, an Airport Traffic Control Tower (ATCT) and fuel facilities.
The MAA prepared an Airport Layout Plan (ALP) Update for MTN in 2011. The ALP Update
identified the improvements needed at MTN to comply with the FAA design standards and
meet projected demand levels through a 20 year planning period. The improvements were
recommended for phased implementation based on the following time periods: Phase I
present -2017, Phase II 2018-2022 and Phase III 2023-beyond. The FAA approved the 2011
ALP showing the phased improvements.
The 2011 ALP was updated to reflect minor changes and approved by the FAA in February
2013. In May of 2013, a revised ALP reflecting additional improvements needed to meet
new FAA design standards was submitted to the FAA.
The MAA is proposing to implement Phase I Improvements as identified on the ALP. In
order to implement these improvements, FAA action in the form of ALP approval and federal
funding will be required. NEPA requires environmental review of federal actions including
federal funding, approvals and certifications. Therefore, an EA is being prepared in
accordance with FAA policies and procedures for considering environmental impacts: FAA
Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for
Airport Actions and FAA Order 1050.1E, Environmental Impacts, Policies and Procedures.
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Proposed Action

The Proposed Action consists of the Phase I Improvements identified on the MTN ALP. The
Phase I Improvements include the following:


Reconstructing Runway 15/33;



Relocating the Runway 15 and Runway 33 ends/thresholds (the relocation of the
runway ends/thresholds could impact noise exposure around MTN and would require
removal of both on- and off-airport vegetative and non-vegetative obstructions);



Reconfiguring taxiways (including the extension or relocation of existing taxiways and
addition of new connecting taxiways, which has the potential to increase impervious
surfaces at the Airport);



Relocating the helipad (which has the potential to impact noise exposure surrounding
MTN);



Relocating aircraft navigational aids (including relocation of existing navigational aids
in sensitive development areas and vegetation removal);



Redeveloping the GA facilities (including reconfiguration and relocation of existing thangars, removal of existing pavement and redevelopment of associated GA
facilities); and



Relocating the Airport Traffic Control Tower (ATCT).
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Purpose and Need
Defining the Purpose and Need is essential in providing a sound justification for the proposed
action. In addition, the Purpose and Need is used as the primary foundation to develop
reasonable alternatives to the Proposed Action.
The purpose of implementing the Proposed Action is to meet various FAA criteria, enhance
airfield safety, improve airfield efficiency and accommodate existing and anticipated demand
at MTN.
The Proposed Action is needed to address the following issues:


FAA Criteria





o

The existing runway safety area (RSA) and runway object free area (ROFA) do
not meet FAA design criteria as defined in Advisory Circular (AC)150/5300-13A,
Airport Design.

o

There are penetrations to the existing 14 Code of Federal Regulations Part 77,
Safe, Efficient Use, and Preservation of the Navigable Airspace, approach and
transitional surfaces as well as the FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5300-13A
threshold siting surfaces.

Airfield Safety
o

Jet blast protection is not provided in accordance with AC 150/5300-13A.

o

A number of the existing runway/taxiway intersections are not right angle
intersections. According to AC 150/5300-13A, “FAA studies indicate the risk of a
runway incursion increases exponentially on angled (less than or greater than 90
degrees) taxiways used for crossing the runway.”

o

Taxiways B and C converge at the runway and create a large expanse of
pavement. According to AC 150/5300-13A this could lead to pilot disorientation.

o

The existing ATCT provides only marginal visibility to the Runway 33 threshold
due to obstructions between the ATCT and the runway 33 threshold; the low
height of the tower; and, the relatively long distance to the runway end.

o

Runway 15/33 has deteriorated due to age and Alkali Silica Reactivity (ASR).
Runway 15/33, a Portland Cement Concrete (PCC) runway, was constructed
between 1940 and 1958. The PCC exhibits extensive ASR which causes the
concrete pavement to expand and crack resulting in structural concerns.

Airfield Efficiency
o

Parallel Taxiway F is not a full length taxiway and thus there is not a direct route
to and from the Runway 15 threshold.
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Existing and Anticipated Demand
o

Current hangar space does not meet existing demand and the existing T-hangars
in the midfield area are nearing the end of their useful life.

o

Sufficient takeoff runway length must be maintained for the existing and future
critical aircraft operations, specifically the Gulfstream V. Therefore, the minimum
Accelerated Stop Distance Available must be 7,000 feet for takeoffs from both
runway ends based on the 1999 letter from the FAA that concurred with the need
for a 7,000-foot runway and the runway length analysis documented in the Martin
State Airport, Airport Layout Plan Update prepared in 2011.

Preliminary Alternatives
Analysis of alternatives is key to the NEPA process. The EA will include consideration of
reasonable alternatives to the Proposed Action. The number of alternatives considered will
be influenced by the degree of potential impact as well as the stated purpose and need. The
EA will consider potential alternatives based on the alternative’s ability to meet the purpose
and need of the Proposed Action. It is anticipated that the following on-airport alternatives will
be considered:
No Action Alternative - Consideration of the No Action Alternative is required by
NEPA per the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations. The No Action
Alternative represents MTN in its current state without any proposed project action(s).
The No Action Alternative is illustrated on Figure 1.
Minimum Action Alternative – This alternative includes those improvements required
to meet standards and to maintain the maximum runway pavement determined
eligible for FAA funding. The Minimum Action Alternative is illustrated on Figure 2.
Proposed Action Alternative – This alternative includes the Phase I development
identified on the MTN ALP and as illustrated on Figure 3.
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Environmental Analysis
The EA will assess the environmental consequences of the Proposed Action and the
reasonable alternatives. All categories of impact will be addressed according to the criteria
included in FAA Orders 1050.1E and 5050.4B. Impact analyses will be conducted for current
conditions and future conditions. Future conditions are defined as the first full year after
implementation of the improvements and five years thereafter.
While all of the environmental impact categories identified in FAA Orders 1050.1E and
5050.4B will be addressed in the EA, the major emphasis is expected to be on those
categories listed below. Preliminary review of the affected environment and available
materials indicated that these categories may require detailed analysis.
o
o
o
o
o

Coastal Resources
Fish, Wildlife, and Plants
Water Quality
Wetlands
Floodplains

Preliminary review indicated that the following categories may be impacted and some
analysis may be required.
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Air Quality
Compatible Land Use
Construction Impacts
Hazardous Materials, Pollution Prevention, and Solid Waste
Historical, Architectural, Archeological, and Cultural Resources
Noise
Section 4(f) Resources

The following resources are either not present in or around MTN or would be only minimally
impacted and would require little or no analysis. The EA will provide succinct documentation
as to why these resources would not be affected or only minimally impacted.
o
o
o
o
o
o

Farmlands
Light Emissions and Visual Impacts
Natural Resources, Energy Supply, and Sustainable Design
Secondary (Induced) Impacts
Socioeconomic Impacts, Environmental Justice, and Children’s Environmental
Health and Safety Risks
Wild and Scenic Rivers

The anticipated level of analysis for the resource categories is based on preliminary review of
the affected environment. Ongoing field studies, detailed analyses and agency consultation
will determine the appropriate level of analysis for each resource category.
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Preliminary Schedule
The EA is anticipated to last approximately 24 months. Major milestones are depicted on the
following schedule. Note that there will be another opportunity to participate in the
development of the EA. It is anticipated that the Draft EA will be available for agency and
public review and comment in early 2015. Comments on the Draft EA will be addressed as
part of the preparation of the Final EA.

This preliminary schedule is based on the assumption that an EA will remain the appropriate
level of NEPA review. If during any part of the EA process it is discovered that the
environmental impacts (any or all) associated with the Proposed Action will not result in a
Finding of Significant Impact (FONSI), the FAA will issue a notice of intent to prepare an
environmental impact statement (EIS). The preliminary schedule does not reflect this
potential outcome.
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Martin State Airport
Environmental Assessment for Phase I Improvements
Scoping
Comment Form
The Maryland Aviation Administration (MAA) values your comments on the
forthcoming Environmental Assessment for Phase I Improvements at Martin State
Airport (MTN). Please either return this form as you leave the scoping meeting, or
send it to Ms. Robin M. Bowie by folding and mailing with postage to the address on
the reverse side. It is respectfully requested that you provide your comments by
November 25, 2013.

Please provide your name and address below.
Name:
Address:

Thank you for your time and for your participation in the EA process!

.

______________________
______________________
______________________

Postage
Required

.

Ms. Robin M. Bowie
Manager, Division of Environmental
Planning
Maryland Aviation Administration
P.O. Box 8766
BWI Airport, MD 21240

.
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Agency Scoping Meeting PowerPoint

.

Environmental Assessment for
Phase I Improvements

O c t o be r 2 4 , 2 0 1 3

Agency Scoping Meeting

Purpose of the Agency Scoping Meeting
 Determine the appropriate level of analysis and coordination for
environmental resources.
 Share technical information.

Agency Scoping Meeting

 Introduce alternatives.

2

Presentation Overview
 Project Background
 Proposed Action
 Environmental Assessment (EA)
– Purpose & Need
– Affected Environment
– Anticipated Environmental Impacts

 Schedule
 Comments

Agency Scoping Meeting

– Preliminary Alternatives
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Project Background
M ar t i n S tate A i rp o r t ( M T N ) O ve r v i ew

 Located in
Baltimore County
on 775 acres near
the Chesapeake
Bay.

Agency Scoping Meeting

 General aviation
(GA) “reliever”
airport.
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Project Background

Agency Scoping Meeting

A i r f i e l d Fac i l iti e s
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Project Background

Agency Scoping Meeting

Ge n e ral Av i at i o n an d S u p p o r t Fac i l itie s
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Proposed Action
M T N A i r p o r t L ayo u t P l an ( A L P )
 Documents the existing airport facilities and shows proposed future airport
development.

 Current MTN ALP shows
phased development.
 Phase I (Present – 2017)
 Phase II (2018 – 2022)
 Phase III (2023 – beyond)

Agency Scoping Meeting

 Prepared by the airport sponsor and submitted to the FAA for review and
approval.

7

Environmental Assessment
W hy an EA?

The Proposed Action
 is not included in the list of categorically excluded actions;
 is not one that normally requires an EIS; and
 is listed as an action that normally requires an EA.
Therefore, an EA is the appropriate level of environmental review.

Agency Scoping Meeting

The type of environmental document is based on FAA Order 1050.1E,
“Environmental Impacts, Policies and Procedures.”
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Purpose and Need
M e et FA A D e s i g n Cr i te r i a
 Deficient Runway Safety Area (RSA)

Agency Scoping Meeting

 Objects in the Runway Object Free Area (ROFA)
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Purpose and Need

Obstructions
to FAA
Surfaces

Agency Scoping Meeting

M e et FA A D e s i g n Cr i te r i a

10

Purpose and Need

 Jet blast protection is not in accordance with
standards.
 Runway/taxiway intersections are not right-angles.
 Large expanse of pavement where Taxiways B & C
converge.
 ATCT marginal visibility to Runway 33 threshold.
 Runway in need of reconstruction.

Agency Scoping Meeting

A i r f i e l d S afet y
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Purpose and Need
A i r f i e l d Ef f i c i e nc y
Taxiway F is not a full length parallel taxiway.

Agency Scoping Meeting
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Purpose and Need



Insufficient
Hangar Space
Available



Maintain Sufficient
Runway to
Accommodate the
Critical Aircraft
(7,000’)

Agency Scoping Meeting

Ex i st i ng an d F u tu re D e m an d
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Preliminary Alternatives
No Action
Alternative

Required per CEQ.

Minimum Action
Alternative

Includes those improvements required to meet FAA
standards and to maintain the maximum runway
pavement determined eligible for FAA funding.

Proposed Action
Alternative

Includes Phase I development identified on the MTN
ALP.

Agency Scoping Meeting

Represents MTN in its current state without any
proposed project action(s).
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Alternatives

Agency Scoping Meeting

No Action

15

Alternatives

Agency Scoping Meeting

M i n i mu m A c t i o n

16

Alternatives

Agency Scoping Meeting

P ro p o se d A c t i on

17

Affected Environment

Agency Scoping Meeting

Co astal Re s o urc e s

18

Affected Environment

Agency Scoping Meeting

F i s h , W i l d l ife an d P l ant s
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Affected Environment

Agency Scoping Meeting

Wet l an ds
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Anticipated Environmental Impact Analysis
Coastal Resources

Category 1
Detailed analysis.

Floodplains

Fish, Wildlife and Plants
Water Quality

Air Quality

Hazardous Materials, Pollution
Prevention and Solid Waste

Category 2

Compatible Land Use

Cultural Resources

Some analysis.

Construction Impacts

Noise

Section 4(f)
Farmlands

Socioeconomic Impacts

Category 3

Light Emissions and Visual Impacts

Environmental Justice

Minimal analysis.

Natural Resources, Energy Supply
and Sustainability
Secondary (Induced) Impacts

Children’s Health and Safety Risks
Wild and Scenic Rivers

Agency Scoping Meeting

Wetlands
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Anticipated Environmental Impacts
Po te nti al Cu m u l at ive Ef fe c t s

①
②

① Maryland Air National Guard (MANG) development
② Taxiway T Reconstruction
③ Lockheed Martin Groundwater Treatment Facility

Agency Scoping Meeting

③
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EA Milestones

Estimated Timeframe

Agency and Public Scoping

September through November 2013

Agency Scoping Meeting / Public
Workshop

October 24, 2013

Draft EA Comment Review Period for
agencies and the public

Early 2015

Public Workshop

Early 2015 (during Draft comment
period)

Respond to Draft EA Comments

Spring 2015

Final EA / NEPA Finding

Summer 2015

Agency Scoping Meeting

Schedule
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Comments

Ms. Robin M. Bowie
Manager, Division of Environmental Planning
Maryland Aviation Administration
P.O. Box 8766
BWI Airport, MD 21240
rbowie@bwiairport.com

Please submit comments by November 25, 2013 to
ensure your input is considered early in the EA process.

Agency Scoping Meeting

Submit scoping comments to:

24
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Martin State Airport
Environmental Assessment for Phase I Improvements
Agency Scoping Meeting

MEETING NOTES
Date:

October 24, 2013

Time:

10:00 a.m. – 12:00 p.m.

Location:

MAA Offices
991 Corporate Boulevard
Linthicum, Maryland

Attending:

See sign-in sheet [attached]

Meeting Purpose
The purpose of the scoping meeting was for the MAA to share technical information and seek
input from interested agencies regarding the Martin State Airport (MTN) Environmental
Assessment (EA) for Phase I Improvements.
Introductions
Robin Bowie, Manager, Division of Environmental Planning at the Maryland Aviation
Administration (MAA) began the meeting with a brief overview. Barb Bottiger, Project Manager,
HNTB, then welcomed attendees and requested that everyone introduce themselves. MAA
staff, consultant staff and agency representatives introduced themselves.
Presentation
Following introductions, Ms. Bottiger delivered a PowerPoint presentation covering the following
topics: the project background, proposed action, purpose and need, preliminary alternatives,
affected environment, anticipated environmental impacts, and anticipated project schedule. She
requested that Ms. Bowie insert comments at any time, and encouraged the attendees to ask
questions at any time during or following the presentation. Printed copies of the PowerPoint
presentation were provided for participants.
Questions and Comments
Beth Cole, with the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) asked in what manner all of the highlighted
vegetation in the Coastal Resources slide would be removed (i.e., cleared, trimmed, topped).
Ms. Bottiger responded that the vegetation would have to be completely cleared since the FAA
only funds removal of obstructions one time. MAA may replant some areas with low-growth
vegetation.
Julie Roberts, Critical Area Commission (CAC), asked if this project had anything to do with
another proposal that had come across her desk a few months ago. Ms. Bowie responded that
the proposal was for the Lockheed Martin Groundwater Treatment facility and that the projects

Page 1 of 3

were not related. Ms. Roberts asked what the 61 acres of impacts included and if it included the
green on-airport and off-airport vegetation removal on the left side of the coastal resources
graphic. Ms. Bottiger responded that the 61 acres included the vegetation removal and
proposed development within the beige shading (Chesapeake Bay Critical Area – Intensely
Developed Areas) and that the green areas on the left side of the graphic were not included in
the 61 acres. Ms. Roberts asked which alternative the figure illustrated; Ms. Bottiger replied that
both the Minimum Action and the Proposed Action Alternatives would require approximately the
same amount of vegetation removal. Ms. Bottiger also noted that the consultant team was
aware of the Memorandum of Agreement (MOU) between the Maryland Department of
Transportation and the CAC. Ms. Roberts responded that due to the nature of impacts the
MOU would not apply to the proposed action.
Matt Diana, Baltimore County Planning, asked how MAA will be coordinating stormwater
management with Baltimore County. Ms. Bowie responded that MAA works with Baltimore
County on projects related to stormwater management facilities. MAA goes through a defined
permitting process for stormwater management facilities and encourages regular coordination
with Baltimore County for these types of projects.
Ms. Cole, MHT, noted that MTN is eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)
as a historic district. Therefore, coordination with the MHT (State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO)) will be required, specifically for the design of any new facilities and the ultimate use of
the existing Airport Traffic Control Tower (ATCT). The project may also require archaeological
survey. Ms. Bottiger responded that there is a cultural resources consultant on the EA Team
(Elizabeth Anderson Comer/Archaeology [EAC/A]), and that the EA Team understands the need
to consult with the SHPO for this project. EAC/A is currently developing the Area of Potential
Effect (APE) for submission to the SHPO through the Federal Aviation Administration. Ms.
Bowie also noted that the ATCT would not be removed; MAA intends to look into a way to reuse
the building.
Ms. Roberts, CAC, asked when the construction at MTN is expected to begin. Ms. Bottiger
stated that the 2017 timeframe is a reasonable estimate, given the anticipated date of 2015 for
EA completion and one year for design.
Regarding tree removal, Ms. Roberts asked if there is a place that MAA would use to mitigate
the loss of existing trees. Ms. Bowie responded that MAA does not have anywhere to replace
these trees, but that they always look. MAA understands the need to determine a mechanism
for mitigation if tree replacement is not an option. Ms. Roberts noted that this situation is a bit of
a grey area for the CAC since MTN is in an urban environment, where tree removal is more
difficult to mitigate through replacement. Ms. Roberts intends to do some research and hopes to
have an answer which will be submitted with the CAC’s formal comments. She did note that
mitigation will be required for impacts to wetland and buffer areas.
Jon Romeo, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), asked if the object (navigational aid
[NAVAID]) to be constructed in the water would be permanent or temporary. Ms. Bottiger
responded that the NAVAID would be permanent, and John Hurt, MAA, added that the NAVAID
in the water would be on a permanent pier. Ms. Roberts commented that if it is in the water, it
would not be CAC jurisdiction, but it would likely require coordination with Maryland Department
of the Environment (MDE).
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Mr. Diana asked if the Lockheed Martin facility clean-up was associated with this EA. Ms.
Bowie responded that the Lockheed property is not on MTN property, with the exception of the
proposed groundwater treatment facility, which will be the subject of a separate EA and
addressed in this EA only as it relates to cumulative impacts.
Mr. Romeo asked for clarification about the preliminary wetland jurisdictional determination (JD)
that Ms. Bottiger referenced during the presentation. John Hurt, MAA, responded that the
preliminary JD was submitted to the USACE, but that MAA has not yet received a response.
The meeting concluded at approximately 11:10 a.m.
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From:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Robin Bowie
"Kevin.sullivan@usda.gov"; "jon.romeo@usace.army.mil"; "bcole@mdp.state.md.us"; "tom.priscilla@faa.gov";
"marcus.brundage@faa.gov"; "molly.berger@maryland.gov"; "jroberts@dnr.state.md.us";
"mdiana@baltimorecountymd.gov"; Meg Andrews
Barbara Bottiger
MTN EA Agency Scoping Meeting Minutes
Wednesday, October 30, 2013 9:46:50 AM
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All,

Thank you for attending the scoping meeting for the Martin State Airport Phase I Improvements
Environmental Assessment on October 24, 2013. We appreciate you taking the time to attend this
meeting and hope you found it informative. For your reference, the scoping meeting minutes and a
pdf of the presentation are attached. We look forward to receiving your scoping comments by
November 25 th .

Ms. Robin M. Bowie
Manager, Division of Environmental Planning
Maryland Aviation Administration
Baltimore/Washington International Thurgood Marshall Airport
410-859-7103 (office)
410-859-7082 (fax)
rbowie@bwiairport.com

Mailing Address
P.O. Box 8766
BWI Airport, MD 21240

Overnight Shipping Address
991 Corporate Boulevard
Linthicum, MD 21090

Maryland now features 511 traveler information!
Call 511 or visit: www.md511.org

P

Please consider the environment before printing this email

LEGAL DISCLAIMER - The information contained in this communication (including any attachments)
may be confidential and legally privileged. This email may not serve as a contractual agreement
unless explicit written agreement for this purpose has been made. If you are not the intended
recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, or copying of this
communication or any of its contents is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication
in error, please re-send this communication to the sender indicating that it was received in error
and delete the original message and any copy of it from your computer system.

From:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Robin Bowie
"devin_ray@fws.gov"; "bob_zepp@fws.gov"; "craig_koppie@fws.gov"; "rnelson@achp.gov";
"joseph.davia@usace.army.mil"; "abbie.hopkins@usace.army.mil"; "elder.ghigiarelli@maryland.gov";
"david.walbeck@maryland.gov"; "diane.franks@maryland.gov"; "cheryl.kerr@maryland.gov";
"mhoneczy@dnr.state.md.us"; "kmccarthy@dnr.state.md.us"; "lbyrne@dnr.state.md.us";
"kcharbonneau@dnr.state.md.us"; "eps@baltimorecountymd.gov"; "avanarsdale@baltimorecountymd.gov";
"mdiana@baltimorecountymd.gov"; "eadams@baltimorecountymd.gov"; "devin_ray@fws.gov";
"bob_zepp@fws.gov"; "craig_koppie@fws.gov"; "rnelson@achp.gov"; "joseph.davia@usace.army.mil";
"abbie.hopkins@usace.army.mil"; "elder.ghigiarelli@maryland.gov"; "david.walbeck@maryland.gov";
"diane.franks@maryland.gov"; "cheryl.kerr@maryland.gov"; "mhoneczy@dnr.state.md.us";
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All,

We are sorry that you were unable to attend the scoping meeting for the Martin State Airport Phase
I Improvements Environmental Assessment (EA) on October 24, 2013. For your information, we
have attached the scoping meeting minutes and presentation. We hope you will have an
opportunity to review and comment on these scoping materials as well as the Scoping Information
Package that was mailed to you. It is respectfully requested that comments be provided by
November 25 th in order to ensure they are considered throughout the development of the EA.

Ms. Robin M. Bowie
Manager, Division of Environmental Planning
Maryland Aviation Administration
Baltimore/Washington International Thurgood Marshall Airport
410-859-7103 (office)
410-859-7082 (fax)
rbowie@bwiairport.com

Mailing Address
P.O. Box 8766
BWI Airport, MD 21240

Overnight Shipping Address

991 Corporate Boulevard
Linthicum, MD 21090

Maryland now features 511 traveler information!
Call 511 or visit: www.md511.org
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Please consider the environment before printing this email

LEGAL DISCLAIMER - The information contained in this communication (including any attachments)
may be confidential and legally privileged. This email may not serve as a contractual agreement
unless explicit written agreement for this purpose has been made. If you are not the intended
recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, or copying of this
communication or any of its contents is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication
in error, please re-send this communication to the sender indicating that it was received in error
and delete the original message and any copy of it from your computer system.

Public Scoping Meeting Display Boards
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WELCOME
October 24, 2013

MTN Environmental Assessment / Phase I Improvements

NaƟŽŶĂů EŶvirŽŶŵĞŶtaů PŽůŝĐǇ Đƚ
(NEPA)
All federal agencies must examine the
environmental consequences of federal
ĂĐƟŽŶƐ and conduct a decision-making process
that incorporates public input.
FAA Orders 1050.1E and 5050.4B establish
ŐƵŝĚĞůŝŶĞƐĨŽƌĐŽŶĚƵĐƟŶŐĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ
of environmental impacts.
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Why an Environmental Assessment (EA)?
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Purpose and Need
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Anticipated Level of Environmental Review
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Coastal Resources

Category 1
Detailed analysis.

Floodplains

Fish, Wildlife and Plants
Water Quality
Wetlands
Air Quality

Hazardous Materials, PolluƟon
PrevenƟon and Solid Waste

Category 2

CompaƟble Land Use

Cultural Resources

Some analysis.

ConstrucƟon Impacts

Noise

SecƟon 4(f)
Farmlands

Socioeconomic Impacts

Category 3

Light Emissions and Visual Impacts

Environmental JusƟce

Minimal analysis.

Natural Resources, Energy Supply
and Sustainability

Children’s Health and Safety Risks

Secondary (Induced) Impacts

Wild and Scenic Rivers
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Environmental Assessment Process and Timeline

Conduct Scoping

Prepare DraŌ EA

Circulate DraŌ EA
for Public Review

Sept. - Nov. 2013

Sept. 2013 - Feb. 2015

Feb. 2015

EŽƟĐĞŽĨ/ŶƚĞŶƚ
to Prepare an EIS

Conduct Public
Workshop
March 2015

^ŝŐŶŝĮĐĂŶƚ/ŵƉĂĐƚƐ
Collect Comments on
ƌĂŌ
Feb. - March 2015

Issue FONSI/ROD

Prepare Final EA

EŽ^ŝŐŶŝĮĐĂŶƚ
Impacts

Relocate PLASI

Rehabilitate to Improve Pavement Conditions

Displace Runway 15 Threshold

Replace ATCT

Relocate Runway 15 End

Relocate Glide Slope

New Blast Pad

Relocate Runway Lighting
MANG
#

Relocate Windsock

*#

*#

Relocate AWOS
*#
*#
*# *#

Lower Street Signs/
Light Poles
Property Interest

Displace Runway 33 Threshold
Relocate Runway 33 End

#

Relocate PLASI

Relocate Localizer
Relocate Windsock
Relocate MALS

Relocate
Taxiway A
Property Interest

Relocate
Runway Lighting

Lower Catenary Lines

Frog Mortar Creek
Relocate Helipad

New Corporate Aircraft Storage

Av

enu

e

Relocate Runway Lighting
Extend Taxiway F

Add Taxiway H

New T-Hangars and
Associated Apron
Remove Existing Fuel Tanks
and Above Ground Pipeline

Additional Parking
Reconfigure Existing
Midfield Access Road

Relocate/Reconstruct T-Hangars

Demolish Existing Hangars

Relocate Existing Airfield Lighting Vault

New Corporate Hangars
(Includes New Sections of Security/Perimeter Fencing)

LEGEND

RUNWAY THRESHOLD DISPLACEMENT (SEE MARKINGS)
RUNWAY END RELOCATION (SEE MARKINGS)

NAVAIDS
!
(

SUPPORT FACILITIES
RELOCATION
AIRPORT PROPERTY LINE
FUTURE RPZ

GENERAL AVIATION FACILITIES
NEW STRUCTURE
PAVEMENT/STRUCTURE REMOVAL
NEW PAVEMENT

VEGETATION REMOVAL

FACILITY REPLACEMENT / RELOCATION

ON-AIRPORT VEGETATION REMOVAL
OFF-AIRPORT VEGETATION REMOVAL

LANDSIDE FACILITIES/LAND USE
NEW PAVEMENT
PROPERTY INTEREST

MAN-MADE OBSTACLE MITIGATION

#
*
#
*

ON-AIRPORT ISOLATED TREE REMOVAL
OFF-AIRPORT ISOLATED TREE REMOVAL

¯

RUNWAY 15/33 IMPROVEMENTS INCLUDING
FULL LENGTH REHABILITATION

NEW PAVEMENT
PAVEMENT REMOVAL

H

Relocate Anemometer
Add Taxiway C

TAXIWAY IMPROVEMENTS

New Blast Pad
Relocate Taxiway E

#
#

Strawberry
Point
Complex

#

# ##
# #

Mid Field GA Development

Eas
ter
n
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Proposed Action

0

200

400

Feet
800

Alternatives
NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE
MTN Environmental Assessment / Phase I Improvements

Boat Exclusion Area

Represents MTN without improvements.

MINIMUM ACTION ALTERNATIVE
#

#*#*#*#* #*
#*

#* #*
#* #*

#

#
### #
# #

#*

#

Includes improvements required to
meet FAA standards and maintain the
maximum runway pavement determined
eligible for FAA funding.

PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE
#

*# *#

*#

*# *#

*##**#*# *#
#*

#* *#
*# *#

#

*# *#

#*
#*#*# *#
*# *#

*#

#
*#

Includes the Phase I Improvements
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Comments

Submit scoping comments to:
Ms. Robin M. Bowie
Manager, Division of Environmental Planning
DĂƌǇůĂŶĚǀŝĂƟŽŶĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƟŽŶ
P.O. Box 8766
BWI Airport, MD 21240
rbowie@bwiairport.com

Please submit comments by
November 25 to ensure your input
is considered early in the EA process

Public Scoping Meeting Discussion Topics

.

MTN Environmental Assessment for Phase I Improvements
Public Scoping Meeting
October 24, 2013
Summary of Comments and Questions by topic:
Air Quality:
• Fuel odors from Lockheed Martin jets in the summer.
Water Quality:
• Concern about existing stormwater outfalls – is stormwater treated prior to reaching outfalls
into Stansbury Creek and other waterbodies? Make sure current water quality standards are
being met.
• Water quality in Chestnut Cove should be improved to meet current standards.
• Can the existing stormwater system be upgraded?
• Resident in the Wilson Point neighborhood is involved in the Gunpowder Valley Conservancy
(GVC) and Clear Creeks Project - promoting education, water gardens, rain barrels etc.
• Concerned about the water quality of Frog Mortar Creek – Attended Lockheed Martin meetings.
At first they were told that the pollutants in Frog Mortar Creek did not exceed acceptable levels.
At a later meeting, they were told that the pollutants did actually exceed acceptable levels.
Viewshed
• Concern about the impact of the tree removal on viewsheds.
Proposed Action:
• What is the proposed action?
• The ATCT should be located on the civilian side of the airport.
• Hangars should be closer to the industrial area.
• Why is tree removal necessary?
• Why does the runway shift?
• Why can’t the pavement beyond the new Runway 33 threshold remain in place? It doesn’t
make sense to remove this pavement since it would provide a paved safety area and it would be
costly to remove the pavement.
• Vegetation removal – use native plants when replacing vegetation.
• Will the runway still be long enough to support the MANG? The C580 needs the entire runway.
• It appears the catenary lines for the AMTRAK/MARC trains are lower than the power lines. Can
the power lines be buried?
Aircraft/helicopter operations:
• Will the corporate complex result in an increase in aircraft operations?
• What are the current helicopter traffic patterns and how will they change?
Page 1 of 2

Boards:
• Graphic showing why an EA is being prepared is incorrect. Should show EIS at the top since this
requires the most effort. Also the arrow should not be pointing to the right – it should point up.
General:
• Why is an EA being prepared?
• Concern about parking for the airport land leased to the county for park use. Worried that the
available parking next to the park will be eliminated as a result of negotiations with the Middle
River Volunteer Fire Company. If this parking is eliminated, park users will park in the adjacent
residential neighborhood.

Page 2 of 2

Public Scoping Meeting Sign-In Sheets
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Bowleys Quarters Improvement Association (BQIA)
Meeting
November 14, 2013

.

Bowleys Quarters Improvement Association Meeting
November 14, 2013
7:30 pm
Attendees:
• Al Pollard, Maryland Aviation Administration (MAA)
• Robin Bowie, MAA
• Barb Bottiger, HNTB
• Ryan Carey, HNTB
• Members of the Bowleys Quarters Improvement Association (See attached sign-in sheet)
Background:
Mr. Pollard was invited to the November 14th Bowleys Quarters Improvement Association Meeting to
discuss the Martin State Airport (MTN) Phase I Improvements Environmental Assessment (EA). Ms.
Bowie, Ms. Bottiger and Ms. Carey accompanied Mr. Pollard.
Handouts:
The MAA provided the following handouts.
• Copies of the Public Scoping Boards (8½ x11)
• Comment Forms
• Public Information Scoping Packages
Presentation:
Ms. Bottiger described the information on each of the Public Scoping Boards.
• Proposed Action board
o The Proposed Action includes reconstructing/shifting the runway at MTN, new
taxiways, new ATCT, etc.
o A large amount of vegetation removal is expected and shown in green on the board.
o Isolated tree removal is shown by the brown triangles on the board.
• Why an EA? board
o The Proposed Action is a federal action and therefore in accordance with the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) the environmental consequences must be
considered.
o Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) orders are used to determine the appropriate
level of NEPA review (explained levels of NEPA review and why an EA is being
prepared).
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•

•

•

•

Purpose and Need board – why do we need the improvements at MTN?
o Meet FAA Design Criteria – an example is the required vegetation removal.
o Enhance Airfield Safety – for example building taxiways at right angles.
o Improve Airfield Efficiency – extending Taxiway F to a full parallel taxiway.
o Accommodate Demand - maintaining the existing runway length.
Alternatives board
o The No Action Alternative must be considered.
o The Minimal Action Alternative includes only those improvements necessary to
meet FAA design standards and maintain the maximum amount of runway
pavement eligible for federal funding.
o Proposed Action – includes improvements necessary to meet FAA design standards
as well as development of the GA areas and relocation of the Airport Traffic Control
Tower (ATCT).
Environmental Consequences board
o Initial review of the Proposed Action and the nearby resources was conducted to
identify the anticipated level of analysis for different resources (significant analysis,
minimal analysis or no analysis).
EA Process board
o MAA is currently conducting scoping.
o The next step will be to prepare the Draft EA.
o The Draft EA will be available for agency and public review and comment.
o If significant impacts are determined at any time in the EA process, the FAA will stop
the EA and prepare an environmental impact statement.

Questions and Answers
•
•

•

Clarification - Any construction won’t start until 2016/2017?
o Correct.
Concern about the public having to give up part of the channel (boat exclusion zone in Frog
Mortar Creek). Commenter stated that the public was told that the boat exclusion zone
would be eliminated when the runway is “shortened”.
o Runway is being shifted, not shortened.
o MAA will look into whether the boat exclusion zone will remain in place.
How is the MAA coordinating with local County officials in relation to vegetation removal on
private property?
o A representative from Baltimore County attended the agency scoping meeting for
this project.
o MAA is a State agency and not bound by local regulations. The State will coordinate
with the County and work with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA).
o Mitigation would likely have to take place within the same watershed.
2

•

•

•

•
•
•
•

•
•

•

•

What is the FAA’s plan for MTN?
o The plan is for MTN to remain a vital general aviation airport.
o In order to receive FAA funds for runway reconstruction, all elements of the airport
must meet FAA standards.
o There are no plans to provide commercial service at MTN.
Will this expand the airport? More corporate jets?
o The project is not being proposed to accommodate operations by larger planes.
o There will only be more corporate jets if economic growth allows for it.
o There are no plans to staff MTN for longer days.
By relocating and removing trees, are you not removing a sound barrier to private property?
o While this may be true, noise may also be reduced because the runway is being
shifted away from the private property on the water.
o MAA is required to take down the trees to meet FAA standards.
o Noise impacts will be analyzed as part of preparing the EA.
Is MTN a spillover for commercial flights?
o No.
Is federal funding guaranteed?
o No.
How many annual operations are there at MTN?
o Currently around 80,000 which is down from the peak.
What is happening with AMTRAK?
o The Proposed Action includes lowering the AMTRAK overhead catenary lines (not
the actual track).
Do the total operations include Maryland Air National Guard (MANG)?
o Yes.
We have already lost cargo operations at MTN, and there is a rumor the MANG may be gone
by 2015-1016?
o MAA is aware of these rumors but has not been informed by the MANG of any such
changes.
Do planes dump fuel when they take off?
o No - They can emit hydrocarbons.
o Impacts to air quality and water quality will be evaluated as part of the EA.
What does the MAA foresee in terms of future MTN traffic?
o The last MTN EA projected 150k operations by now, however MTN experienced a
major decline in operations after 9/11, during the recession and due to increases in
fuel prices.
o MTN exists as a facility for the County and its citizens. If there is no demand for
business here then MTN will have no business. Until businesses want to buy/fly
corporate jets, business at MTN will not change.
3

•

•

•

•
•

•

•

Where are you moving the ATCT?
o The proposed location is across the airfield to provide for a better line of sight to the
runway ends.
o There are no plans to demolish the old ATCT because it is historic.
o The ATCT is not relocated under the Minimal Action Alternative.
o The Minimal Action and Proposed Action Alternatives include very similar tree
removal.
How do you go about getting homeowners permission to take down trees? How are they
compensated?
o The MAA will work with each owner individually.
o The MAA doesn’t want to take down trees, but FAA regulations must be observed.
It looks like you are taking down trees that don’t line up with the runway ends?
o There are many imaginary surfaces around the runway, not just the approach
surface, which restrict the height of the trees.
What is the estimated cost for this project?
o The cost analysis comes at a later stage in the EA development.
Do we know what will happen to the MANG in the future?
o MAA has heard the rumor about losing the A10s, however the MANG has not
informed the MAA of any official changes in their operations/mission.
Can you justify the cost when there is no change in operations?
o The MAA must repair the runway. In order to obtain federal funding to repair the
runway, the MAA must comply with FAA standards.
o The economic impact of MTN on the community is huge. Without MTN, Baltimore
County would lose an economic engine.
What is the cost to keep an airplane at MTN?
o There are hanger fees – hangars for small single engine aircraft cost around $200300/month.
o Based aircraft pay a monthly take-off fee.
o Transient aircraft pay by day.
o Dependent on the economic pulse of the County.
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Attachment 3:
Scoping Comments

.

Agency Scoping Comments Received

.

From: McCarthy, Katharine [mailto:KMCCARTHY@dnr.state.md.us]
Sent: Thursday, October 31, 2013 10:47 AM
To: Robin Bowie
Subject: RE: MTN EA Agency Scoping Meeting Minutes

Hi Robin,
I do not cover Baltimore County, but by sending the info about this project to Lori Byrne who coordinates
the initial review statewide, your project will get to the regional ecologist who does cover Baltimore
County, Dave Brinker. Lori is the first point of contact for environmental review for Wildlife and Heritage,
and she will forward the info on to Dave if there are potential conflicts with rare species or wildlife
protection.
Thank you for continuing to coordinate with us!
Kathy

Katharine McCarthy
Southern Regional Ecologist
Natural Heritage Program
Wildlife and Heritage Service
MD Dept of Natural Resources
Tawes State Office Building, E1
Annapolis, MD 21401
phone: 410/260-8569
fax: 410/260-8596
kmccarthy@dnr.state.md.us

From: Robin Bowie [mailto:rbowie@bwiairport.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 30, 2013 9:46 AM
To: 'devin_ray@fws.gov'; 'bob_zepp@fws.gov'; 'craig_koppie@fws.gov'; 'rnelson@achp.gov';
'joseph.davia@usace.army.mil'; 'abbie.hopkins@usace.army.mil'; 'elder.ghigiarelli@maryland.gov';
'david.walbeck@maryland.gov'; 'diane.franks@maryland.gov'; 'cheryl.kerr@maryland.gov'; Honeczy,
Marian; McCarthy, Katharine; Byrne, Lori; Charbonneau, Katherine; 'eps@baltimorecountymd.gov';
'avanarsdale@baltimorecountymd.gov'; 'mdiana@baltimorecountymd.gov';
'eadams@baltimorecountymd.gov'; 'devin_ray@fws.gov'; 'bob_zepp@fws.gov'; 'craig_koppie@fws.gov';

'rnelson@achp.gov'; 'joseph.davia@usace.army.mil'; 'abbie.hopkins@usace.army.mil';
'elder.ghigiarelli@maryland.gov'; 'david.walbeck@maryland.gov'; 'diane.franks@maryland.gov';
'cheryl.kerr@maryland.gov'; Honeczy, Marian; McCarthy, Katharine; Byrne, Lori; Charbonneau, Katherine;
'eps@baltimorecountymd.gov'; 'avanarsdale@baltimorecountymd.gov';
'mdiana@baltimorecountymd.gov'; 'eadams@baltimorecountymd.gov'
Cc: 'Barbara Bottiger'
Subject: MTN EA Agency Scoping Meeting Minutes

All,

We are sorry that you were unable to attend the scoping meeting for the Martin State Airport Phase I
Improvements Environmental Assessment (EA) on October 24, 2013. For your information, we have
attached the scoping meeting minutes and presentation. We hope you will have an opportunity to
review and comment on these scoping materials as well as the Scoping Information Package that was
mailed to you. It is respectfully requested that comments be provided by November 25th in order to
ensure they are considered throughout the development of the EA.

Ms. Robin M. Bowie
Manager, Division of Environmental Planning
Maryland Aviation Administration
Baltimore/Washington International Thurgood Marshall Airport
410-859-7103 (office)
410-859-7082 (fax)
rbowie@bwiairport.com

Mailing Address
P.O. Box 8766
BWI Airport, MD 21240

Overnight Shipping Address

991 Corporate Boulevard
Linthicum, MD 21090

Maryland now features 511 traveler information!
Call 511 or visit: www.md511.org
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communication to the sender indicating that it was received in error and delete the original message
and any copy of it from your computer system.
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Public Scoping Comments Received

.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Robin Bowie
"Renny Gazy"
Pat McDonough; Barbara Bottiger
RE: Martin State Airport Improvement?
Wednesday, November 20, 2013 8:10:17 AM

Mr. Gazy:

Thank you for your comments. We will be addressing comments in our Draft Environmental
Assessment due out in early 2015 for public review and comment.

Ms. Robin M. Bowie
Manager, Division of Environmental Planning
Maryland Aviation Administration
Baltimore/Washington International Thurgood Marshall Airport
410-859-7103 (office)
410-859-7082 (fax)
rbowie@bwiairport.com

Mailing Address
P.O. Box 8766
BWI Airport, MD 21240

Overnight Shipping Address
991 Corporate Boulevard
Linthicum, MD 21090

From: Renny Gazy [mailto:godlovesyou37@live.com]
Sent: Tuesday, November 19, 2013 3:50 PM
To: Robin Bowie
Cc: Pat McDonough
Subject: Martin State Airport Improvement?

Gentlemen, I was not in attendance at the Wilson Point VFD meeting. I did read an article in the
Wilson Point Association news letter and have some questions and comments.

1. Why are "we" spending money to change things? I can see improving runways, taxiways etc. due
to age and
deterioration. I have lived on Wilson Point for 11 years. I don't recall any accidents or incidents
which would require
these types of changes.

2. Wasn't the taxiway recently repaired?

3. What does "relocating navigational aids and redeveloping the general aviation facilities mean?

4. Why is the helipad being relocated?

5. Relocating the traffic control tower. MAJOR PROJECT! Why??

6. Are we expecting more commercial flights or larger bombers coming in?

I am requesting the estimated cost for this project and where is the money coming from. Could
these funds be used elsewhere, like helping disabled vets? Also, I thought this base was going to be
shut down?

Will anticipate your response.

Renny Gazy 1322 Wilson Point Road

Maryland now features 511 traveler information!
Call 511 or visit: www.md511.org
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in error, please re-send this communication to the sender indicating that it was received in error
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Wilson Poinl Civic IlDorovelDenl Associalion
1n3 Wilson Point Road

Middle River, MD 21220

November 22,2013

Ms. Robin M. Bowie
Manager, Division of Environmental Planning
Maryland Aviation Administration
PO. Box 8766
BWI Airport, MD 21240
Ms. Bowie,
I recently attended the information meeting at Wilson Point Fire Hall and I am writing to
comment on the planned Phase I improvements at Martin State Airport.
The Martin State Airport property with 775 acres is one of the largest open surface areas
in close proximity to the waters of Dark Head Cove, Frog Mortar Creek and Stansbury
Creek. These creeks lead directly into Middle River and the Chesapeake Bay.
Over the years, much of the natural tree canopy and vegetation in and around the airport
property that had provided storm water filtering capacity has been removed.
While some storm water control measures have been implemented where new
construction has occurred or new impervious surfaces have been added, stormwater
runoff from the property is still considerable and enters the neighboring local waters
mostly unfiltered. Many storm water outfalls around the airport property empty directly
into drainage ditches and then surrounding creeks carrying particluate and chemical
pollutants washed from buildings, runways, taxiways and other paved airport surfaces.
The additional planned tree and vegetation removal on the airport property and in the area
northwest
of Eastern Boulevard is cause for concern as it will further decrease the natural runoff
filtering capacity of these remaining areas.
In an effort to improve and restore recreational water quality in our area, citizens of the
surrounding communities (Wilson Point, Bowleys Quarters, Hawthorne and Holly Neck)
have started to implement aspects of the Baltimore County Small Watershed Action Plan
(SWAP) for Middle River and the Tidal Gunpowder through a local project known as
"Clear Creeks".

-2The intent of these actions is for residents to reduce polluted runoff to local waters by
diverting and filtering storm water from their properties. We are working with the
support and partnership of the Gunpowder Valley Conservancy (GYC), the National Fish
& Wildlife Foundation, the Chesapeake Bay Trust and the Baltimore County Department
of Environmental Protection and Sustainability (EPS).
In light of this ongoing environmental work, it is our community's hope that the planned
MAA construction improvements at Martin State Airport would also include
improvements to reduce the airport's overall unfiltered storm water output into Dark Head
Cove, Stansbury Creek and Frog Mortar Creek.
Such changes would reaffirm Martin State Airport's "good neighbor" status and
demonstrate its support for improved recreational water quality and the implementation
of the Baltimore County Small Watershed Action Plan (SWAP) in our area.
Please let me know what measures might be considered and included in the planned
construction to help reduce and filter airport storm water runoff.
Sincerely,

a~~/?d//
/

~b;~J3~l~;'

-~-~

President, Essex-Middle River Civic Council (EMRCC)
President, Wilson Point Civic Improvement Association (WPCIA)
1713 Wilson Point Road
Middle River, MD 21220
410-238-3637
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MTN EA - Note to the File
Public Involvement

Middle River Roundtable Meeting – 6/26/14
Mr. Al Pollard, Mr. Wayne B. Schuster and Mr. Paul Johnson discussed the planned Martin State Airport
Improvements at the 6/26/14 Middle River Roundtable Meeting. The meeting agenda and list of
attendees are attached. The MTN EA Scoping Handouts were provided to meeting attendees.
The following topics were discussed:
•
•
•
•

•
•

•
•

The Airport Layout Plan and phasing of the proposed improvements.
FAA Airport Design Standards.
Runway geometry, potential changes and tenant needs.
Vegetative obstruction clearing - trees need to be removed from the critical FAR Part 77
surfaces. MAA will discuss mitigation strategies with the Regulatory agencies, which might
include replacing existing species with lower growth species.
Potential wetland impacts.
Aircraft Noise o The MAA updates the Airport Noise Zone approximately every five years.
o Airport noise is probably the lowest it’s been for a number of years due to a drop in
aircraft operations, prior to 9/11 there were about 130,000 annual operations as
compared to about 70,000 annual operations in the past few years.
o Residential noise insulation is not likely
Stormwater - incompatibility of detention ponds on airports.
Future land use near the airport – potential to change industrial use/zoning on St. John’s
property to residential - unlikely that noise from the airport make this area non-compatible for
residential use.

MIDDLE RIVER ROUNDTABLE
Sixth Meeting
Thursday, June 26, 2014
6:15 – 7:45 PM
Chesapeake Gateway Chamber of Commerce Conference Room
405 Williams Court, Suite 108
Middle River, MD 21220

AGENDA

A. Introduction of Participants
B. Opening Remarks (Dennis Wertz)
C. Discussion Topic: Planned Martin State Airport Improvements
Speakers:

Mr. Al Pollard, A.A.E.
Maryland Aviation Administration
Director, Martin State Airport
Col. Randolph J. Staudenraus
175th Vice Wing Commander, MDANG
Mr. Wayne B. Schuster, C.M.
Maryland Aviation Administration
Director, Office of Planning and Environmental Services

D. Next Meeting?

Martin State Airport Environmental Assessment
for Phase I Improvements

Attachment 3:
Agency Re-Scoping Meeting
January 24, 2017

Public and Agency Involvement
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Agency Scoping Meeting

Environmental Assessment (EA) for
Updated Phase I Improvements
at Martin State Airport
January 24, 2017

PURPOSE OF THE AGENCY SCOPING MEETING
•
•
•
•
•
•

Formally re-start EA process.
Provide update on planning efforts.
Introduce updated alternatives.
Share technical information.
Identify (new) potential environmental concerns.
Solicit agency input.

PRESENTATION OVERVIEW
• Project Background
• Project History
‒

Concerns Previously Identified

• Proposed Action
‒

Comparison with 2013 Proposed Action

• Environmental Assessment (EA)
‒
‒
‒
‒

Purpose and Need
Preliminary Alternatives
Affected Environment
Anticipated Environmental Impacts

• Preliminary Schedule
• Comments and Discussion

PROJECT BACKGROUND
L o cat i on
• Martin State Airport (MTN) located
in Baltimore County on 775 acres
adjacent to the Chesapeake Bay.
• General Aviation (GA) “reliever”
airport.
• Northwest portion bordered by
Eastern Blvd (MD 150) and
AMTRAK/MARC.
• Frog Mortar Creek borders MTN to
northeast, east, and southeast.
• Maryland Air National Guard
(MANG) 175th Wing located in
northeast quadrant.

PROJECT BACKGROUND
A i r f i e l d Fac i l iti e s

PROJECT BACKGROUND
Ge n e ral Av i at i o n an d S u p p o r t Fac i l itie s

PROJECT HISTORY
Env i ro nme ntal Co n c e r n s P rev i o u s ly I d e nt i fi e d
Resource
Vegetation

Concern / Issue
•
•

Fish / Wildlife

•
•
•

Critical Area Commission (CAC) considers 50 acres of vegetative removal for
obstructions a “significant impact” even if mitigated.
Baltimore County Forest Conservation Easement within vegetation removal
areas.
Potential for removal of vegetation to increase attraction to wildlife.
Potential impacts of proposed pier on Essential Fish Habitat (Frog Mortar
Creek) and Submerged Aquatic Vegetation (SAV).
Forest Interior Dwelling Species (FIDS) impacted by vegetation removal.

Hazardous
Materials

•

Disposal of removed trees to be removed from a contaminated area. Testing
revealed tree removal would not require specialized handling or disposal
when felled.

Wetlands

•

Potential impacts to wetlands due to vegetation removal.

Cultural
Resources

•

Potential for archeological resources, primarily in the area north of Eastern
Avenue. Concurrence with Phase I Archeological Survey from MHT received
1/13/15.

PROJECT HISTORY
T i m e l ine

2016

2015

2014

2013

Date

Milestone

Summer 2013

•

Initiated MTN Phase I Improvements EA

August 2013

•

Aviation forecast approved

October 2013

•

Agency and Public Scoping Meetings

July 2014

•

Agency Consultation Meeting #1

September 2014

•

Agency Consultation Meeting #2

Spring 2014 - Fall 2015

•

USDA Wildlife Services (WS) Coordination for Wildlife Hazard
Assessment.
Approval: 2/25/2016

October 2015

•

Forest Stand Delineation approved

July 2015 – October 2016

•

Draft EA development slowed to consider updates to ALP, CAC/forest
concerns and Wildlife Hazard Management

Ongoing

•

Coordination with MANG

Submitted September 2016

•

Wildlife Hazard Management Plan (WHMP) pending approval from FAA

September 2016

•

Notice to Proceed to recommence EA process

PROPOSED ACTION
P h as e I I m p rove m e nts EA ( P rev i o us )

PROPOSED ACTION
P ro j e c ts Re m o ve d f ro m P h as e I I m p ro ve me nts EA ( P rev i o u s)

PROPOSED ACTION
P ro j e c ts A d d e d to P h as e I I m p rove m e nts EA ( Cu r re nt )

PROPOSED ACTION
P h as e I I m p rove m e nts EA ( Cu r re nt )

PROPOSED ACTION
N o tab le D i f fe re n c e s

• Obstruction Removal Modifications
• Reconstruct Taxiway T (lower) and portion of MANG apron

• Taxiway Modifications
• New Taxiway C Segment
• Remove Taxiway F
• Move Taxiway H

•
•
•
•

All GA T-Hangars will not be removed
Snow Removal Equipment Building
Strawberry Point Pier Modifications
Acquire three parcels southwest and west of MTN

PURPOSE AND NEED
M e et FA A D e s i g n Cr i te r i a

• Obstructions to FAA Surfaces.

PURPOSE AND NEED
FA A A i r f i e l d S afet y S tan d ard s

• Jet blast protection is not in accordance with
standards.
• Runway/taxiway intersections are not right-angles.
• Large expanse of pavement where Taxiways B & C
converge.
• ATCT marginal visibility to Runway 33 threshold.
• Mill and overlay Runway 15-33 to provide a runway
profile acceptable by FAA runway profile criteria.

PURPOSE AND NEED
A i r f i e l d Ef f i c i e nc y

• Taxiway F is not a full length parallel taxiway.

PURPOSE AND NEED
Ex i st i ng an d F u tu re D e m an d
 Insufficient
corporate
hangar space
available.
 Maintain
sufficient runway
to accommodate
the Critical
Aircraft (7,000’).

PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES
No Action
Alternative

Required per CEQ.
Represents MTN in its current state without any
proposed project action(s).

Minimum Action
Alternative

Includes those improvements required to meet FAA
standards and to maintain the maximum runway
pavement determined eligible for FAA funding.

Proposed Action
Alternative

Includes Phase I development identified on the MTN
ALP, as proposed to be updated.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
Co astal Re s o urc e s

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
F i s h , W i l d l ife an d P l ant s

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
Wet l an ds

ANTICIPATED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
Coastal Resources

Category 1
Detailed analysis.

Floodplains

Fish, Wildlife and Plants
Water Quality
Wetlands
Air Quality

Hazardous Materials, Pollution
Prevention and Solid Waste

Category 2

Compatible Land Use

Cultural Resources

Some analysis.

Construction Impacts

Noise

Section 4(f)
Farmlands

Socioeconomic Impacts

Category 3

Light Emissions and Visual Impacts

Environmental Justice

Minimal analysis.

Natural Resources, Energy Supply
and Sustainability
Secondary (Induced) Impacts

Children’s Health and Safety Risks
Wild and Scenic Rivers

PRELIMINARY SCHEDULE

Agency Refresh Scoping
Impact Analysis
Draft EA
Draft EA Comment Period
Response to Comments
Final EA
NEPA Finding

February

January

December

November

October

September

August

2018

July

June

May

April

March

February

January

2017
December

November

TASK

October

2016

COMMENTS AND DISCUSSION
 Submit additional scoping comments to:
Ms. Robin M. Bowie
Acting Director, Office of Environmental Services
Maryland Aviation Administration
P.O. Box 8766
BWI Airport, MD 21240
rbowie@bwiairport.com

 Please submit comments by February 7 to ensure
your input is considered in the EA process.

Agency Scoping Meeting Minutes
Martin State Airport Environmental Assessment for
Updated Phase I Improvements
Tuesday, January 24, 2017
10:00 AM – 12:00 PM

Participants:
Robin Bowie, MAA
Tod Ericson, MDNR Forest Service
David Walbeck, MDE
Abbie Hopkins, USACE Regulatory Branch
Jennifer Martin, Michael Baker Inc.
Kristy Beard, NOAA Fisheries
Cheryl Kerr, MDE Nontidal Wetlands
Lindsey Snyder, JMT
Alex Brun, MDE

John Hurt, MAA
Leyla Lange, JMT
Cedric Johnson, ADCI
Alan Peljovich, ADCI
Kim Hughes, HNTB
Ryan Lombardi, HNTB
Stacy Talmadge, HNTB
Caroline Pinegar, HNTB
(see attached sign-in sheet)

Background

The Martin State Airport (MTN) Environmental Assessment (EA) for Updated Phase I
Improvements is being officially re-started with an Agency Scoping Meeting, held at Maryland
Aviation Administration (MAA) offices, on January 24, 2017. Initiated in 2013, the EA has
been “slowed” since early 2015 to conduct further planning and agency coordination
necessary for vegetative obstruction removal and continued consideration of specific
components for the proposed action. The meeting objectives include the following:
•

Formally re-start agency coordination for the Martin State Airport (MTN)
Environmental Assessment (EA);

•

Introduce the project and solicit input from any agencies that were not previously
involved;

•

Provide an update to agencies previously involved in the EA efforts in 2013;

•

Inform agencies about the changes to the Proposed Action;

•

Share technical information;

•

Discuss and gather input from agencies regarding any potential concerns, options
for mitigation, etc.

Robin Bowie, MAA, welcomed participants, provided a brief introduction, and then all
participants in attendance introduced themselves.
HNTB presented a PowerPoint
presentation with project information, including project background, an airport overview, the
Proposed Action, Purpose and Need for the EA, the Preliminary Alternatives, affected
resources, and preliminary schedule.
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PowerPoint Presentation
Kim Hughes, HNTB, provided project background, as well as an overview of MTN’s airfield,
general aviation (GA), and support facilities. Ms. Hughes identified the Maryland Air National
Guard (MANG) 175th Wing located in the northeast quadrant of the Airport. She noted that
the MANG conducts their own environmental documentation, which can be found on MAA’s
Environmental website. She also identified the water bodies that surround MTN, including
Frog Mortar Creek and Stansbury Creek. The Strawberry Point Complex is in the southwest
quadrant of the Airport, and houses some Maryland State Police operations.
The environmental concerns that were identified during initial agency scoping and agency
coordination meetings were also presented. Previously identified environmental resources
of concern include vegetation, fish and wildlife, hazardous materials, wetlands, and cultural
resources. The primary concerns during initial scoping and subsequent agency coordination
meetings included: (1) the amount of obstruction (vegetation) removal needed in the
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area was considered “significant” by the Critical Area Commission,
and (2) the vegetation removal in general has the potential to increase wildlife attractiveness
through creation/exposure of open water habitat. Ms. Hughes also presented a timeline of
the project’s major milestones since 2013. The meeting notes from the Agency Coordination
Meeting #2 held in September 2014 were provided for agencies to re-familiarize themselves
with the major issues previously identified.
Stacy Talmadge, HNTB, presented the Proposed Action for the EA, and went through the
changes from the 2013 Proposed Action to the current Proposed Action. The main additions
to the Proposed Action include changes to taxiway segments; longer extents where the
AMTRAK catenary lines (obstructions) need to be lowered; reconstruction of Taxiway Tango
(T) and the associated apron area on MANG property that need to be lowered because the
west most end of Taxiway T is an obstruction ; a modification to the pier at Strawberry Point;
and the acquisition of three parcels southwest and west of MTN. Additionally, not all GA
hangars will be removed as originally proposed, and a snow removal equipment building has
been added to the Proposed Action.
Ms. Talmadge also noted that it is likely that less vegetation removal will be required to
address existing obstructions in the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area than originally proposed,
however planning is not far enough along to identify specifically where or the extent to which
the vegetation removal can be minimized through obstruction lighting. An obstruction lighting
plan will be developed as an alternative to Chesapeake Bay Critical Area vegetative
obstruction removal. Ms. Talmadge reviewed the purpose and need for the proposed
improvements: to meet Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) design criteria; to meet FAA
safety standards; to improve airfield efficiency; and to accommodate existing and future
demand.
Ryan Lombardi, HNTB, presented the preliminary alternatives that will be considered in the
EA: the No Action Alternative, the Minimum Action Alternative, which includes only the
improvements needed to meet FAA standards and maintain eligibility for FAA funding; and
the Proposed Action Alternative, which includes all of the Phase I development on the MTN
Airport Layout Plan (ALP). This includes additional projects such as the GA hangar
development and the Airport Traffic Control Tower (ATCT) relocation.
Ms. Lombardi presented illustrations of several of the known resources of concern at MTN,
overlaid with the Proposed Action: Coastal Resources, Fish, Wildlife and Plants, and
Wetlands. It was noted that a wetland delineation update is being conducted and will be
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submitted for revalidation in the near future. Ms. Lombardi also identified the FAA Order
1050.1F resource categories that will be considered in the EA, grouped according to the
anticipated level of analysis that will be needed for each. The MAA will be coordinating with
the necessary agencies to identify potential impacts and concerns for each of these
categories and to determine the appropriate mitigation measures.
Ms. Hughes concluded the presentation with a brief discussion of the preliminary schedule
for the EA. The MAA is working toward the Draft EA being released for public review at the
end of August 2017. The MAA will work to respond to comments on the Draft EA
expeditiously, and intends to have a Final EA and Finding by early February 2018. The MAA
is requesting any agency scoping comments on the updated Proposed Action by February
7th, 2017 to ensure early input, and due to the relatively aggressive EA schedule. The intent
is to work with the agencies in the next several months to ensure that their issues and
concerns are identified and addressed satisfactorily by the time the Draft EA is published.
Questions and Answers
Tod Ericson, Maryland Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) Forest Service, asked if
the MAA had contacted legal counsel as to how to acquire the land that is in forest
conservation easement to the north of Airport property. He noted that there is a Baltimore
County easement and a State easement. Ms. Bowie responded that they have not contacted
anyone and requested input on the process to do that. Mr. Ericson responded that the person
at MDNR would be Sally Lowe or Marian Honeczy. For the County, he suggested checking
with Regina Esslinger at the Department of Environmental Protection and Sustainability.
Mr. Ericson also asked if replacement of all vegetation would be required. Ms. Bowie
responded that because the trees are within the Part 77 surface, mitigation is not required.
However, Ms. Bowie also noted that the FAA and U.S. Department of Agriculture-Wildlife
Services (USDA-WS) have come to an agreement that not all of the trees in the Critical Area
must be removed; some of the trees in the Critical Area, within the Part 77 transitional area
and further from the runway may be lighted and marked. Ms. Bowie also noted that the MAA
is seeking input from agencies on how to remove vegetation to the west and south in particular
since there are so many wetlands there. This is major concern for USDA-WS, as well as
others. Ms. Bowie noted that they hope to use one of the properties southwest of the Airport
that the MAA would acquire for mitigation purposes (e.g., vegetation). She also pointed out
the parcel further north on Wilson Point Road (across from the airport entrance) is to be
acquired so that a stormwater pipe can be installed to alleviate occasional flooding in that
area. There are also plans for this parcel to be landscaped and include a memorial to Glenn
L. Martin.
Kristy Beard, National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), requested that the previous five (5)
years of submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) mapping be reflected on the resource maps
using data published by the Virginia Institute of Marine Sciences (VIMS). SAV impacts are a
primary concern for NMFS. Ms. Beard noted that she had checked the area surrounding
MTN recently and believes that the entire shoreline along Frog Mortar Creek is SAV. She
also asked for clarification if there are now two piers as part of the Proposed Action. Ms.
Bowie clarified that yes, there is a pier needed for the localizer, and there is also a pier needed
to replace the one that exists at Strawberry Point (shared by State Police, MDNR and
Baltimore County); while there are two projects located within the creek, one is a new pier to
hold the localizer while the other is a replacement.

3

Abbie Hopkins, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), noted that USACE requires
endangered species coordination. They also require tribal coordination. Ms. Bowie
responded that the tribal coordination letters have been drafted and that they are aware of
these additional USACE requirements due to the ongoing EA at BWI Marshall Airport. Ms.
Beard noted that it does not appear that NMFS has concerns with the area for purposes of
Section 7 Endangered Species Act Consultation, however this does not incorporate USFWS
input.
Cheryl Kerr, Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE), asked if MAA had been
coordinating with Lockheed Martin on all of the work they have been doing adjacent to Dark
Head Cove. Ms. Bowie responded that they have been coordinating extensively with
Lockheed Martin, and also the community, particularly the Wilson Point community, on
ongoing work being done at the Airport. Ms. Kerr asked when the vegetation removal would
begin. Ms. Bowie responded that the AMTRAK work (lowering catenary lines) would be the
priority and will be a process. Alan Peljovich, ADCI, further explained that AMTRAK has
asked that all of the preliminary design work be done upfront, prior to meeting about the
project. It will likely take at least two years to get through design, negotiation and approval
for the catenary work. Ms. Bowie and Mr. Peljovich believe that the vegetation removal could
probably happen concurrently, however. Ms. Bowie estimated that vegetation removal could
begin approximately one year after NEPA approval, if a Finding of No Significant Impact
(FONSI) is received.
Ms. Kerr noted that obtaining State wetlands permits would take approximately one year to
receive for this project. Ms. Bowie emphasized the importance of consulting with agencies
prior to submitting the permits for approval so that the packages submitted are appropriate.
Ms. Kerr asked if MAA would permit all of the projects together, or for a conditional
authorization. Ms. Bowie responded that it is the intent to submit all of the projects together.
This conversation was revisited again later, and Ms. Kerr stated that it is MDE’s preference
that all of the projects be submitted together so that the State can review the full scope of
projects to understand all of the impacts. She stated that a permit is valid for up to 10 years,
so all of the permitted work would need to be completed within that timeframe. The projects
can be submitted as a phased plan if needed. If any changes are needed during that time, a
permit modification request can be submitted. If it takes more than 10 years to complete
work, a new permit would be needed. Ms. Kerr noted that it appeared that the AMTRAK work
would also have impacts. Mr. Peljovich explained that the process for lowering the lines is
expected to remain within AMTRAK right-of-way and the catenary line is planned to be buried
in the rail bed, but agreed that this work, including necessary construction access will be
counted in the project impacts when coordinating for permits, etc.
Leyla Lange, JMT, stated that the Project Team will need help with identification of potential
mitigation opportunities, as there will be some unavoidable wetland impacts and on-site, inkind mitigation would not be an option. David Walbeck, MDE, asked if the MAA had started
looking for mitigation locations yet. Ms. Lange responded that during initial planning efforts,
some research was done and phone calls were made. However, the initial planning effort
has focused on avoiding and minimizing impacts (the amount of vegetation removal). Now
that impacts are reduced, researching mitigation options and reinitiating talks with the
necessary agencies/organizations will recommence. Ms. Bowie noted that MAA needs to
revisit the conversation with USDA to find out if it’s possible to replant lower growing at
maturity vegetation in some areas. Mr. Ericson stated that, as discussed during initial agency
coordination, a management plan would be better than clear cutting. This may help with the
easement area as well because if the area can remain forested, the wetlands would not be
exposed. The easement says that the area has to be a forest, so the MAA should check with
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legal counsel to understand if converting the easement from tall forest to short forest would
be an option. Ms. Bowie agreed and responded that the MTN Forest Stand Delineation
recently conducted may be useful to help with this.
Ms. Kerr asked the MAA if they had contacted other airports that have undergone similar
issues with obstruction removal and wildlife issues due to the removal. Although these
airports are not owned by the State as MTN is, Ms. Kerr recommended looking into Essex
Skypark and several airports in Prince George’s County to see what they have done for
mitigation. The MAA agreed with the suggestion. Mr. Ericson noted that trimming standards
do not allow tree topping.
Ms. Hughes explained to the agencies that the MAA was not able to access any private
property to survey trees, which would help to validate the current understanding of the
vegetation removal needed. When the MAA requested access permission at the start of the
EA process, no one granted access.
Alex Brun, MDE-Air Quality, noted that her department of MDE will review the emissions
inventory in the Draft EA, however, she does not anticipate that the Proposed Action would
exceed de minimis thresholds.
Mr. Walbeck asked about the potential for expansion of AMTRAK’s right-of-way (ROW)
adjacent to the wetlands across Eastern Boulevard. Mr. Peljovich stated that the design for
lowering of the catenary lines does not include expansion of the ROW. Existing access roads
will be used to perform the work. To the Team’s knowledge, AMTRAK has not disclosed any
information regarding double-tracking in this area.
Additional Coordination Items
Contacts for Future Coordination - Ms. Bowie asked if there were any additional or different
agency contacts that the MAA should use going forward for future coordination meetings.
Ms. Bowie encouraged participants to invite anyone to the coordination meetings that may
be needed or helpful. No additional contacts were suggested to add to the distribution list
currently, however participants will forward the meeting invitations to others as needed.
New Regulations or Guidance to Consider - Ms. Bowie asked if there were any new
regulations to consider other than the tribal coordination and endangered species
consultation with USACE. No additional regulations were noted.
Proposed Agency Coordination Meeting #3 Date
The MAA would like to meet with the relevant agencies again monthly (or nearly monthly)
until resource agency topics are resolved and appropriate mitigation has been determined.
Based on the agencies’ schedules discussed, it seems that Tuesdays are the best day of the
week, and that 10:00 AM is a good time. Ms. Bowie recommended February 14th or 21st as
possibilities. The meeting invite will go to everyone; however, Ms. Bowie will clarify the topics
of discussion so that agencies can determine if their attendance is needed.
Action Items
•

MAA to contact Baltimore County and State legal counsels to determine process for
removing vegetation in the area under conservation easement.
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•

Consulting team to develop VIMS maps that show mapping of SAV beds for the past
five years.

•

MAA to submit meeting minutes to agencies within one week. Request that
agencies respond with any changes or clarifications within one week of receipt.

•

Agencies to provide scoping comments by February 7, 2017.
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Document: Martin State Airport (MTN) Agency Re-Scoping Meeting Minutes
Submitted: January 26, 2017
Commenters: R. Bowie, J. Hurt, L. Lange
Reviewer

Date

Section

Comment

Action

Status

1
2

ALL
J. Hurt

1/27
1/27

ALL
PowerPoint Presentation

Edits to text in Track Changes
Are these two separate concerns? 1) veg
clearing w/in critical area was considered
“significant” by Critical Area Commission
and 2) veg clearing in general has potential
to increase wildlife attractiveness and
potentially through creation/exposure of
open water habitat.

Complete
Complete

3
4

J. Hurt

1/27

J. Hurt, R. Bowie

1/27

Questions and Answers
Questions and Answers

In my notes I have she asked for “last 5 years”.
J. Hurt: State Police or MD DNR or Baltimore
County (or do all three share the pier?)
R. Bowie: All share the pier

Accept all changes
Updated as suggested:
The primary concerns during initial
scoping and subsequent agency
coordination meetings included: (1) the
amount of obstruction (vegetation)
removal needed in the Chesapeake Bay
Critical Area was considered “significant”
by the Critical Area Commission, and (2)
the vegetation removal in general has the
potential to increase wildlife
attractiveness through creation/exposure
of open water habitat.
Updated as suggested.
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J. Hurt, R. Bowie

1/27

Questions and Answers

6

J. Hurt

1/27

Questions and Answers

7

J. Hurt, R. Bowie

1/27

Questions and Answers

8

L. Lange

1/27

Proposed Agency
Coordination Meeting #3
Date

J. Hurt: Is there an official named Dark Head Cove
community association?
R. Bowie: Wilson Point I believe
May want to add that Alan also indicated the plan
is to bury lowered catenary w/in rail bed – to
address Cheryl Kerr’s concerns of the wetlands
along the rail line ROW.
J. Hurt: Dave Walbeck asked if an additional
AMTRAK rail is planned – Leyla responded it is
not part of MAA’s plan, we don’t know/have
knowledge of AMTRAK specific plans.
R. Bowie: He did. So we should address that in
the notes.
Wasn’t this meeting considered Meeting #3?

Page 1 of 1

Updated text:
“…is also a pier needed to replace the one that
exists at Strawberry Point (shared by State
Police, MDNR and Baltimore County);…”
Replaced “Dark Head Cove” with “Wilson Point
community”

Complete
Complete

Complete

This is discussed in the following paragraph.

Complete

Leyla Lange added a paragraph with
explanation of this.

Complete

This meeting was actually an Agency (Re-)
Scoping meeting for the EA, which is different
from the Coordination meetings. Returned text
to say Meeting #3.

Complete

Larry Hogan

Charles C. Deegan

Governor

Chairman

Boyd K. Rutherford

Katherine Charbonneau

Lt. Governor

Executive Director

STATE OF MARYLAND
CRITICAL AREA COMMISSION
CHESAPEAKE AND ATLANTIC COASTAL BAYS
1804 West Street, Suite 100, Annapolis, Maryland 21401
(410) 260-3460 Fax: (410) 974-5338
dnr.maryland.gov/criticalarea/

February 7, 2017
Ms. Robin Bowie
Acting Director, Office of Environmental Services
Maryland Aviation Administration
Baltimore/Washington International Thurgood Marshall Airport
P.O. Box 8766
BWI Airport, MD 21240
Re: Martin State Airport -EA Scoping Comments for Updated Phase 1 Improvements
Dear Ms. Bowie:
Thank you for providing information on the newly re-started agency coordination for the Martin
State Airport Updated Phase 1 Improvements and required Environmental Assessment (EA). I
have the following comments/questions:
1. Total impacts in the Critical Area need to be quantified, and then further broken down
between those that are in the Buffer and those outside of the Buffer.
2. The minimum 100-foot Buffer is expanded to include contiguous hydric soils and
would automatically encompass any adjacent nontidal wetlands. The Buffer and
expanded Buffer must be clearly shown on all plans.
3. The mitigation ratio for clearing in the Buffer or expanded Buffer is 2:1; outside the
Buffer the mitigation ratio is 1:1.
4. Other project components such as taxiway modifications and additions,
changes/additions to snow removal building, additions/rehabilitation/removal of
pavement, new/removed structures also need to be quantified in terms of what is in
the Buffer and outside of the Buffer. Mitigation for disturbance in the Buffer is 3:1
for these projects.
5. Proposals to meet the required Critical Area mitigation also need to be included in the
EA.
6. It is not apparent what will happen to the cleared areas once the project is completed.
The applicant must provide clarification such as whether these areas will be allowed
to regenerate, be planted in lower growing vegetation, or converted to turf.
7. Wetland impacts should also be distinguished between those inside the Buffer and
those outside the Buffer once the wetland delineation update is completed.

TTY Users (800) 735-2258 Via Maryland Relay Service

Ms. Robin Bowie
February 7, 2017
Page Two

8. Since this a state project the 10% pollutant reduction requirement must be met. The
EA should include these stormwater calculations as well as how this requirement will
be met.
Due to the extent of impacts in the Critical Area, as currently proposed, this project will most
likely need to come to the full Commission for a vote instead of being handled at the staff level.
Please don’t hesitate to call if you have any questions regarding these comments. You may
reach me at 410-260-3482.
Sincerely,

M. Claudia Jones
Science Advisor

Martin State Airport Environmental Assessment
for Phase I Improvements
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Martin State Airport Environmental Assessment
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Agency Coordination Meeting #1
July 9, 2014

Public and Agency Involvement
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Environmental Assessment for
Phase I Improvements

July 9, 2014

Agency Consultation Meeting

Meeting Agenda
 Introductions.
 Presentation.
 Background.
 Proposed Vegetation Removal.
 Other Concerns.

 Discussion.
 Next Steps.
 Draft EA.
 Joint Evaluation Meeting.

 Summarize Action Items.

Agency Consultation Meeting

 Affected Resources.

2



MAA is conducting an EA for proposed development at Martin State
Airport.



The proposed development includes vegetative obstruction removal
to meet FAA Criteria.



Scoping conducted in Fall 2013.
 Project information distributed and
comments solicited.
 Scoping Meetings held October 24, 2013.
 Primary focus was the vegetation removal
and associated impacts to natural
resources.

Agency Consultation Meeting

Background
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Background
Obstructions

Agency Consultation Meeting

 Objects and vegetation on and around MTN penetrate 14 CFR Part 77 surfaces and
are therefore considered obstructions.
 These obstructions have been determined to be hazards to navigation.
 MAA is obligated/required to maintain and operate its facilities safely and efficiently.
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Background
Methods to Address Hazards to Navigation
 Lower/remove/relocate/light/mark the object.

Agency Consultation Meeting

 Displace runway threshold such that the object does not penetrate the Threshold Siting
Surface.
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Proposed Vegetation Removal
Criteria for
Vegetation Removal
On-Airport
Vegetation

• Remove vegetation that
would penetrate the
Part 77 approach or
transition surfaces.

• Remove vegetation that
would penetrate the
Threshold Siting Surface
Off-Airport
(TSS) / Departure
Vegetation
Obstacle Clearance
Surface (OCS).
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Proposed Vegetation Removal
Proce ss to Ide ntif y Propose d Ve getative Re moval
Vegetation height obtained from 2012 aerial survey.

Vegetation elevations compared to the applicable Part 77 surfaces or the TSSs and Departure OCSs.

Areas where vegetation elevations were higher than these surfaces were mapped.

Areas where on-airport vegetation was within 10 feet of the Part 77 approach or transitional surfaces were also
mapped.

Agency Consultation Meeting

Heights adjusted to reflect vegetation growth. (2 feet/year x 10 years)
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Proposed Vegetation Removal

116 acres of
vegetation removal.

Agency Consultation Meeting

Propose d Ve getation Re moval Are as
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Affected Resources

Agency Consultation Meeting

Re sou rc e Sur vey Are a and Acce ss
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Affected Resources

51 acres of vegetation
removal in the IDA.

Agency Consultation Meeting

Che sap e ake B ay Critical Are a Inte nse ly Deve lope d Are a
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Affected Resources

21 acres of vegetation
removal from Habitat
Protection Areas.

Agency Consultation Meeting

C h e s a p e a ke B ay C r i t i c a l A r e a B u f fe r & H a b i tat P ro te c t i o n A r e a
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Affected Resources

37 acres of vegetation
removal from wetlands.

Agency Consultation Meeting

Wetlan d s
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Affected Resources

116 acres of
vegetation removal.

Agency Consultation Meeting

Fore st Re sourc e s

13

Affected Resources

42 acres of FIDS
habitat removal.

Agency Consultation Meeting

Fore st Inte rior Dwe lling Spe cie s (FIDS) Are as
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Affected Resources

Agency Consultation Meeting

Bald Eagle s’ Ne sts
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Other Concerns
• Potential for vegetation removal to increase attractiveness to wildlife.

• Potential
impacts of the
proposed pier
on windowpane
flounder
(Scophthalmus
aquosus)
Essential Fish
Habitat in Frog
Mortar Creek.

Agency Consultation Meeting

• Disposal of trees removed from the contaminated area between Frog
Mortar Creek and Taxiway T.
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Open Discussion
Conce rn s / Re comm e n datio n s

Impacts

Direct
Minimize

Secondary
Mitigate

Agency Consultation Meeting

Avoid

17

Comments

Ms. Robin M. Bowie
Manager, Division of Environmental Planning
Maryland Aviation Administration
P.O. Box 8766
BWI Airport, MD 21240
rbowie@bwiairport.com

Agency Consultation Meeting

Please submit comments to:
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EA Milestones

Timeframe

Agency and Public Scoping

September through November 2013

Agency Scoping Meeting / Public
Workshop

October 24, 2013

Agency Consultation Meeting

July 9, 2014

Draft EA Comment Review Period for
agencies and the public

Summer 2015*

Public Workshop

Summer 2015 (during Draft comment
period)*

Prepare Final EA including Responses to
Draft EA Comments

Summer 2015*

Final EA / NEPA Finding

Fall/Winter 2015*

*Estimated

Agency Consultation Meeting

Schedule

19

MTN PHASE I IMPROVEMENTS EA
AGENCY COORDINATION DRAFT MEETING NOTES
WEDNESDAY, JULY 9, 2014
9 AM – 11 AM
Participants:
Robin Bowie, MAA
Barb Bottiger, HNTB
Ryan Carey, HNTB
Tod Ericson, MDNR Forest Service
Kristy Beard, NOAA Fisheries
Shawn Rowland, CEM
Cheryl Kerr, MDE Nontidal Wetlands
Abbie Hopkins, USACE Regulatory Board

Bridey Gallagher, ADCI
John Hurt, MAA
Julie Roberts, CAC
Kevin Sullivan, USDA Wildlife Services
Leyla Lange, JMT
Shawn Ames, MAA
Cedric Johnson, ADCI

Meeting Objectives:
•

•

Presentation on the development of the Marten State Airport (MTN) Phase I
Improvements Environmental Assessment (EA), focusing on the proposed vegetation
removal, affected resources and other concerns.
Discussion with the agencies to gather input on vegetation removal, options for
mitigation, etc.

Introduction
The meeting opened with introductions. Following the introductions, Ms. Bowie explained that
the meeting would be a working session. Ms. Bowie further explained that the Maryland Aviation
Administration (MAA) really needs assistance from the agencies in assessing, avoiding,
minimizing and mitigating impacts.
HNTB gave a PowerPoint presentation on the background of the MTN EA, with a focus on the
proposed vegetation removal, affected resources and other concerns (summarized below).
•

Background
o A large amount of vegetation removal is proposed to meet Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) criteria. Feedback from the scoping conducted in the Fall of
2013 was the impetus for today’s working session.
o Obstructions: Obstructions are objects that penetrate Part 77 surfaces. Part 77
surfaces were explained including how the approach surfaces vary on the
Runway ends. The MAA identified obstructions at MTN. The FAA evaluated the
obstructions and determined they were hazards to navigation. MAA is obligated
to remove the hazards to navigation. There are multiple methods to address the
1

o

hazards to navigation (remove, lower, etc.). The runway thresholds can also be
displaced so that objects do not penetrate the Threshold Siting Surface (TSS). It
was noted that the Runway ends cannot be pulled in too much, thereby reducing
usable runway length, or jets will not be able to take off.
The Critical Area Commission (CAC) representative raised a question about the
frequency and types of aircraft using the airport. MAA explained that MTN is a
general aviation airport, with no commercial flights, and serves corporate jets and
some larger aircraft from the Maryland Air National Guard (MANG).

•

Proposed Vegetation Removal
o On-airport vegetation: remove if penetrates Part 77 surface (more restrictive)
o Off-airport vegetation: remove if penetrates TSS or Departure Obstacle Clearing
Surface (OCS) (less restrictive)
o The process to identify proposed vegetative removal, including applying growth
factor to trees, etc. was explained. It was noted that FAA will only fund
obstruction removal once, therefore if trees are topped and grow back, the FAA
will not provide funding again.
o The presentation went through the proposed vegetation removal and the specific
affected resources including: 116 acres of total vegetation removal, 51 acres of
removal in the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Intensely Developed Area (IDA), 21
acres of removal from Habitat Protection Areas, 37 acres of removal from
wetlands, 42 acres removal of Forest Interior Dwelling Species (FIDS) habitat.
o There is no vegetation removal proposed within 660 foot buffer of Bald Eagles’
nest.

•

Other Concerns
o Potential for vegetation removal to increase attraction for wildlife.
o Disposal of trees to be removed where there is known groundwater
contamination.
o Impacts of the proposed localizer in Frog Mortar Creek, including impact to the
windowpane flounder.
 A localizer was defined to the group as being part of an instrumentation
system that provides horizontal guidance to a pilot landing on the Runway
during reduced visibility.

DISCUSSION
The Maryland Department of Environment (MDE) representative began the discussion by
asking what mitigation plan will be provided for the vegetation removal. MAA explained that they
are looking to the agencies for input and help before developing a mitigation plan.

2

Catenary Lines and Obstruction Removal Time Frame
MDE asked about the train tracks near MTN and how this obstruction would be addressed.
There was concern about whether the vegetation removal would precede the lowering of the
catenary lines and the potential for the trees to be cut down and the catenary lines left as is.
•

•
•

MAA explained that part of the proposed action at MTN includes lowering the Amtrak
catenary lines below the TSS, and that MAA has met with Amtrak to discuss the options
which include burying the lines or lowering them.
ADCI noted that the vegetation removal would occur simultaneously with lowering of the
catenary lines, with an estimate of about 3-4 years.
MAA also noted that the time frame for the EA and the vegetation removal also depends
on availability of funding and agency/public reaction.

Forest Stands
The Maryland Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) representative explained that the
vegetation removal within the Part 77 primary, transitional and approach surfaces would be
exempt from the mitigation requirements of Maryland’s Forest Conservation Act because the
trees were determined to be hazards to navigation. However, the proposed vegetation removal
from an established Forest Conservation Area (adjacent to and off of MAA property) would be of
concern. It was recommended that the MAA consult with Joel Bush of the Maryland State
Highway Administration regarding potential adjustment of the Forest Conservation Area put in
place as a result of the MD 43 project.
Mitigation Options
MDE noted that this proposed vegetation removal would be considered a permanent conversion
that would require mitigation. After asking for more mitigation suggestions, MDNR mentioned
that there is a forest conversion bank that may be an option.
Wetland Impacts and Mitigation Requirements
The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) representative asked about the proposed method
for the vegetation removal and noted that filling wetlands is typically more concerning than
removing trees from wetlands. However, the removal of the trees could result in a permanent
conversion from their perspective. USACE also noted that they only regulate the delineated
wetlands and not the buffer areas.
•
•

HNTB asked if USACE would want the trees completely removed, from a wetlands
perspective. USACE explained that it would really depend on the density of the trees.
CEM asked about replanting with lower growth trees and whether it would still be
considered conversion. USACE explained that the key is to keep the function of the
wetland as it is today. The wetlands could be maintained potentially with scrub-shrub
vegetation and then a mitigation of 1:1 would still be required elsewhere. Maintaining the
wetlands as emergent wetlands would not be acceptable.
3

•
•
•
•

USACE will let MAA know if there will need to be a cooperating agreement between the
FAA and USACE due to the extent of impacts.
MDE asked about possible vernal pools in the project area. HNTB will review the
existing wetland report for this information.
USACE indicated that an individual permit and a compensatory mitigation plan will be
required.
USACE is concerned that the areas in which the trees are to be removed will be taken
over by phragmites. Mitigation should be designed to minimize the potential for the
phragmites to flourish.

MDE questioned whether the EA would discuss possible options for conversion, noting that
clearing trees would change runoff coefficients and create extreme potentials for wildlife
hazards. MDE suggested that MAA could consider cutting trees at varying heights.
•

•

It was explained that topping a tree can often kill the tree, and also that FAA will only pay
to cut a tree once. It was also noted that topped trees often succor and grow even
faster.
MDE indicated that they would favor converting the wetlands to scrub-shrub.

Jurisdiction for Mitigation
In regards to overlapping jurisdiction for impacts, CAC suggested jurisdiction would go to the
agency with the greatest mitigation requirements. From a Critical Area perspective, CAC would
be happy with MAA using a mitigation bank.
•

JMT noted that for past projects, with regards to MDNR and CAC agencies whoever had
jurisdiction over 50% of an area was the agency that regulated the mitigation.

USDA and Wildlife Hazards
USDA will provide input regarding wildlife hazards throughout the development of the EA and
any mitigation plans. Generally, open water is obviously more attractive to wildlife than a mature
tree stand would be. Once the final design goes to the FAA, the FAA would necessarily contact
USDA asking for an evaluation of the potential change in wildlife strike risk.
It was noted that while the FAA does not mandate a formal wildlife hazard assessment for MTN,
MAA has conducted two wildlife hazard assessments and has an FAA-approved Wildlife Hazard
Management Plan for MTN and does monitor and try to avoid wildlife hazards.
Cultural Resources
The MAA explained that they have been coordinating with the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT).
There is potential for archeological resources, primarily in the area north of Eastern Avenue.
The MAA has delayed the initiation of the Phase I survey until more is known about the
preferred method of vegetation removal. In the event that the vegetation removal method is to
clear cut the trees leaving the stumps in place and not replanting vegetation, there would be no
ground disturbance and thus no potential for affect. However, based on discussion held at this
meeting, this method of vegetation removal seems unlikely.
4

Localizer Pier
In regards to the proposed localizer pier, the representative from the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) asked if there is submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) in
the proposed pier area, and if so suggested NOAA may have recommendations on the width
and height of the pier.
•
•
•

MAA noted that the FAA will likely dictate the requirements for the width/height of the
pier but MAA will look into whether there is SAV at this location.
CAC would not have any concerns with the pier unless there are impacts to land.
NOAA mentioned there may be other species of concern in the area. They will identify
them for MAA by the next meeting.

Dump Road Area Tree Removal
The discussion period came to a close with a request for input on the tree removal in the Dump
Road Area. MAA explained that the ground-water is contaminated in this area and they are
concerned that the trees may be considered hazardous. The MAA might leave the stumps in
place. The MAA will consult with MDE regarding the preferred method for removal and disposal
of this vegetation. It was also noted that there is a separate EA being completed for this
groundwater contamination.
Forest Interior Dwelling Species (FIDS)
MDE recommended contacting Greg Golden of the MDNR Wildlife Heritage Group regarding
the FIDS.
10 Minute Break
After talking during the break about different concerns, MAA proposed another working session
agency meeting after Labor Day (Subsequently, the working session was tentatively scheduled
for 9/11/14). The next meeting will include a refresher of this meeting’s presentation for new
participants. A matrix of alternative vegetation removal methods and associated issues will be
created before the next meeting. The matrix will explain how each alternative would work and
possible issues that may arise.
Action Items
-

The MAA will add the following to the EA contact list:
o Greg Golden (MDNR Director, Environmental Review)
o Robert Rushlow (MDE Wetlands and Waterway Construction Program, Baltimore
County-Tidal Wetlands)
o Kelly Neff – (MDE Division Chief, Natural Resources Planner, Mitigation Section)
o Joel Bush (Maryland State Highway Administration – contact for Forest
Conservation Area)

-

HNTB will review localizer pier area for SAV.
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-

NOAA will identify species (in addition to the windowpane flounder) with Essential Fish
Habitat in Frog Mortar Creek.

-

HNTB will review previous wetland reports to determine locations of vernal pools.

-

USACE will check whether a cooperating agreement between the FAA and USACE will
be required.

-

HNTB and the MAA will prepare a matrix of alternative vegetation removal methods and
associated issues.

-

HNTB will calculate the acres of direct wetland impacts not including the buffer area.

-

CEM will identify potential wetland and forest conservation banks.

6

Martin State Airport Environmental Assessment
for Phase I Improvements

Agency Coordination Meeting #2
September 11, 2014

Public and Agency Involvement
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Agency Consultation Meeting #2

Meeting Agenda
 Introductions.
 Presentation.
 Review July 9th Presentation.

 Discussion.
 Summarize New Action Items.

Agency Consultation Meeting #2

 Update on Action Items from July 9th Meeting.
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MAA is conducting an EA for proposed development at Martin State
Airport.



The proposed development includes vegetative obstruction removal
to meet FAA Criteria.



Scoping conducted in Fall 2013.
 Project information distributed and
comments solicited.
 Scoping Meetings held October 24,
2013.
 Primary focus was the vegetation
removal and associated impacts to
natural resources.

Agency Consultation Meeting #2

Background
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Background
Obstructions

Agency Consultation Meeting #2

 Objects and vegetation on and around MTN penetrate 14 CFR Part 77 surfaces and
are therefore considered obstructions.
 These obstructions have been determined to be hazards to navigation.
 MAA is obligated/required to maintain and operate its facilities safely and efficiently.

4

Background
Methods to Address Hazards to Navigation
 Lower/remove/relocate/light/mark the object.

Agency Consultation Meeting #2

 Displace runway threshold such that the object does not penetrate the Threshold Siting
Surface.
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Proposed Vegetation Removal
Criteria for
Vegetation Removal
On-Airport
Vegetation

• Remove vegetation that
would penetrate the
Part 77 approach or
transition surfaces.

• Remove vegetation that
would penetrate the
Threshold Siting Surface
Off-Airport
(TSS) / Departure
Vegetation
Obstacle Clearance
Surface (OCS).
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Proposed Vegetation Removal
Proce ss to Ide ntif y Propose d Ve getative Re moval

Heights adjusted to reflect vegetation growth. (2 feet/year x 10 years).
Vegetation elevations compared to the applicable Part 77 surfaces or the TSSs and
Departure OCSs.
Areas where vegetation elevations were higher than these surfaces were mapped.
Areas where on-airport vegetation was within 10 feet of the Part 77 approach or
transitional surfaces were also mapped.

Agency Consultation Meeting #2

Vegetation height obtained from 2012 aerial survey.
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Proposed Vegetation Removal

116 acres of
vegetation removal.

Agency Consultation Meeting #2

Propose d Ve getation Re moval Are as
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Affected Resources

Agency Consultation Meeting #2

Re sou rc e Sur vey Are a and Acce ss
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Affected Resources

51 acres of vegetation
removal in the IDA.

Agency Consultation Meeting #2

Che sap e ake B ay Critical Are a Inte nse ly Deve lope d Are a
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Affected Resources

21 acres of vegetation
removal from Habitat
Protection Areas.

Agency Consultation Meeting #2

C h e s a p e a ke B ay C r i t i c a l A r e a B u f fe r & H a b i tat P ro te c t i o n A r e a
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Affected Resources

37 acres of vegetation
removal from wetlands.

Agency Consultation Meeting #2

Wetlan d s
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Affected Resources

116 acres of
vegetation removal.

Agency Consultation Meeting #2

Fore st Re sourc e s
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Affected Resources

42 acres of FIDS
habitat removal.

Agency Consultation Meeting #2

Fore st Inte rior Dwe lling Spe cie s (FIDS) Are as
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Affected Resources

Agency Consultation Meeting #2

Bald Eagle s’ Ne sts
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Other Concerns
 Potential for vegetation removal to increase attractiveness to wildlife.

 Potential impacts
of the proposed
pier on Essential
Fish Habitat in
Frog Mortar
Creek.

Agency Consultation Meeting #2

 Disposal of trees removed from the contaminated area between Frog
Mortar Creek and Taxiway T.
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Action Items from 7/9
 Submerged Aquatic Vegetation (SAV).
 Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) in Frog Mortar Creek.
 Wetland impacts not including the buffer area.
 Wetland and forest conservation banks.
 Cooperating agreement between the FAA and USACE.
 Matrix of alternative vegetation removal methods
and associated issues.

Agency Consultation Meeting #2

 Vernal Pools.
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Action Items from 7/9

Response:
SAV has been
documented in
the area in the
last five years.

Agency Consultation Meeting #2

Action Item:
Review localizer
pier area for
SAV. (EA Team)

Localizer Pier
Area
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Action Items from 7/9
Action Item: Identify species with Essential Fish Habitat in Frog
Mortar Creek. (NOAA)
Response:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

windowpane flounder (juveniles and adults)
bluefish (juveniles and adults)
Atlantic butterfish (eggs, larvae, juveniles, and adults)
summer flounder (larvae, juveniles, and adults)
black sea bass (juveniles and adults)
king mackerel (eggs, larvae, juveniles, and adults)
Spanish mackerel (eggs, larvae, juveniles, and adults)
cobia (eggs, larvae, juveniles, and adults)
red drum (eggs, larvae, juveniles, and adults)
may include juvenile and adult clearnose skate, little skate, and winter skate

 Habitat of importance for white perch populations

Agency Consultation Meeting #2

 Essential Fish Habitat
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Action Items from 7/9
Action Item: Review previous wetland reports to determine
locations of vernal pools. (EA Team)
Response: Vernal pools exist in two areas:

Agency Consultation Meeting #2

• North of Eastern Avenue; and
• Between the runway and Strawberry Creek.
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Action Items from 7/9
Action Item: Calculate the acres of direct wetland impacts
not including the buffer area. (EA Team)

Agency Consultation Meeting #2

Response: 22.8 Acres
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Action Items from 7/9
Action Item: Identify potential wetland and forest
conservation mitigation banks. (EA Team)
•

The Maple Dam Mitigation Bank is the only approved
multi-use wetland (non-tidal) mitigation bank with
available credits. The Service Area for this site is being
expanded but it will not include Baltimore County.

•

Research regarding available forest mitigation banks is
on-going.

Action Item: Check whether a cooperating agreement between
the FAA and USACE will be required. (USACE)

Agency Consultation Meeting #2

Response:
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Action Items from 7/9
Action Item: Prepare a matrix of alternative vegetation removal
methods and associated issues. (EA Team)

Agency Consultation Meeting #2

Response: Alternatives matrix prepared for discussion.
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The EA Team
requests
guidance
regarding how to
address and
mitigate the
proposed tree
removal in the
Forest
Conservation
Easement.

Forest
Conservation
Easement

Agency Consultation Meeting #2

Discussion/Questions
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Discussion
 FIDS

 Potential SAV/EFH Mitigation
• Time of year restrictions for construction
(i.e., no construction activities during SAV
growing season or white perch spawning
season).
• Recommendations on height of the decking.

Agency Consultation Meeting #2

• Clarification of regulations and jurisdiction.
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Schedule
EA Milestones

Timeframe

Agency and Public Scoping

September through November 2013

Agency Consultation Meeting 1

July 9, 2014

Agency Consultation Meeting 2

September 11, 2014

Draft EA Comment Review Period for
agencies and the public

Summer 2015*

Public Workshop

Summer 2015 (during Draft EA
comment review period)*

Prepare Final EA including Responses to
Draft EA Comments

Fall 2015*

Final EA / NEPA Finding

Winter 2015*

*Estimated

Agency Consultation Meeting #2

Agency Scoping Meeting / Public Workshop October 24, 2013
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MTN PHASE I IMPROVEMENTS EA
AGENCY COORDINATION #2 FINAL MEETING NOTES
THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 11, 2014
9 AM – 11 AM
Participants:
Robin Bowie, MAA
Barb Bottiger, HNTB
Caroline Pinegar, HNTB
Tod Ericson, MDNR Forest Service
Kristy Beard, NOAA Fisheries
Shawn Rowland, CEM
Cheryl Kerr, MDE Nontidal Wetlands
Abbie Hopkins, USACE, Regulatory
Branch
Joel Bush, SHA
Robert Rushlow, MDE – Tidal Wetlands

Bridey Gallagher, ADCI
John Hurt, MAA
Julie Roberts, CAC
Leyla Lange, JMT
Cedrick Johnson, ADCI
Peter Scherr, CEM
David Walbeck, MDE
Kevin Dimartino, CEM
LeeAnne Chandler, CAC

The following final meeting notes include comments received after the meeting and
circulation of the draft meeting notes. The comments are included herein in blue,
italicized text.
Meeting Objectives:
•
•

•

Present the findings and responses to the action items that resulted from the first agency
consultation meeting (7/9/14).
Review the initial presentation of the development of the Martin State Airport (MTN)
Phase I Improvements Environmental Assessment (EA), focusing on the proposed
vegetation removal, affected resources and other concerns.
Discuss and gather input on vegetation removal, options for mitigation, etc.

Introduction:
This meeting was the second agency consultation meeting held to discuss the vegetative
removal requirements involved in the MTN Phase I Improvements EA. Ms. Bowie opened up
the meeting with welcoming the group. Introductions from the group followed.
HNTB presented a PowerPoint presentation with project information. A review of the
information and slides presented at the first agency consultation meeting was provided.
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Presentation:
•
•
•

•

•

•
•

Ms. Bottiger presented the project background and purpose and need for the EA.
During initial scoping, the primary concern was the vegetation removal required as a
result of the obstruction removal for this project.
The obstructions (objects and vegetation) on and around MTN that penetrate Part 77
surfaces have been identified as hazards to navigation and the MAA is
obligated/required to lower/remove/relocate/light/mark these objects.
The criteria for on-airport and off-airport vegetation removal were presented (Slide 6)
and the process to identify proposed vegetative removal was presented (Slide 7). The
proposed removal areas were presented visually, along with each of the affected
resources: Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Intensely Developed Area, Chesapeake Bay
Critical Area Buffer & Habitat Protection Area, wetlands, forest resources, Forest Interior
Dwelling Species (FIDS) Areas and Bald Eagles’ Nests.
Other concerns include the potential for vegetation removal to increase attractiveness to
wildlife; disposal of trees removed from a contaminated area; and potential impacts of
the proposed pier on Essential Fish Habitat in Frog Mortar Creek.
The action items from the first agency consultation meeting were presented and the
responses were discussed. (Slides 17-23)
Additionally the EA Team presented new items for discussion to the group (See Below).

Discussion/Questions:
The EA Team requested guidance from agencies in attendance on several topics that have
arisen since the last agency consultation meeting. Below is the discussion/question, followed
by the agency responses received at the meeting:
•

How to address and mitigate the proposed tree removal in the Forest
Conservation Easement:
The Maryland Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) responded that they could not
find any information on this easement. The Maryland State Highway Administration
(SHA) also researched the easement and was not able to find any information about it.
It was confirmed that the easements is not mitigation for MD-43.
The information that this easement exists came from MDNR GIS Shapefiles, which
provides both state and county easements. Since this easement does not appear to be
a State-owned easement, it was suggested that it may be a county easement. HNTB
researched the County Shapefiles and website for this easement and did not find any
evidence of it being a county easement; however, HNTB will call the County and/or Clerk
of Courts to inquire further. (After the meeting, the Maryland Department of Environment
(MDE) (David Walbeck, e-mail dated 9/11/14) provided additional guidance. Information
regarding the forest conservation easement is available using the advanced search tool
at www.plats.net. The Forest Buffer /Conservation Easement is under FR Crossroads I,
LLC, MSA S 1236-11811, Lot 9A, dated 2/20/09.)
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•

FIDS – Clarification of regulations and jurisdiction:
The Critical Area Commission (CAC) responded that FIDS are only regulated in the
critical area. However, the CAC looks at FIDS in a holistic way when determining
impacts and potential mitigation. Therefore, while removing FIDS habitat outside of the
critical area is an impact, it is not regulated.

•

Potential Submerged Aquatic Vegetation (SAV)/ Essential Fish Habitat (EFH)
Mitigation – Time-of-Year (TOY) restrictions for construction / Recommendations
on height of the decking:
The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) responded that the SAV
growing season is April to October, but the restrictions will depend on how close the
project is to the SAV. The white perch spawning season is mid-February to mid-June.
The MDE stated that the SAV restrictions will depend on the amount of impact to the
riverbed.
MDE and the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) need to know the
following types of information before they can determine whether TOY restrictions will be
required:
•

What the actual length of encroachment is into the waterway?

•

Will there be some type of protection/buffer area around the pier (distance from
pier, type)?

•

What is the depth of the water?

•

What type of access to the pier will there be (i.e., can this be a “catwalk” to
minimize impact)?

•

Will there be any hazards to existing navigation and how will safety be
maintained? MAA responded that this area is currently off limits to boaters; there
are buoys out there to delineate where boats are not permitted.

MDE asked if the large footprint of the pad to support the localizer could be reduced.
MDE stated that a minimum height of four feet above mean low water level is needed to
allow sunlight to penetrate the SAV and enable it to grow. MDE stated that although
they have criteria they follow, they try to work with the agencies to determine the TOY
restrictions and they may be flexible on TOY restrictions for the pier construction
depending on the specifics of the project. There are also ways to minimize impacts, such
as silt screening to protect the habitat during construction and reducing the footprint of
the piles.
MDE stated that the height of the pier is going to be critical in protecting the SAV. ADCI
(on behalf of MAA) stated that a slatted metal walkway would likely be proposed for the
walkway, to allow some sunlight to reach the SAV beneath the pier.
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(After reviewing the Draft Meeting Notes, USACE [Abbie Hopkins, e-mail dated 10/3/14]
indicated that they will also need the information discussed in the two preceding
paragraphs.)
•

Previous USACE Action Item - Check whether a cooperating agreement between
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and USACE will be required:
USACE stated that at this time there is no need for a cooperating agreement with the
FAA based on currently available information. However, USACE may reconsider once
the method of vegetation removal is identified and regulated by the USACE. The MAA
responded that they will go with “no” for now, but noted that USACE should raise a red
flag if they suspect they may change their mind.

The EA Team prepared and presented a matrix of alternative vegetation removal methods and
associated issues for discussion. Each of the participants received a printout of the matrix. The
matrix includes the following tree removal alternatives:
•

Clear Cut
o Use big equipment (e.g., feller buncher)
o

Use Chainsaws

o

Leave cut trees in place (After reviewing the Draft Meeting Notes, USACE [Abbie
Hopkins, e-mail dated 10/3/14] indicated that “This could be a significant item
that should be addressed. I [Abbie Hopkins] recall there was discussion during
the 1st meeting (& 2nd?) about the potential of the cut trees being contaminated
from their surroundings.”)

o

Remove cut trees

o

Leave stumps in place

o

Grub stumps

o

Grind stumps

•

Replant

•

Selectively Cut Down Trees to Remove Upper Story

•

“Top” Trees – Remove only the Tops of the Trees

•

Controlled Burn

HNTB went through all of the alternatives and the feasibility of each, along with any
issues/considerations. It was noted that topping trees is not a very feasible option because
once cut, many tree species grow faster and the trees could quickly become obstructions once
again. Also, the FAA will only provide funding to address a tree obstruction once, i.e. if the FAA
provides funds to top a tree, they will not provide funds to continue topping the tree or remove it.
HNTB requested input from the agencies regarding these methods and any preferences or
suggestions they may have.

Page 4 of 9

•

MDNR suggested that if “Selectively Cut…” is used, these trees could be replaced with
low-growing species that would not penetrate the applicable surface (“scrub -shrub”).

•

SHA asked if a contractor would periodically be able to go in and maintain if “Selectively
Cut…” method is used.

•

USACE stated that ongoing maintenance is going to be needed no matter which
method(s) are used, including clear cutting. The future funding source currently appears
to be dictating preferred alternatives. USACE asserted the “Topping” should not be
eliminated based on the need for MAA to provide future funding because all of the
alternatives will require a maintenance plan. The USACE noted their confusion about
who will be responsible for future funding that would include not just maintenance costs
of the authorized clearing but also items that include mitigation and long term mitigation
maintenance costs, etc.

•

USACE asked the MAA if they had considered using multiple options. USACE
suggested having area-specific plans based on the type of plant “community.” Different
communities have different requirements, so area-specific plans within the delineated
areas are recommended. For example, species respond in different ways: pine trees do
not “sucker out” when cut, but maple trees would “sucker out” a lot. A Forest Stand
Delineation will define the communities and determine the likely plant succession stages
of that community after performing the initial vegetation removal. This is especially
critical for those areas that require removal of a dense canopy and result in more light
penetration to the understory.

•

MDE noted that using chainsaws to fell trees seems like a significant hazard.

•

CAC asked if there were any FAA provisions for maintenance of the area once the
vegetative removal methods have been determined. MAA responded that the costs
associated with maintenance will have to be taken on by the MAA. There was some
discussion that the costs may be eligible for FAA funding if the maintenance measures
are included in the 404 permit. (As a result of consultation with MAA financial personnel
after the meeting it was determined that maintenance measures would not be eligible for
FAA funding.)

•

MDNR asked if all of the vegetation was within the Part 77 surface. Mitigation is not
required for removing trees that penetrate Part 77 surfaces. The majority of the
vegetation is to be removed to clear the Part 77 surfaces, with the exception of the tree
removal to clear the area around the Automated Weather Observation System. Also,
despite the need to clear Part 77, mitigation may be required for the proposed tree
removal from the area within a Forest Conservation Easement.

•

USACE stated that there are currently no known wetland mitigation banks that are being
developed for Baltimore County. USACE asked what type of mitigation banks would be
used for the project; however this has not yet been determined.

•

MDE asked if there is a profile drawing that shows the height of the trees compared to
the surfaces being used to identify obstructions. MAA brought out the Airport Layout
Plan (ALP), which includes profile sheets that show the information requested. Several
participants reviewed these ALP sheets.
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•

MDE stated that from a forestry perspective, their issue with the clearing/cutting is that a
tree could be fully matured and wouldn’t be growing any more. The MAA responded that
in their experience trees actually do not stop growing.

•

MDE asked if the Department of Agriculture has a vegetative mix that they
recommend/prefer for airport vegetation. MAA responded that they do have/use this; the
latest version is from 2007. Ideally a vegetative mix that does not attract wildlife is used.
Wildlife hazards are a major concern for MAA, particularly on the north side of the
runway.

•

USACE reiterated that it is hard to give direction on which approach(es) to use because
of the expanse of proposed tree removal and the multiple environments impacted.
USACE considers the types and densities of species that exist, and this varies
throughout the impacted area.

•

MDE recommended planting a type of species that only reaches a maximum height of
25 feet, or whatever limit is applicable at a particular location.

•

CAC reiterated the USACE recommendation that the type of method used for removal of
vegetation probably needs to be done piecemeal – acre by acre or smaller, to make a
plan for each area, because they will all require different methods of removal, replanting,
etc.

•

The possibility that the tree removal would modify the habitat was also discussed. This
is a major concern. From the USACE perspective, there is a permanent impact to the
wetlands, but it is not a permanent loss. It may change the type and/or function of the
wetland, but it is not an actual “loss” and would therefore require less mitigation
(probably 1:1 ratio rather than 2:1) since there would still be a wetland remaining after
the initial vegetation removal. From the MDE perspective, although not a loss, there
would likely be a functional change of the area that would be regulated by MDE. In
addition to changing the wetlands functions, the removal of trees would likely result in
wetter conditions because less water would be absorbed by the trees. If replanting is
implemented, these wetter conditions should be considered in plant selection.

(The following comments regarding vegetation management were provided after the
meeting in an e-mail from Tod Ericson dated 9/12/14. Mr. Ericson indicated that regardless
of the approach to tree removal, some type of on-going vegetation management plan will be
required.
“I [Tod Ericson] think the solution is going to be some type of on-going vegetation
management plan. There will not be a one-time solution. Possible solutions:
o

Conduct a selective timber harvest every 5-10 years to remove trees that are in or
near the flight path. This will leave the other vegetation in the area to protect the soil
and wetlands. If there is enough good timber, it might be sold to pay for
maintenance costs for the area.

o

Or, perhaps, a management plan that could convert the “tall” forest into a “not so tall”
forest by removing the tree species that potentially could grow tall enough to
penetrate the flight path. If the forest community is made up of mostly large growing
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species, then possibly convert the area to a “shrub-scrub” vegetation community that
could still provide protection for the wetland areas and non-wetland areas. This
would cost money and take time, however, it will leave a vegetative community.
o

Clear cutting the 116 acres will not solve the problem. While it may solve the FAA’s
clearance problem, it will cause an environmental problem for MAA. Even with clear
cutting, there will still be a maintenance issue. You will have to continuously control
weeds, invasive plants, and uncontrolled regeneration. Also, the public will not allow
this option. If you sprayed to kill the vegetation, then you will have 116 acres of dead
stumps.”

The agencies expressed significant concerns with the extent of vegetative removal required for
this project. The MAA asked whether the agencies thought that the impacts might exceed the
threshold of significance. The agencies wanted to consider this question and get back to the
MAA. To facilitate their consideration, the MAA will send the FAA recommendations regarding
thresholds of significance for wetlands, wildlife and plants to the agencies, along with the
meeting notes.
(The following comments on the topic of significance were received after the Draft Meeting
Notes and Thresholds of Significance were circulated for review.
FAA provided the following clarification (e-mail from Marcus Brundage dated 9/18/2014):
“To add to the Table 7- 1 “FAA Threshold of Significance” for clarification
Table 7-1 of this Order provides the thresholds and factors to consider when determining impact
severity and context. If mitigation would not reduce impacts below applicable significance
threshold(s), significant impacts may occur. However, before recommending that FAA prepare
an EIS, the responsible FAA official should decide if further impact evaluation or consultation
with agencies having jurisdiction by law or expertise for the affected resources would be helpful.
Although the above pertains to all the listed Impact Categories per the meeting the below
comment is specifically for the wetlands impacts:
When the sponsor determines the action must occur in a wetland, it should also provide FAA
information on how the action's design would include all practicable measures to minimize
unavoidable wetland impacts. The environmental document prepared for that action must
include discussions of potential wetland impacts and should include a description of conceptual
measures the sponsor proposes to mitigate unavoidable wetland impacts. A comprehensive,
completed mitigation plan is not necessary for FAA’s purposes. During the environmental
review process, agencies having jurisdiction of or expertise on wetlands normally provide letters
addressing an action’s effects on those resources.”
USACE provided the following comment (e-mail from Abbie Hopkins dated 10/3/14):
“Hard to weigh in without knowing if we regulate the method of removal, the type of wetland
impacted, and what functions the impacted wetlands serve. The significance is reduced if the
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project doesn’t result in a permanent loss of wetlands, but rather altering or loss of some of its
functions.”
CAC provided the following comment (e-mail from Julie Roberts dated 10/8/14):
“As you know, we have been discussing mitigation for the proposed clearing at the airport
associated with the FAA Criteria for vegetative obstruction removal. We've worked together for
more than several years on various projects around the airport and the question of where to
mitigate for clearing has come up multiple times. In fact, we still have a project where mitigation
is outstanding, due to the lack of area onsite to replant. [MAA is aware of an outstanding
Maryland Air National Guard project.]
At the September 11, 2014 agency consultation meeting, it was presented that over 50 acres of
forest is proposed to be removed from the Critical Area. Much of this area proposed to be
cleared is nontidal wetlands and a portion is located in the 100-foot or expanded Buffer. For
Critical Area purposes, 1:1 mitigation is required for the forest removal outside of the 100-foot or
expanded Buffer and 2:1 mitigation is required for clearing within the Buffer. This requirement
would be separate from MDE's mitigation requirements (for the forested nontidal wetlands),
although in some instances, their mitigation may be counted towards our requirements.
There has been discussion of potentially utilizing local mitigation banks to meet a portion of the
mitigation requirements for this very large clearing proposal; However, we have not received
any detailed information on these potential banks (how big they are, where they are, etc.). At
this point, it is unclear if the mitigation banks are available or can accommodate the airport's
needs in association with this proposal. As you know, MAA has the option of purchasing their
own land to create a mitigation bank.
The fifty acres of forest proposed to be removed in the Critical Area is a significant impact.
While replanting for this loss is the only option for mitigation, it will take 50-100 years for new
plantings to provide the same water quality and habitat benefits as the current forest stand
proposed to be removed.
Please provide further information on how the Critical Area mitigation is proposed to be
addressed once it becomes available.”)
Concerns raised during the meeting included the lack of flexibility in the mitigation for this
project (none available). Also, the loss of trees reduces the amount of stormwater absorbed by
vegetation and thus more “ponding”. This ponding is hazardous because it is a significant
wildlife attractant. The USACE would also like to see a cost comparison of all of the
alternatives. The costs should include the long-term maintenance of the areas. If the USACE
regulates the method of initial vegetation removal, they would also want a maintenance plan for
all of the types of wetlands that will be impacted.
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NOAA requested a graphic that will show the number of piles for the piers and the diameter of
the piers. ADCI said that they will send a graphic, and also noted that there is a recent push for
iron to be used as the material because it lasts longer than wood, is easier to construct, and
takes less time. This information should also be included in the Joint Permit Application.
MDE asked whether the MAA would consider selling the wood and placing the profits in an
escrow account for future maintenance of the impacted areas. The MAA responded that they
would consider harvesting the trees and would hope to be able to set up an escrow account for
vegetation maintenance.
The meeting closed with a request for agency responses and a request that they each review
the meeting notes and provide feedback or comments.

Action Items:
•

HNTB to further investigate Forest Conservation Easement; inquire with Baltimore
County. (After the meeting, MDE provided additional guidance on how to find
information regarding the Forest Conservation Easement.)

•

HNTB will send the FAA significance thresholds to the agencies, along with the meeting
notes. (Significance Thresholds are attached.)

•

Agencies will provide information regarding whether the impacts would be expected to
exceed the thresholds of significance.

•

ADCI will send a graphic that shows the number of piles/piers and the diameters to
NOAA.

•

EA Team to provide cost estimates for various methodologies.

Attachments:
Meeting Attendance Sheet
Pdf of Presentation
Thresholds of Significance

This is our understanding of items discussed and decisions reached.
Submitted by, Barbara A. Bottiger, CEP, Senior Environmental Planner
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Appendix L

Agency Scoping Meeting #3 Minutes
Martin State Airport Environmental Assessment for
Updated Phase I Improvements
Tuesday, February 21, 2017
10:00 AM – 12:00 PM

Participants:
Tod Ericson, MDNR Forest Service
Marian Honeczy, MDNR Forest Service
KC Kerr, USDA-Wildlife Services
Nick Suzda, USDA-Wildlife Services
Claudia Jones, Critical Area Commission
David Walbeck, MDE Nontidal Wetlands
Jeff Thompson, MDE Nontidal Wetlands
Cheryl Kerr, MDE Nontidal Wetlands
Abbie Hopkins, USACE Regulatory Branch
(see attached sign-in sheet for contact
information)

Robin Bowie, MAA
John Hurt, MAA
Dan Hinder, Chesapeake Environmental
Lindsey Snyder, JMT
Leyla Lange, JMT
Cedrick Johnson, ADCI
Kim Hughes, HNTB
Ryan Lombardi, HNTB
Stacy Talmadge, HNTB

Introductions/Follow-up from Re-Start Meeting

The meeting objectives include the following:
•
•
•

Follow-up from the re-start meeting on 1/24/2017, including addressing any
outstanding comments, and providing information on action items from the meeting.
Review of impacts and mitigation opportunities for forest resources, wetlands,
WOUS, and critical area.
Considerations to define the Preferred Alternative for obstruction removal.

Robin Bowie, MAA, welcomed participants, provided a brief introduction, and then all
participants in attendance introduced themselves. Kim Hughes, HNTB, started the meeting
with a follow-up from the re-start meeting held on January 24th and asked if there were any
outstanding comments from the meeting, to which there were none.
Action items from the re-start meeting were discussed. Marian Honeczy, Maryland
Department of Natural Resources Forest Service (MDNR-FS), noted that there are no state
forest conservation easements located within the proposed obstruction removal area located
northwest of the end of Runway 15. The forest conservation easement that exists in that area
is a Baltimore County easement. Robin concurred that the easement is a Baltimore County
easement held by the Maryland Department of Environment (MDE) and the US Army Corps
of Engineers (USACE).
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Kim Hughes, HNTB, displayed 2015 submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) data for Frog
Mortar Creek adjacent to the Airport with more detailed figures showing SAV in relation to the
proposed localizer and Strawberry Point Pier projects. The proposed localizer would be
located within existing SAV and it was noted that the SAV has expanded in this area in the
last five years. The proposed Strawberry Point Pier improvements are not located within
SAV. There are SAV areas west of the existing pier, however the proposed modifications
extend the pier eastward and therefore it would not impact SAV. Abbie Hopkins, USACE,
noted that USACE will need the SAV information moving forward. Leyla Lange, JMT,
indicated that the shoreline where the pier is located is more impacted by development while
the shoreline west and southwest of the pier is more natural.
Stacy Talmadge, HNTB, presented on mitigation completed at other Maryland airports. In
speaking with other industry professionals regarding mitigation requirements and tree
removal in easement areas, the requirements would be dependent on the coordination with
the county (Baltimore County) and the Critical Area Commission (CAC) for mitigation
expectations for impacts within the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area (CBCA). For mitigation
and coordination of tree removal within a Forest Conservation Easement, requirements would
be dependent on the owner of the easement (Baltimore County in this case).
Review of Impacts and Mitigation Opportunities
Leyla provided background on past sessions held to discuss obstruction removal at MTN.
The tree removal initially identified within the CBCA (approximately 50 acres) to address Part
77 penetrations were considered significant by the CAC (noted in Meeting Minutes from
September 11, 2014 Agency Coordination Meeting #2) and would therefore likely trigger the
need for an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). As a result of the CAC comments, a
working session with the United States Department of Agriculture Wildlife Services (USDAWS), MAA, and MAA’s consultants was held on April 27, 2015. Leyla explained that during
this session USDA-WS’s recommendations to be included in the Wildlife Hazard
Management Plan (WHMP) were identified and discussed to identify CAC concerns and how
to address them in an acceptable regulatory framework (minutes from the session were
provided). It was noted that the WHMP was submitted to the Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) for review and concurrence, and recent comments received were minor. The recent
comments have been addressed and the WHMP resubmitted to FAA. Since the comments
were minor in nature the recommendations in the WHMP will be incorporated into the current
EA.
Leyla presented a figure illustrating the current Proposed Action showing vegetation removal
areas. She then presented a maximum allowable height figure which shows how tall trees
can be while still not penetrating Part 77 surfaces. While the removal of all trees within the
Part 77 areas are being evaluated, it was discussed that an option for mitigating the Part 77
requirement may be through requesting an airspace finding from FAA that may lead to the
preparation of an obstruction lighting and marking plan. The trees closest to the Taxiways F
& T and outside the critical area are proposed for removal. If FAA has an airspace finding
that approves of an obstruction lighting and marking disposition, the remaining block of forests
within the Critical Area along Taxiway F will then be fenced to minimize the potential wildlife
hazard in that area. Leyla noted that the trees within the critical area associated with the
proposed Automated Weather Observation System (AWOS) east of the Runway and Taxiway
T must be cleared for the AWOS to function properly in accordance with FAA design criteria.
It was also noted that wetlands would be filled in in areas of tree removal on either side of the
runway and/or taxiways to avoid creating open water wildlife attractants near the runway
especially as a result of removing the tree cover per USDA’s recommendations. A new
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wetland delineation was conducted by HNTB’s subconsultant, Chesapeake Environmental
Management (CEM), and the accompanying wetland delineation report is currently being
reviewed and will be submitted to the MDE and USACE. The wetland delineation resulted in
some areas previously identified as wetlands no longer being classified as such as well as
conversion of some wetland areas to Waters of the US. Jeff Thompson, MDE, requested that
the Hydric Soil Indicator F-20, Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils, be considered during the report
review and subsequent field verification. John Hurt, MAA, indicated MAA will be reaching out
soon to request a field review. Cheryl Kerr, MDE, requested that sufficient lead time be
provided to schedule any meetings or field reviews and the more notice the agencies are
given the better.
Cedrick Johnson, ADCI, discussed development of an obstruction lighting and marking plan
as one of the alternatives to tree removal for addressing obstructions at MTN. FAA has
agreed to consider lighting and marking plans to address obstructions, and HNTB and ADCI
are currently analyzing the heights of the existing obstructions, applying growth rates, and
determining the approach to lighting and/or marking obstructions, as appropriate. Cedrick
explained obstruction lighting and marking and the process for and likelihood of receiving
FAA approval. Penetrations to the Part 77 surfaces are grouped by height, and a light would
be placed on the tallest tree within a cluster for pilots to see the obstructions. Each grouping
of trees, and proposed lighting is submitted to FAA for approval. FAA approves each lighting
proposal on a case-by-case basis. FAA is much more likely to approve lighting for off-airport
obstructions, as opposed to on-airport obstructions. Kim asked what the general timeframe
is to allow for FAA approval of a lighting and marking plan. Cedrick indicated that FAA review
could take 90-120 days. Cedrick advised that constant communication with FAA, limiting the
number of requests, and providing thorough reasoning behind the need for the lighting and
marking versus removal can help streamline and expedite the approval process. Cedrick
also noted that FAA would not agree to light obstructions on MAA owned property unless it
can be shown there is a significant environmental impact for removal. The information that
must be provided to the FAA as part of the lighting and marking plan review process includes:
the airspace surface the obstruction penetrates; who owns the property; and the need for the
lighting or marking instead of removal.
Cedrick explained the types of imaginary surfaces around a runway, including Terminal
Instrument Procedures (TERPS) versus Part 77 primary, transitional, and approach surfaces.
FAA allows lighting of obstructions in the transitional surfaces (off the sides of a runway
outside of the primary sruface) but not within the approach surfaces (off the ends of a runway).
Ideally at MTN, the FAA would allow the trees along the approach/transitional surfaces along
the MAA property line on the Runway 15 approach to be lighted and the obstructions in the
transitional surface would not need to be removed.
Cheryl mentioned having visited the forested area proposed for removal on the east side of
the Airport and noted that the forest is not a high-quality forest and was relatively young.
Cheryl also asked about the presence of bald eagle nests to the east of the Runway on MAA
property. Robin noted that the eagles relocated to the west side of the Runway outside of
the vegetation removal area and therefore is not a concern for obstruction removal. KC Kerr,
USDA-WS, noted that MAA has permission to harass the eagles for wildlife hazard mitigation
purposes and that the tree where the bald eagle nest was previously (east of the Runway)
has since fallen.
Cheryl also questioned if MAA has looked at ‘stepping’ the tree heights. Robin indicated that
Essex Skypark is having trouble obtaining permits from Baltimore County while Easton Airport
paid a fee in lieu for their forest mitigation to which Marian noted MDNR received numerous
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public complaints. Cheryl suggested contacting Tipton Airport to inquire about their efforts in
obstruction removal and mitigation.
Kim noted that the CBCA has been updated and expands further onto the Airport then it had
previously. Leyla mentioned that in the past when a project impacted both critical and noncritical area, the CAC took jurisdiction for impacts/mitigation if greater than 50 percent was in
the CBCA.
Leyla discussed the need to balance the needs of the FAA and all resource agencies in
defining the preferred alternative: FAA requires penetrations to Part 77 surfaces be
addressed, both USDA and USACE have problems with clearing trees and leaving standing
water – the preferred alternative must balance all needs. Leyla suggested managing cleared
areas to a lower height. USDA would agree to a conversion to scrub shrub, as long as some
sort of cover to wetlands and/or open water is provided. Leyla noted that with the understory
in the forested areas, it should be possible to manage to a lower height. Robin noted that the
Forest Stand Delineation (FSD) will be reviewed to determine the health of the forests to be
removed.
Jeff Thompson, MDE, mentioned a Baltimore Gas and Electric (BGE) project near the Fish
and Wildlife Service Patuxent Research Refuge where they successfully cleared trees and
promoted low growing species requiring minimal mitigation. Over time the required
maintenance has diminished. Marian suggested Leyla contact Bill Reiss (BGE) about this
project, as he is retiring by the end of the year.
David Walbeck, MDE, noted that mitigation for conversion from forest to scrub shrub would
be a 1:1 ratio, but if trees are over 20 feet tall and 3-inch diameter at breast height (DBH)
then they are no longer considered scrub shrub. Abbie requested to make sure cover remains
over wetlands off-airport property. It was also noted that there are vernal pools located in the
forested area off the end of Runway 15 that need to be discussed and considered.
Marian noted that since stumps would be left during tree clearing, no erosion-sediment control
plan approval would be required.
A copy of the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the FAA, U.S. Air Force, U.S.
Army, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and USDA to
address Aircraft-Wildlife Strikes (dated 2002 and 2003) was provided as a handout. It was
noted that the MOA will be referred to in the EA.
Robin noted that the perimeter fence at MTN will be replaced with an 11-foot tall fence as
recommended in the WHMP and could result in temporary impacts to wetlands along the
current fence alignment. It was asked if area would have to be cleared on either side of the
fence. Robin responded that there would be no additional clearing around the perimeter fence
(as the required 10-foot clearance is already in place). Also, no clear zone would be required
around the proposed fence to be placed around the forested area to remain west of the
runway / Taxiway F (in the CBCA) as this area occurs entirely within the secured area.
Leyla asked meeting attendees for further input and concerns. USDA indicated that they have
no concerns at this time and feel the team is addressing their previous concerns. CAC is
waiting to see how the lighting of the obstructions within the critical area will help reduce the
amount of tree removal. MDE likes the managed height approach to obstruction removal and
commended the team on exploring this option as a means of minimizing impacts to sensitive
environmental resources.
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Kim updated the agencies on the EA development and overall schedule. It was noted that
HNTB is currently reevaluating obstructions for additional growth and then ADCI will be able
to begin the lighting/marking plan.
Leyla noted that she spoke with Ecotone and they seemed willing to help with a site search
for mitigation. [After formal meeting discussions, David Walbeck identified three mitigation
sites that are currently proceeding through the agency review process: Peige, Tharpe and
Hydes all of which may have some capacity or perhaps could be modified to provide needed
wetland and or stream credits.]
Leyla asked CAC if fee in lieu would be an option for mitigation. CAC responded that it would
be up to the County but that planting is preferred as mitigation.
Proposed Agency Coordination Meeting #4 Date
The next agency meeting will be in two months (April timeframe). MAA would like to have the
meeting at MTN and combine it with a site visit after the working session for those parties
interested. Preliminary impact calculations will be developed and provided prior to the next
meeting.
Action Items
•

Coordinate with Baltimore County regarding the forest conservation easement
located off the end of Runway 15. [Following the meeting, Regina Esslinger
[Baltimore County Department of Environmental Protection & Sustainability] provided
the attached figure showing the Leland Avenue Forest Conservation Easement
(FCE) showing the FCE in green and the Forest Buffer Easements in blue. HNTB is
preparing a figure showing the easement and buffer along with the proposed action.]

•

Provide SAV information to USACE (requested by Abbie).

•

Quantify impacts for resources agencies prior to the next meeting.

•

Leyla to contact Bill Reiss (BGE) about the FWS Patuxent Research Refuge project
to discuss application of managed low growth species.

•

Leyla to look for F20 (soil type) during wetland delineation review (request from Jeff
Thompson).

•

MDE (Cheryl Kerr) to provide AI Number.

•

Include Robert Rushlow (MDE – Tidal Wetlands) on future agency coordination
meeting invites.

•

MAA to submit meeting minutes to agencies within one week (Feb 28th). Request
that agencies respond with any changes or clarifications within one week of receipt.

•

MAA to set next meeting and provide calendar hold date for agencies as soon as
possible.
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Agency Consultation Meeting #4
Environmental Assessment (EA) for
Updated Phase I Improvements
at Martin State Airport
April 18, 2017

MEETING AGENDA
•
•
•
•
•
•

Introductions
Project Updates
Review of Current Natural Resources Impacts
Questions and Answers
Additional Coordination Items
Field Visit to Forested and Wetland Areas

PROJECT UPDATES
•
•
•
•

FAA Environmental Specialist
Obstruction Removal Lighting and Marking Plan
Managed Low Growth Mitigation
Baltimore County Conservation Easement

BALTIMORE COUNTY CONSERVATION EASEMENT

PRELIMINARY IMPACT CALCULATIONS
Resource

Impact Potential*
On-Airport

Comment

Off-Airport

How should ‘shade’ impacts be calculated?
No impacts anticipated with pier improvements.
Impacts anticipated for localizer construction include a 10’
buffer around piles.

13,600 sq. ft.

---

•
•
•

Wetlands

20.4 acres

2.6 acres

•
•

Potential impact reductions not included at this time.
Impact calculations using the current wetland delineations.

Vernal Pools

1.4 acres

---

•

Potential impact reductions not included at this time.

Forests

95.9 acres

20.4 acres

•

Potential impact reductions not included at this time.

FIDS

27.7 acres

13.9 acres

•

Potential impact reductions not included at this time.

---

2.7 acres

•

Potential impact reductions not included at this time.

Submerged Aquatic Vegetation

Forest Conservation Easement

*Impact potential calculated for proposed improvements, including obstruction removal. Final limits of disturbance not yet delineated.

SUBMERGED AQUATIC VEGETATION
Strawb e rr y Point Pie r

Prop ose d Localize r

WETLANDS

VERNAL POOLS

FORESTS

FIDS

CONCLUSION
• Questions and Answers
• Proposed Agency Coordination #5 Meeting Date

Agency Coordination Meeting #4 Minutes
Martin State Airport Environmental Assessment for
Updated Phase I Improvements
Tuesday, April 18, 2017
10:00 AM – 1:45 PM
Participants:
Robin Bowie, MAA
John Hurt, MAA*
Al Pollard, MAA Martin State Airport
Tom Priscilla, FAA WAS-ADO*
Abbie Hopkins, USACE Regulatory Branch
Kristy Beard, NOAA Fisheries
KC Kerr, USDA Wildlife Services*
Nick Suzda, USDA Wildlife Services*
Julie Roberts, Critical Area Commission*
David Walbeck, MDE*
*attended field meeting (or part of field meeting)

Cheryl Kerr, MDE Nontidal Wetlands*
Regina Esslinger, Baltimore County
Leyla Lange, JMT*
Lindsey Snyder, JMT*
Keith Fritz, ADCI*
Alan Peljovich, ADCI
Kim Hughes, HNTB*
Ryan Lombardi, HNTB*
Stacy Talmadge, HNTB*
(see attached sign-in sheet)

Background

The Martin State Airport (MTN) Environmental Assessment (EA) for Updated Phase I
Improvements was re-started with an Agency Scoping Meeting held on January 24, 2017.
Initiated in 2013, the EA had “slowed” since early 2015 to conduct further planning and
agency coordination necessary for vegetative obstruction removal and continued
consideration of specific components for the proposed action. Since the January 24, 2017
Agency Scoping Meeting, airport planning efforts have been undertaken to attempt to reduce
the amount of vegetation removal for obstructions through a lighting and marking plan,
additional agency coordination has occurred, and additional fieldwork efforts have been
undertaken to update previously identified wetland boundaries.
The meeting objectives include the following:
•

Provide project updates and status;

•

Discuss and gather input from agencies regarding any potential concerns, options
for mitigation, etc.

•

Review current natural resources impact regulations and status; and

•

Conduct on-site field visit of wetland and forest areas.

Robin Bowie, MAA, welcomed participants, provided a brief introduction, and then all
participants in attendance introduced themselves. HNTB presented a brief PowerPoint
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presentation with project updates, natural resource information, and associated preliminary
impact calculations.
PowerPoint Presentation (see attached)
Kim Hughes, HNTB, indicated that the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Environmental
Specialist (ES) position is currently vacant at the Washington Airports District Office. The
FAA ES is the key team member that conducts the environmental review of the EA for FAA.
At the time of the meeting, the FAA had not identified an interim approach for environmental
reviews. (Following the meeting, the FAA indicated that Susan Stafford [FAA ES in the
Beckley, WV field office] will conduct certain FAA-ES reviews while MAA will be contacted
separately the week of April 24th to discuss the approach for MAA’s environmental
documents.)
Leyla Lange, JMT, discussed the potential for managed low growth as mitigation for
obstruction vegetation removal and questioned if the change to low growth would trigger a
conversion impact. Also, Leyla mentioned the discrepancy between the Maryland
Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) Forest Services’ diameter at breast height (DBH)
requirement of two inches compared to the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) DBH of
three inches for definition of a tree. The regulatory agencies will need to agree on a DBH that
is acceptable and then the impact analysis can proceed in the areas where managed growth
will be considered. Further, Leyla inquired about Baltimore County’s willingness to accept
fee-in-lieu payment for mitigation wherein Regina Esslinger, Baltimore County, stated that todate the County is not accepting fee-in-lieu mitigation for State projects (ex., the Maryland
Department of Transportation’s State Highway Administration has made a request for such
that was denied).
Keith Fritz, ADCI, discussed the obstruction lighting and marking plan (vegetative
obstructions) that ADCI is currently working on for MTN. ADCI has the current vegetative
obstruction data and plans to meet with MAA next week. Following review and revisions to
the plan, MAA will submit the plan to FAA for review in two to three weeks. Alan Peljovich,
ADCI, discussed man-made obstructions including the Amtrak catenary lines. The MAA has
enlisted the assistance of the Maryland Transit Administration (MTA) legal department for
review of the reimbursable agreement between MAA and Amtrak. It will likely take four to
eight weeks to finalize the agreement and begin the formal design. The preliminary design
of changes to the Amtrak lines is important to the EA process in that the extent of construction
(limits of disturbance) must be known to adequately address any potential impacts in the EA.
Kim advised the group that the extent of the necessary changes to the Amtrak line is now
more extensive than was originally considered as was discussed at the previous meeting.
Stacy Talmadge, HNTB, discussed the existing Baltimore County Forest Conservation
Easement (FCE) located to the north of the MTN airfield off of the Runway 15 end across
Eastern Boulevard. Regina indicated that the use of managed low growth would be
acceptable within the easement and this approach was proposed for use by Essex Sky Park.
Regina suggested contacting Pat Farr, who serves as the coordinator for Baltimore County,
for further managed low growth forest support.
The preliminary impact calculations were presented for Submerged Aquatic Vegetation
(SAV), wetlands, vernal pools, forests, Forest Interior Dwelling Species (FIDS), and FCE.
Stacy noted that SAV impacts may need to be determined in terms of both direct impact (from
piers) and shade impacts. Kim noted that the wetlands and streams have been recently re2

delineated by Chesapeake Environmental Management (CEM) and checked by MAA
personnel, but have not yet been reviewed by the MDE or USACE. Leyla noted that the
managed low growth approach would likely minimize any FIDS habitat impacts. David
Walbeck, MDE, noted that the labeling of the vernal pools and FIDs is not clear on the
graphics. HNTB will clarify these areas for the next presentation and will increase the
transparency of the impacted resources to enable the aerial photograph beneath these areas
to show through.
Questions and Answers
Julie Roberts, Critical Area Commission (CAC), reiterated that the Chesapeake Bay Critical
Area (CBCA) line has recently changed and also inquired about a comment from the minutes
of the January 24, 2017 meeting where is was stated that the CAC would take jurisdiction for
the impacts / mitigation if greater than 50 percent of the project is within the CBCA. Julie
indicated she is not certain the CAC would handle the review in this manner. Regina
Esslinger stated that this is a carry-over from when Mary Owens (CAC) and Marian Honeczy
(MDNR Forest Service) were performing reviews. Robin stated that because greater than 50
percent of the on-airport impacts will likely be within the CBCA, it is assumed that CAC will
take the lead for the review of on-airport impacts/mitigation for those areas in the CBCA as it
has been done in the past.
Discussion was held on the need for a formal jurisdictional determination (JD) for wetlands
and streams with USACE and MDE. Leyla advised that previously all permitting was
completed under a preliminary JD and expected that this permitting process would be the
same for this project. Further discussion indicated that a preliminary JD would be acceptable
and that the field review of the delineation could be completed at the same time as the preapplication meeting.
The group was advised that the MAA hopes to expedite the EA and that the Preliminary Draft
EA is expected to be delivered to FAA in August 2017. However, there is much to do prior to
that date and agency coordination will be key. The timing of the next agency meeting was
discussed. Kim noted that the next meeting will be contingent upon completion of the marking
and lighting plan. Robin stated that the FAA review of the marking and lighting plan could
take 90 to 120 days and the MAA cannot proceed in issuing the Draft EA without FAA review
and concurrence. Because of the timing of the review and the need to issue the Draft EA to
the public as soon as possible the results of the marking and lighting plan will likely not be
available for regulatory agency review until the Draft EA is issued for public review.
Kim indicated that if FAA does not allow the marking and lighting of a portion of the vegetative
obstructions proposed for removal within the CBCA due to safety concerns, this impact would
likely be considered significant and would therefore trigger the need for an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) as indicated in previous meetings with the agencies. Abbie Hopkins,
USACE, indicated she was unsure whether the vegetation removal will require Corps
authorization – it depends on how the vegetation removal is performed. The USACE does not
regulate the felling of trees provided there is no discharge of fill material/earth-moving activities in
waters of the U.S. (WOUS). These activities can include dragging and pulling out root systems
and any sort of grading. Corps authorization is required for the temporary placement of mats
and any other temporary construction activities such as road access in WOUS that would be used
in performing the vegetation removal. Cheryl Kerr, MDE, questioned if a professional tree
company has been contacted (none have been contacted). Cheryl advised that she had a
tree removed using a large crane and there was no ground disturbance. Robin noted that
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using a crane of any significant height would affect aircraft operations near the Airport but
that removal techniques with limited potential for impact would be considered.
KC Kerr, USDA - Wildlife Services (WS), indicated there is a lot of open water in the off-airport
wetland areas east of the proposed vegetation removal area (off the Runway 15 end). He
noted that USDA-WS would have a wildlife attractant concern since removing the adjacent
tree canopy would make open water more visible to waterfowl. Leyla indicated that based on
information from the most recent Forest Stand Delineation, Forest Stand 14 (FS14), where
vegetation removal is proposed off the Runway 15 end, does not have good regeneration
potential; however, Forest Stand 15 (FS15) does. This will be further evaluated by the group
during the field portion of the meeting.
Kim indicated that as the EA is developed formal agency input defining the agencies threshold
of significance for their resource of concern is valuable to the EA process. The FAA has
regulations that define threshold of significance for environmental categories but local
resource agencies have a role to play as well and written comment is the best way to convey
that type of input. It was also noted that the EA will include two alternatives aside from the
No Action Alternative: the ALP Alternative which includes clearing all proposed obstructions,
and the Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative, which would include impact minimization (marking
and lighting plan, managed tree heights, etc.).
Julie stated that once minimization has been demonstrated, identifying mitigation for CBCA
impacts will be needed and could take years. She mentioned the impact on the CBCA for the
Lockheed Martin treatment facility and how long it is taking to identify mitigation for only three
acres.
Kristy Beard, NOAA, asked for copies of the localizer design plans. Kristy also advised the
EA team to monitor SAV encroachment near Strawberry Point Pier since even though there
are no SAV currently within the proposed project area, the SAV may encroach upon the area
as the SAV presence has expanded over the last few years. Leyla asked if field delineation
of the SAV beds and identification of SAV species would be required and Kristy indicated that
she does not anticipate either activities being necessary. It was discussed that shading
impacts for the localizer should not be a significant concern due to the limited expanse of the
equipment. The group discussed potential access needs for maintenance purposes but it
was recognized that USDA would need to access the localizer to deter wildlife from using the
equipment. KC indicated bird deterrents on the localizer pilings should be included in the
design considerations. Alan indicated that there is the potential for bird deterrents to
introduce interference to the localizer and this would need to be considered as design
progresses. MTN currently has permits to remove newly established bird nests providing they
do not contain eggs; active nests containing eggs cannot be disturbed without additional
coordination and agency approval. Leyla noted that creosote timbers should not be used for
the construction of the localizer pier or the expansion of the boat pier due to environmental
concerns.
Tom Priscilla, FAA, joined the meeting once the questions and answers had been discussed.
The meeting attendees noted in the attendance list with an asterisk (*) then proceeded into
the field to review some wetland and vernal pool areas, and to view some of the areas
proposed for vegetation removal (obstructions).
Field Visit
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The group began the field review at the forested wetland block adjacent to the maintenance
complex between Strawberry Point Road and Taxiway Kilo where removal of tree
obstructions to Part 77 surfaces is proposed. The proposed ALP Alternative for obstruction
removal in the area would entail clearing the entirety of the trees and filling the wetland areas
to ensure there would be no areas of standing open water that would attract potentially
hazardous wildlife.
Julie explained that the amount of clearing proposed in the CBCA associated with the
proposed ALP Alternative would constitute a significant impact and questioned whether
mitigation for these impacts would be feasible. The mitigation for Critical Area impacts
associated with the Lockheed Martin groundwater treatment system is only three acres and
still has not been fulfilled after three years; therefore, it is unlikely that the impacts associated
with the proposed ALP Alternative would be able to successfully be mitigated below de
minimis thresholds, which would result in the need to prepare an EIS instead of an EA. Julie
also noted that buffers around perennial and intermittent streams should be considered in
order to accurately quantify impacts to the Critical Area Buffer and associated mitigation
requirements.
Tom Priscilla explained that FAA would give more consideration to marking and lighting
obstructions in the transitional surfaces than to approach/departure surfaces. The group
discussed the proposed Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative, which would involve removal of
forest outside the Critical Area and installation of an 11-foot high fence to manage potential
wildlife hazards such as deer and fox. This alternative minimizes the amount of impacts to
the Critical Area and reduces the acreage of non-tidal wetlands that would need to be filled.
Tom asked whether the impacts from the proposed wildlife exclusion fence were included in
the EA impacts and Kim Hughes confirmed that they will be for the Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative.
During this portion of the field review, it was noted that an air cannon used to deter birds is
located within the Object Free Area associated with Runway 15-33. MAA and ADCI will
review the siting of the air cannon and consider the need for a Modification of Standards
(MOS) similar to the process used at BWI Marshall to obtain approval for siting of air cannons
at MTN. John Hurt will follow-up on this.
The group reviewed the side of the forested block adjacent to Strawberry Point Road to
determine if the wetlands in that area were functioning as vernal pools. The group agreed
that these systems are not viable vernal pools and do not provide amphibious breeding
ground habitat due to the shallow depths of water. These wetlands would be filled under the
ALP Alternative but not the Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative.
The group visited the MAA-owned property across Eastern Boulevard adjacent to Amtrak
where tree removal is being proposed. The ALP Alternative would result in clearing the entire
forested area and either replanting with lower growing species to mask the existed forested
wetlands or filling them to eliminate standing open water. The Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative
is to manage the tree heights throughout the area. The group reviewed the maximum
allowable tree height mapping in several locations to determine if removal of woody species
would trigger a conversion of forested wetlands to scrub-shrub. Any such conversion would
require 1:1 mitigation.
USDA-WS indicated that forested wetlands between the access road and Amtrak would
require filling to minimize the attractiveness of the area to potentially hazardous wildlife.
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USDA-WS stressed that wetlands throughout the parcel need to remain masked. Removal of
tree obstructions would open the canopy, which may increase the attractiveness of the area
to waterfowl. Supplemental planting of shrubs and/or low growing tree species may be
necessary to mask the wetlands. MHT has cleared the area for cultural resources so no
additional investigations would be necessary. Species to be planted would need to conform
to MAA’s Landscaping criteria to not increase the attractiveness of the area to wildlife. MDE
may require an invasive species control plan to mitigate the potential for invasive species to
dominate the area once trees have been removed.
Action Items
•

ADCI to prepare marking and lighting plan for MAA (and subsequently FAA) review.

•

Detailed localizer design plans to be provided to Kristy Beard when available.

•

Set next agency meeting when impacts once the alternatives have been analyzed
for resource impacts (after update to wetland/stream delineation and marking and
lighting plan is completed).
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Appendix L

Agency Consultation Meeting
Environmental Assessment (EA) for
Updated Phase I Improvements
at Martin State Airport
September 11, 2018

MEETING AGENDA
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Introductions
Project History and Update
Review of 2018 Proposed Action
Marking and Lighting (M&L) Plan Overview
Current Proposed Obstruction Removal
Questions and Answers
Additional Coordination Items
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PROJECT HISTORY AND UPDATE
Date

Milestone
Initiated MTN Phase I Improvements EA

•

Aviation forecast approved

October 2013

•

Agency and Public Scoping Meetings

July 2014 / September 2014

•

Agency Consultation Meetings #1 & 2

Spring 2014 ‐ Fall 2015

•

USDA Wildlife Services (WS) Coordination for Wildlife Hazard Assessment. Approval: 2/25/2016

October 2015

•

Forest Stand Delineation approved

July 2015 – October 2016

•

Draft EA development slowed to consider updates to ALP, CAC/forest concerns and WHM

Ongoing

•

Coordination with MANG

Submitted September 2016

•

Wildlife Hazard Management Plan (WHMP) pending approval from FAA

September 2016

•

Notice to Proceed to recommence EA process

January/February/April 2017

•

Agency Scoping (Re‐Start) Meeting and Agency Consultation Meetings #3 & 4

June 2017

•

Nontidal Wetlands Delineation Report completed (updates 2012 delineation)

September 2017

•

Submit Draft EA to FAA

June 2017‐ February 2018

•

Conduct Obstruction Marking & Lighting Plan (M & L Plan)

June 2018

•

M & L Plan Approved by FAA

July 2018

•

FAA requested the Draft EA be updated to incorporate M & L Plan into the Alternatives Chapter

October 2018

•

Anticipated Revised Draft EA to FAA

2018

2017

2016

August 2013

2014

•

2015

2013

Summer 2013

Project
Updates

PROPOSED ACTION – 2018 UPDATE (VS. 2013)
• Obstruction Removal Modifications
• Reconstruct Taxiway T (lower) and portion of MANG apron

• Taxiway Modifications
• New Taxiway C Segment
• Remove Taxiway F
• Move Taxiway H

•
•
•
•
•

All GA T‐Hangars will remain
Snow Removal Equipment Building
Strawberry Point Pier Modifications
Acquire three parcels southwest and west of MTN
ATCT replacement moved to civilian side of airfield*
*Update to Proposed Action since April 2017 Agency Meeting.
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2018 PROPOSED ACTION

Obstruction Removal Impacts

• On‐Airport: 90.8 acres

• Off‐Airport: 19.7 acres

‒ FIDS: 27.7 acres

‒ FIDS: 12.8 acres
‒ FCE: 2.0 acres

M&L PLAN OVERVIEW
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M&L PLAN OVERVIEW
Goal:
Minimize vegetative
obstruction removal
within the CBCA
through the
installation of
obstruction lights.

On‐Airport: Remove all Part 77 obstructions except when
located within the CBCA (mitigate with lights).
Off‐Airport: All Part 77 obstructions remain (mitigate with
lights).
Remove all on‐ and off‐airport obstructions within TSS,
OCS and NAVAID critical areas.
AMTRAK: Lower catenary poles to clear the TSS 20:1
surface, apply marker balls to identify obstructions to
Part 77 34:1 approach surface to Runway 15.

M&L PLAN OVERVIEW – RUNWAY 15 AND SIDELINE
• Insert figure and total removal
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M&L PLAN OVERVIEW – RUNWAY 33
• Insert figure and total removal

VEGETATIVE OBSTRUCTIONS – MILITARY SIDE (MDANG SIDE)
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VEGETATIVE OBSTRUCTIONS – CIVILIAN SIDE

OBSTRUCTION REMOVAL – RUNWAY 15 END
• Within ESAs: Fell trees and
wetlands not filled in.
• Outside ESAs: Remove trees.
• USDA‐WS ‐ Potential wildlife
attractant?

6

OBSTRUCTION REMOVAL – TRANSITIONAL SURFACES
• Remove vegetation within AWOS
critical area (MDANG Side).
• Remove vegetation outside
CBCA.
• Vegetation inside CBCA to
remain and be lighted.

OBSTRUCTION REMOVAL – RUNWAY 33 END
• Remove on‐airport Part 77
obstructions (along Frog
Mortar Creek).
• Remove isolated off‐airport
TSS and Departure OCS
obstructions.
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OBSTRUCTION REMOVAL COMPARISON
Impact Potential (Acres) – including vegetation removal within ESAs
Without M&L Plan
Resource

Wetlands

On‐Airport
(Isolated)

With M&L Plan

On‐Airport
On‐Airport
On‐Airport
(Non‐
Off‐Airport
(Non‐
Off‐Airport
(Isolated)
Isolated)
Isolated)

9.5

9.9

Streams

2.5

2.0

9.3

0.31

2.5

0.02

Vernal Pools

1.4

‐‐‐

1.0

‐‐‐

Forests

90.8

19.7

49.0

19.7

27.7

12.8

27.7

12.8

‐‐‐

2.0

‐‐‐

2.0

FIDS
Forest Conservation
Easement

Note: If vegetation removal includes only the felling of trees, the impacts would be characterized as wetland conversions.

37% reduction in wetland impacts
38% reduction in forest impacts

DISCUSSION
Next Steps
October 2018

Deliver Draft EA to FAA for Review

November 2018

FAA Review

December 2018

Revise per FAA Comments

January 2019

FAA Redline Review

January 2019

Issue Draft EA for Public Review

 Initial Thoughts
from Agencies.
 Additional
Coordination
Items.
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Agency Coordination Meeting #5 Minutes
Martin State Airport Environmental Assessment for
Updated Phase I Improvements
Tuesday, September 11, 2018
10:00 AM – 12:00 PM
Participants:
Robin Bowie, MAA
John Hurt, MAA
Kevin Clarke, MAA
Shawn Ames, MAA
Tom Priscilla, FAA WAS-ADO
Mindy Lee, FAA
Abbie Hopkins, USACE Regulatory Branch
KC Kerr, USDA Wildlife Services
David Walbeck, MDE
Phatta Thapa, MDE

Cheryl Kerr, MDE Nontidal Wetlands
Regina Esslinger, Baltimore County
Lindsey Snyder, JMT
Kim Hughes, HNTB
Ryan Lombardi, HNTB
Caroline Pinegar, HNTB
Raj Kondapalli, ADCI
Shawn Ames, ADCI
(see attached sign-in sheet)

Background

As part of the Martin State Airport (MTN) Environmental Assessment (EA) for Updated Phase
I Improvements, a Marking & Lighting Plan (M&L) Plan was conducted to help reduce natural
resource impacts. The FAA approved the M&L Plan in June 2018. The Draft EA is being
updated to incorporate the plan and the MDOT MAA requested a meeting with interested
agencies to present the M&L Plan and gather agency input on reduced impacts, and
acceptable methods of tree removal where it is still required. The M&L Plan includes the
installation of lights to mark obstructions, thus reducing required tree removal in
environmentally sensitive areas (ESAs). The agencies were provided with an electronic copy
of the M&L Plan.
John Hurt, MAA, welcomed participants, provided a brief introduction, and then all participants
in attendance introduced themselves.
PowerPoint Presentation (see attached)
HNTB presented a PowerPoint with MTN EA project history, project updates, reviewed the
Proposed Action, and provided an overview of the M&L Plan. Kim Hughes, HNTB, provided
a reminder that the EA was initiated in 2013, and there have multiple agency meetings to
discuss natural resource impacts throughout the EA development. The EA development
slowed for a time while the MDOT MAA updated the Airport Layout Plan (ALP) and conducted
various studies and analyses to reduce and/or mitigate natural resource impacts. The EA
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development resumed in the Fall of 2016, with additional agency coordination in early 2017.
The M&L Plan was conducted and subsequently approved by the FAA in June 2018.
Currently, the Draft EA is being updated to include the M&L Plan findings.
The only project update to the Proposed Action since the previous agency meeting in 2017
is the change in placement of the Airport Traffic Control Tower (ATCT) from the Maryland Air
National Guard (MANG) side of the airfield to the Civilian side of the airfield. When discussing
the Proposed Action, Kim pointed out that the growth factor applied to the vegetation (trees)
from the 2012 survey to determine which trees would be obstructions in the future (2026) was
28 feet. NOTE: Kim incorrectly identified the tree growth to be 14 feet. The growth projected
was 2 feet per year for 14 years and the overall growth is 28 feet added to the 2012 surveyed
elevations. Prior to removing those obstructions in the future, another survey will be
completed to ensure that the trees are actually obstructions before they are removed.
Ryan Lombardi, HNTB, presented the details of the M&L Plan, and presented the vegetative
obstructions, as well as the proposed obstruction removal in specific areas of MTN (e.g.,
Runway 15 end, Transitional Surfaces, and Runway 33 end). A comparison table illustrated
the potential acres of impacts to natural resources (wetlands, streams, vernal pools, and
forests) with and without the M&L Plan. Kim, HNTB, ended the presentation with a proposed
timeline of next steps and opened up the meeting for agency questions and discussion.
Agency Discussion
Runway 15 End
When reviewing the obstruction removal near the Runway 15 end, opinions from the agencies
were requested about felling the trees and leaving them in place. Cheryl Kerr, MDE,
responded that that method would leave a lot of timber and so many piles across the forest,
which would change the character of the forest and the species within it. She also asked if a
rough calculation of the canopy cover that would be removed had been done. Kim, HNTB,
responded that an analysis of that should be possible given that a Forest Stand Delineation
(FSD) has been completed. John Hurt, MDOT MAA, noted that one option would be to chip
up the tops, and leave the bottoms in place. He noted that the MDOT MAA shares MDE’s
concern about changing the character of the forest by leaving the trees once they are felled,
but that they also have to consider the impacts that would be caused by using construction
vehicles and equipment to remove the trees. Abbie Hopkins, USACE, stated that chipping
trees into jurisdictional waters is considered a regulated fill by USACE
Regina Esslinger, Baltimore County, asked what the dominant species of tree/vegetation in
this area is. The dominant species in this area is red maple (identified after the meeting by
reviewing the Forest Stand Delineation Report dated June 2015). Cheryl, MDE, stated that
the volume of chipped wood that would be produced would significantly change the pH levels
of the vernal pools, especially if they are oak trees. Cheryl asked when the obstruction
removal would occur; this would be an important factor in potentially minimizing impacts to
wildlife. Cheryl and Regina suggested that winter would be the best time of year to remove
trees when there are no leaves and the ground is frozen (less impact to the ground).
KC Kerr, USDA-WS asked if there is currently any plan to mask the wetlands, or if the wetland
areas will remain open. Previously, there had been discussion of potentially finding natural
vegetative cover solutions to mask the open water so that it would be less of an attractant to
wildlife. Since that time, KC has researched these methods and found that there is no natural
vegetation that could cover the water and exclude wildlife from it without creating more
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significant threats or impacts. He also noted that there seemed to be more water than he
originally thought. From a safety perspective, USDA has a lot of concern about leaving the
wetlands uncovered (open). He noted that MTN has a lot of resident birds that will be
attracted to this area and that the location, in his judgement, could not be worse for aircraft
from a safety perspective. Lindsey Snyder, JMT, asked what types of natural vegetation were
researched to help provide cover. KC responded that no specific type of vegetation was
researched, but research of studies for potential natural vegetation solutions was conducted.
KC, USDA, asked what the proposed obstruction lights themselves would consist of. Shawn
Ames, MDOT MAA, responded that it would be one single light, without a platform. KC noted
that this would not be a concern then for osprey, but that raptors would still nest on the light.
This will need to be considered in the design of the lights. He also stated that if the trees are
felled, small mammal populations will also rise and attract more raptors to this area due to
increased visibility within previously forested areas.
KC also said that in order to make a difference, all wetlands off the Runway 15 end would
need to be filled in; not just the area nearest to the AMTRAK line. Another possibility would
be to grid it, but that is not a perfect solution because it does not keep all sizes of animals
away and would be very expensive. He also does not think it is typically done (if ever) to grid
an area this large.
Transitional Surfaces
The obstruction removal for transitional surfaces would include removing vegetation
completely and filling in the wetlands. Kim, HNTB, also noted that there had been discussion
of fencing in the wood block on the civilian side of the airfield to keep wildlife away. KC,
USDA, responded that the whole wood block (all sides) would need to be fenced and pointed
out that the current 6-foot fences at MTN are not that effective in keeping deer or foxes in or
out. David Walbeck, MDE, suggested raising the fence height, to which MDOT MAA
responded that this is one of the projects proposed/identified in the WHMP.
Runway 33 End
On the Runway 33 end (on-airport property), the obstructions have been actively managed
by the Airport, primarily through cutting and leaving stumps.
KC, USDA, noted that MDOT MAA will need to coordinate the construction of the proposed
piers as well, since birds (gulls, osprey, ducks) will perch there.
Regina, Baltimore County, asked if MDOT MAA has had discussions with the residents that
have isolated obstructions that will need to be removed. Kim, HNTB, responded that the
MDOT MAA tried twice to request access to properties’ however access was denied by
everyone. Regina recommended conducting outreach with the Bowleys Quarters community
association as well as a smaller community adjacent to Bowleys Quarters to update them on
the project. Regina also noted that the community typically places signs/billboards outside
Benji’s to get news out to the community. Robin Bowie, MDOT MAA, noted that there would
be a public workshop when the Draft EA is published. Robin also noted that Al Pollard (MTN
Director) is active in the community and can assist in reaching out to the community.
Regina noted that a lot had been done to mitigate impacts in the Chesapeake Bay Critical
Area, however it would be helpful to see a table with the critical area impacts that remain.
(HNTB updated the impact table to include Critical Area impacts – see table at end of minutes)
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David, MDE, said he would like to see a map that shows a stepped approach to the vegetation
removal. Although the M&L Plan has a depiction of the elevation, he would rather see an
overlay of the height zones across the area to be removed. Cheryl added that a graphic that
shows the natural resources (i.e., vernal pools and wetlands) underneath the proposed
removal area along with the maximum height of controlled growth vegetation would be
beneficial. HNTB agreed to create this graphic.
KC commented that MTN has lots of problems with wildlife considering its location (woods
and water-bodies adjacent to it), and the USDA’s preferred options would be to either (1)
leave the vegetation as is (since it is currently masks water and functions decently), or (2) to
completely remove the water (e.g., fill it in). To grid it seems like less of an option because
of the size it would need to be. David, MDE, asked if there was any way to shift operations
away from that end as an option. MDOT MAA responded that that was not a possibility as
aircraft operate according to wind patterns and must use both runway ends considering that
MTN has only one runway.
Cheryl, MDE, stated that it is time to start talking about specific amounts of what/how much
will need to be drained and filled. The worst-case scenario (filling everything in) should be
evaluated and it should be determined whether or not these impacts are permittable, and/or
if mitigation could be accomplished. Cheryl suggested using the watershed resource registry
to assist with wetland and wetlands mitigation mapping/analysis.
Abbie, USACE, noted that a lot has been done thus far to mitigate impacts and reminded the
group that maintenance of the areas was also a consideration. Less maintenance is
obviously desirable. Kim, HNTB, agreed and responded that the FAA and MAA would both
desire the obstructions be removed permanently. Mindy Lee, FAA, stated that the FAA will
only fund to remove the trees one time, and that removal would be the preferred option from
a safety standpoint. She also noted that it was important to coordinate with agencies, on
these impacts, and to come to a resolution together.
Robin, MAA, closed out the meeting by thanking the agencies for their attendance and stating
that the MDOT MAA needs to look further into several scenarios, particularly for options on
the Runway 15 end. The group concurred that the proposed obstruction removal presented
in the M&L Plan along the transitional surfaces and the Runway 33 end are appropriate.
Meeting minutes would be sent out, with potential dates for the next agency meeting.
Action Items
•

HNTB to estimate tree canopy that will be removed based on review of the Forest
Stand Delineation.

•

Develop multiple scenarios for the Runway 15 obstruction removal (e.g., filling all
wetlands, selective tree clearing, etc.) and provide specific impacts associated with
each scenario.

•

Create graphic showing the ESAs off the Runway 15 end and the “maximum height
of controlled growth species” zones as shown on Exhibit 12 of the M&L Plan (see
attached figure).

•

Provide an updated impact table to include Critical Area impacts and wetland buffers
(See table on following page).

•

Research available mitigation banks.
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•

MDOT MAA (John Hurt) to investigate depressed area (possible wetlands) at
Runway 15 end across the AMTRAK tracks.

•

Set next agency meeting, options:
o Monday, 11/5 (10 AM)
o Wednesday, 11/7 (10 AM)
o Tuesday, 11/13 (10 AM)
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MTN Proposed Vegetation Removal - Impact Potential (Acres)
(DRAFT - Impact totals will be confirmed for detailed alternatives analysis at the next agency meeting)
Without M&L Plan
Resource

With M&L Plan*

On-Airport

On-Airport
OffAirport

MDE
Regulated
(Isolated)

USACE/MDE
Regulated

OffAirport

MDE
Regulated
(Isolated)

USACE/MDE
Regulated

Wetlands

2.89

16.56

2.52

2.07

9.59

2.52

Wetland Buffers

3.39

7.73

---

2.57

3.61

---

Streams

0.31

---

0.02

---

Vernal Pools

1.4

---

1.0

---

Critical Area

46.5

17 trees

4.7

17 trees

Forests

90.8

19.7

49.0

19.7

FIDS

27.7

12.8

27.7

12.8

---

2.0

---

2.0

Forest Conservation Easement

38% reduction in wetland impacts
90% reduction in Critical Area impacts
37% reduction in forest impacts
*The impacts shown “With M&L Plan” assumes all vegetation would be removed and wetland areas filled in.
If alternative vegetation removal methods are used (i.e. felling trees, controlled low-growth species), total impacts would be further reduced.
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Agency Consultation Meeting #6
Environmental Assessment (EA) for
Updated Phase I Improvements
at Martin State Airport
November 13, 2018

MEETING AGENDA
• Introductions
• Review of 2018 Proposed Action
• Runway 15 End Impacts
–
–
–
–
–

Tree Canopy
Maximum Height of Controlled Growth Species
FIDS and FCE
Investigate Possible Wetland Area off RW 15 End
Impact Scenarios

• Chesapeake Bay Critical Area
• Discussion
• Schedule

1

2018 PROPOSED ACTION

Obstruction Removal Impacts

• On‐Airport: 90.8 acres

• Off‐Airport: 19.7 acres

‒ FIDS: 27.7 acres

‒ FIDS: 12.8 acres
‒ FCE: 2.0 acres

TREE CANOPY IMPACTS
• FS‐14:
– Sweetgum, red maple, willow oak
– Fair condition
– 54% canopy cover

• FS‐15:
– Pin oak, willow oak, northern red oak
– Good condition
– 55% canopy cover
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MAXIMUM HEIGHT OF CONTROLLED GROWTH SPECIES

FIDS & BALTIMORE COUNTY CONSERVATION EASEMENT
Tree Removal
Resource
Forests
FIDS
Forest Conservation
Easement

On‐Airport

Off‐Airport

38.4
27.7

19.7
12.8

‐‐‐

2.0

3

INVESTIGATE POSSIBLE WETLAND AREA
• Depressed area off Runway 15 End
was investigated on 11/7
• Field visit determined that it is not
a wetland area

RUNWAY 15 END – REMOVE ALL TREES AND FILL WETLANDS
Clear Cut and Fill in Wetlands
Resource
Wetlands
Wetland Buffers
Vernal Pools
Forests
FIDS
Forest Conservation
Easement

On‐Airport On‐Airport
Off‐Airport
(Isolated) (Non‐Isolated)
1.0
1.3

8.1
2.6
0.8
38.4
27.7

2.5
0.5
‐‐‐
19.7
12.8

‐‐‐

2.0
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RUNWAY 15 END – SELECTIVE TREE CLEARING OFF‐AIRPORT
• Off‐Airport: Selective tree clearing,
reduction of:
– 19.7 acres of tree clearing (12.8 acres
FIDS, 2.0 FCE)
– 2.5 acres of wetland impacts

• On‐Airport: Clear all trees and fill
wetlands

RUNWAY 15 END – SELECTIVE TREE CLEARING ON/OFF‐AIRPORT
• Within ESAs: Fell selective trees
and wetlands not filled in.
• Outside ESAs: Remove selective
trees.
• USDA‐WS ‐ Potential wildlife
attractant?
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CHESAPEAKE BAY CRITICAL AREA IMPACTS
• Tree Clearing in CBCA:
–
–
–
–

3.6 acres (AWOS Critical Area)
1.1 acres (Part 77 – RW 33 end)
8 trees (Part 77 – IDA)
17 trees (Part 77 – LDA)

OBSTRUCTION REMOVAL COMPARISON
Impact Potential (Acres) – removing trees and filling in wetlands
Without M&L Plan
With M&L Plan
On‐Airport
On‐Airport
On‐Airport
On‐Airport
(Non‐
Off‐Airport
(Non‐
Off‐Airport
(Isolated)
(Isolated)
Isolated)
Isolated)
2.9
16.6
2.5
2.1
9.6
2.5

Resource
Wetlands
Wetland Buffers

3.4

7.7

Streams

0.5

2.6

3.6

0.31

0.5

0.02

Vernal Pools

1.4

‐‐‐

1.0

‐‐‐

Critical Area

46.5 (+8 trees)

17 trees

4.7 (+8 trees)

17 trees

90.8

19.7

49.0

19.7

27.7

12.8

27.7

12.8

‐‐‐

2.0

‐‐‐

2.0

Forests
FIDS
Forest Conservation
Easement

Note: If vegetation removal includes only the felling of trees, the impacts would be characterized as wetland conversions.

38% reduction in wetland impacts
39% reduction in forest impacts
90% reduction in CBCA impacts (from tree removal)
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DISCUSSION
• Proposed Action with M&L Plan
– Have your agency’s resources been evaluated to your needs?
– Can your agency “permit” this level of impact?
• With the reduction in impacts to the CBCA, will this project have to go before the full Commission for a vote?

– What commitment to mitigation would you expect in the Draft EA?
– What is the next step to achieve concurrence?

• Mitigation Banks for Wetland and Forest Impacts
– MAA meeting on permitting/mitigation banks later in November

SCHEDULE
Next Steps
January 2019

Deliver Draft EA to FAA for Review

February 2019

FAA Review

March 2019

Revise per FAA Comments

March 2019

FAA Redline Review

April 2019

Issue Draft EA for Public Review

 Thoughts from
Agencies.
 Additional
Coordination
Items.
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Agency Coordination Meeting #6 Minutes
Martin State Airport Environmental Assessment for
Updated Phase I Improvements
Tuesday, November 13, 2018
1:00 – 3:00 PM
Participants:
Robin Bowie, MAA
John Hurt, MAA
Kevin Clarke, MAA
Shawn Ames, MAA
Abbie Hopkins, USACE Regulatory Branch
KC Kerr, USDA Wildlife Services
David Walbeck, MDE
Tay Harris, CAC
Cheryl Kerr, MDE Nontidal Wetlands

Christine Varney, ADCI
Alan Peljovich, ADCI
Leyla Lange, JMT
Lindsey Snyder, JMT
Kim Hughes, HNTB
Ryan Lombardi, HNTB
Caroline Pinegar, HNTB
Dan Hinder, MAA/CEM

Handouts
- Hardcopy of PowerPoint presentation slides
- 2015 Forest Stand Delineation (FSD) field sheets for FS-14 and FS-15
- FSD map of FS-14 and FS-15 (area off Runway 15 end)
- 2017 Wetland Delineation Map #1-4 (area off Runway 15 end)
Background

Agency Coordination Meeting #6 was held with necessary agencies to follow up on items
discussed at the last coordination meeting (Agency Meeting #5) and to discuss whether or
not the impacts to resources as currently proposed as part of the Martin State Airport (MTN)
Environmental Assessment (EA) for Updated Phase I Improvements Proposed Action can be
permitted by each of the agencies. The MAA Project Team also sought input on several
impact scenarios to consider related to the potential methodology to conduct the necessary
vegetation removal.
The Draft EA was initiated in 2013, and there have been multiple agency meetings to discuss
natural resource impacts throughout the EA development. At the last coordination meeting
on September 11, 2018 (Agency Meeting #5), the MAA Project Team presented updates to
the Proposed Action as a result of the Marking & Lighting Plan (M&L) Plan, which was
conducted to help reduce natural resource impacts. FAA approved the M&L Plan in June
2018. The Draft EA is being updated to incorporate the M&L Plan. The M&L Plan includes
the installation of lights to mark obstructions, thus reducing required tree removal in
environmentally sensitive areas (ESAs).
John Hurt, MAA, welcomed participants, provided a brief introduction, and then all participants
in attendance introduced themselves.

PowerPoint Presentation (see attached)
Kim Hughes, HNTB, reminded attendees that meeting minutes were sent out to the agencies
for comment following Agency Meeting #5 (9/11/18). No comments have been received on
the meeting minutes to date beyond those provided by Julie Roberts requesting details on
CBCA impacts. The meeting minutes will be re-circulated with the Meeting #6 minutes to
allow agencies one more review, and if no comments on the Meeting #5 minutes are received
after 10 work days the meeting minutes will be considered final. The meeting minutes are
important to record the coordination that has occurred as part of the Draft EA development,
and will be included in an appendix to the Draft EA.
Kim, HNTB, noted that the PowerPoint slides focus on items that were requested at Agency
Meeting #5, much of which relates to impacts off the Runway 15 end.
Ryan Lombardi, HNTB, explained that the Proposed Action remains the same as presented
at Agency Meeting #5, however the note related to “growth from the 2012 aerial survey” on
the Proposed Action slide (Slide 3) has been corrected to 28 feet of growth (the previous PPT
stated 14 feet).
At Agency Meeting #5, questions about the tree canopy cover and the dominant species in
the tree areas that would be impacted were raised. With Slide 4, Ryan, HNTB, explained that
there are two forest stands (14 and 15) at the Runway 15 end, with 54% and 55% canopy
cover, respectively. The prominent species and condition of the forest stands were also
reported, along with the locations of wetlands, vernal pools, and specimen trees. Kim, HNTB,
asked Cheryl Kerr, MDE, if there is any additional information needed about the tree canopy
impacts. Cheryl said she would need to review more before she could respond. Kim, HNTB,
advised that the details on the Forest Stands are part of the handouts for the meeting.
With Slide 5, Ryan, HNTB, identified the maximum height that any new (replacement)
vegetation/ species would be allowed to grow to in order to avoid penetrating FAA Part 77
surfaces. The maximum height of controlled growth species would be 10-20’ closest to the
Amtrak tracks (orange), followed by 20-30’ (yellow), and 30-40’ (green) furthest away from
the Amtrak tracks.
With Slide 6, Ryan, HNTB, identified tree removal impacts within the Forest Interior Dwelling
Species (FIDS) areas (27.7 ac. on-airport; 12.8 ac. off-airport), and within the Baltimore
County Forest Conservation Easement (FCE) (2 ac. off-airport).
At Agency Meeting #5, a question was asked about an area off the Runway 15 end that
looked on the aerial like it could be a wetland. With Slide 7, Ryan, HNTB, stated that field
investigation was conducted by MAA on 11/7/18 and determined that the area is not a
wetland.
Ryan, HNTB, then presented several slides with potential scenarios for the tree removal.
Slide 8 presents the scenario and total impacts if all on- and off-airport trees would be
removed and the wetlands completely filled in. At Agency Meeting #5, USDA expressed
concerns from a safety perspective about leaving the wetlands uncovered (open). KC Kerr,
USDA, noted at the last meeting that MTN has a lot of resident birds that will be attracted to
this area and that the location, in his judgement, could not be worse for aircraft from a safety
perspective if the wetland areas were opened up due to tree removal.
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Slide 9 presents the scenario and impacts if selective tree removal was conducted for the offairport 2026 tree obstructions. This scenario would still remove all on-airport trees and fill in
all wetlands.
Slide 10 presents the scenario and impacts if selective removal was conducted for both onand off-airport 2026 tree obstructions. Ryan, HNTB, noted that while the obstruction points
represent 2026 obstructions (based on 28’ of projected growth from 2012 survey heights), all
tree points surveyed in 2012 off the Runway 15 end were already penetrations to the airspace
surfaces. It was also noted that the tree obstructions “dot” the entire area both on and offairport and are closely spaced, and therefore selective tree clearing would not be limited to a
small area. This scenario would fell the selective trees within wetland areas and would
completely remove selective trees outside wetland areas. KC, USDA, commented that this
would still be an issue from a safety perspective due to the open water attracting wildlife and
waterfowl. Alan Peljovich, ADCI and Shawn Ames, MAA noted that when selective tree
clearing has been conducted in the past at BWI Marshall, the coordinate of the tree
obstruction to be removed has to be estimated, and typically the trees within a 25’ radius are
cut to ensure the appropriate tree has been removed. (This is not the case when the tree to
be removed is in a wetland, where individual trees are cut with hand tools). With the amount
and spacing of the 2026 tree obstructions to be removed, and assuming clearing a 25’ radius
around obstruction points, much of the area would still be cleared in this scenario. Cheryl,
MDE noted that this scenario seems as impactful as clear cutting due to the extensive impacts
throughout the forest stands, particularly if the wetlands are not filled.
Slide 11 presents the tree removal and project LOD impacts to the Chesapeake Bay Critical
Area (CBCA). The impacts have been greatly reduced as a result of the M&L Plan.
Slide 12 presents a comparison summary of previously estimated impacts to resources
without the M&L Plan versus the currently estimated impacts with the M&L Plan, including
the reduction percentages. Kim then initiated discussion with the agency representatives and
asked if the agencies had been provided with enough information at this point to know
whether or not the impacts could be permitted.
Abbie Hopkins, USACE, responded that she believes the action would be permitted assuming
mitigation requirements can be met, particularly given that this project is needed due to safety.
She noted that the methodology to access the area and the method of removal will also play
a factor in issuing a permit since that may also be considered an impact. She stated that the
selective tree removal with a 25’ buffer is a lot. The application will have to include how
mitigation will be met. Leyla Lange advised that the EA will be part of the permit application
package. Abbie, USACE, also clarified that public notice will be required as part of the permit,
and that the public interest can affect whether or not a permit is issued. Robin Bowie, MAA,
agreed, and noted that it is the same case with the issuance of the Draft EA.
Cheryl, MDE, raised the question about how mitigation requirements would be met. Leyla
Lange, JMT responded that the MAA is still looking into options. Leyla noted that with the
total impact to wetlands around 11 acres, and a 2:1 mitigation ratio for forested wetlands, 22+
acres of mitigation may be needed just for the area off the Runway 15 end. An MAA in-house
meeting is being held later this month to discuss mitigation banks and possible areas for
creation of wetlands. Leyla explained that creating wetlands is an extensive undertaking
including design, implementation and long-term monitoring. Leyla also questioned whether
permitting could be phased as mitigation banks or opportunities for creation arise. For
3

example, start with permitting the impacts adjacent to the airfield and then permit the impacts
off the Runway 15 end.
Robin stressed that the driving factor in moving forward with the Draft EA is assuring the FAA
that the impacts can be permitted. Leyla followed up by saying if it does not appear the
impacts can be mitigated, that FAA could elevate this to an EIS.
David Walbeck, MDE, clarified that mitigation requirements for tree removal in a vernal pool
are 2:1, not 3:1 as Leyla had quoted.
Cheryl, MDE, stated that in order to provide a permit, the MAA will have to demonstrate that
they can find a place to mitigate. She said that the MAA would need to come up with a
reasonable proposal. Once MDE receives a full application package, a public notice will be
issued and a one-year clock begins. There is very little ability to put the application on hold.
A decision must be made within one year from the public notice, otherwise the application will
be denied. A complete permit application must include mitigation.
Tay Harris, CAC, is new to this project (Julie Roberts has left) but will be handing this project
over to someone else at CAC. In her opinion, the project impacts can be mitigated. She
estimates that the FIDS impact will be the biggest concern and recommends meeting with
the Science Advisor at CAC to discuss impacts and mitigation requirements in the FIDS area.
She stated that mitigation in the CAC buffer is usually 3:1, however, because it is safety
related obstruction removal, it might be less. Kim, HNTB, asked if the CAC application would
need to be approved by the full Commission. Tay responded that, yes, with buffer impacts,
it always has to go to the full Commission for approval. She does not foresee an issue with
that process, however, and noted that there is some flexibility on timing. The CAC staff has
the ability to issue a conditional approval, with a list of conditions prior to the Commission’s
approval. A public notice also has to be filed and a sign placed at the project site.
MAA agreed that a separate meeting with the CAC is needed. John, MAA, will reach out to
coordinate a meeting, possibly in early December.
Kim, HNTB, asked the group how specific the commitments to mitigation in the Draft EA need
to be. Tay, CAC, commented that she could send some language. Kim noted we would
include language about working with all of the applicable agencies to permit and mitigate
impacts. Robin agreed and said that including reference to the multiple agency meetings held
would be beneficial. Leyla noted that typically we spell out the required mitigation ratios (2:1,
1:1, etc.) within the EA document.
Abbie, USACE, asked what the preferred alternative would be. Kim, HNTB, said she could
not speak for MAA, but believed it would probably be clear cutting and filling in wetlands. The
Draft EA does not have to identify a preferred alternative, however. Robin, MAA, advised
that the preferred alternative has yet to be decided and would require internal discussions
and consideration of viable methods for removing the trees and potentially filling extensive
areas due to the topography of the wetlands.
Kim, HNTB, asked if any pre-application meetings were needed. The group responded that
these meetings are similar to pre-application meetings, so a separate meeting would not be
needed. In closing, Kim, HNTB stated that this would be the last agency coordination meeting
and that, given the discussion and responses at this meeting, the MAA would move forward
with the development of the Draft EA. The MAA estimates that a Draft EA will be provided to
the FAA for review in January 2019. Depending on the FAA’s review period, the MAA hopes
4

to publish the Draft EA for public (and agency) review in Spring of 2019. Robin noted that
there would also be a public workshop following publication of the Draft EA.

Ryan, HNTB, pointed out that wetlands shown on the Forest Stand Delineation (FSD) sheet
(handout) are from an older delineation. The FSD was completed in 2015 and the current
wetland delineation was completed in 2017. Cheryl, MDE, asked that the specific
FSD/wetland survey dates be noted in the application package.
Action Items
•

MDOT MAA (John Hurt) to set up a meeting with the Critical Area Commission for
early December.

•

Tay Harris, CAC, to send text narrative language to HNTB to use in discussing
Critical Area impact mitigation in the Draft EA.

•

Distribute meeting minutes and electronic copy of all handouts provided at meeting.
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Agency Consultation Meeting #6
Environmental Assessment (EA) for
Updated Phase I Improvements
at Martin State Airport
November 13, 2018

MEETING AGENDA
• Introductions
• Review of 2018 Proposed Action
• Runway 15 End Impacts
–
–
–
–
–

Tree Canopy
Maximum Height of Controlled Growth Species
FIDS and FCE
Investigate Possible Wetland Area off RW 15 End
Impact Scenarios

• Chesapeake Bay Critical Area
• Discussion
• Schedule

1

2018 PROPOSED ACTION

Obstruction Removal Impacts

• On‐Airport: 90.8 acres

• Off‐Airport: 19.7 acres

‒ FIDS: 27.7 acres

‒ FIDS: 12.8 acres
‒ FCE: 2.0 acres

TREE CANOPY IMPACTS
• FS‐14:
– Sweetgum, red maple, willow oak
– Fair condition
– 54% canopy cover

• FS‐15:
– Pin oak, willow oak, northern red oak
– Good condition
– 55% canopy cover
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MAXIMUM HEIGHT OF CONTROLLED GROWTH SPECIES

FIDS & BALTIMORE COUNTY CONSERVATION EASEMENT
Tree Removal
Resource
Forests
FIDS
Forest Conservation
Easement

On‐Airport

Off‐Airport

38.4
27.7

19.7
12.8

‐‐‐

2.0

3

INVESTIGATE POSSIBLE WETLAND AREA
• Depressed area off Runway 15 End
was investigated on 11/7
• Field visit determined that it is not
a wetland area

RUNWAY 15 END – REMOVE ALL TREES AND FILL WETLANDS
Clear Cut and Fill in Wetlands
Resource
Wetlands
Wetland Buffers
Vernal Pools
Forests
FIDS
Forest Conservation
Easement

On‐Airport On‐Airport
Off‐Airport
(Isolated) (Non‐Isolated)
1.0
1.3

8.1
2.6
0.8
38.4
27.7

2.5
0.5
‐‐‐
19.7
12.8

‐‐‐

2.0
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RUNWAY 15 END – SELECTIVE TREE CLEARING OFF‐AIRPORT
• Off‐Airport: Selective tree clearing,
reduction of:
– 19.7 acres of tree clearing (12.8 acres
FIDS, 2.0 FCE)
– 2.5 acres of wetland impacts

• On‐Airport: Clear all trees and fill
wetlands

RUNWAY 15 END – SELECTIVE TREE CLEARING ON/OFF‐AIRPORT
• Within ESAs: Fell selective trees
and wetlands not filled in.
• Outside ESAs: Remove selective
trees.
• USDA‐WS ‐ Potential wildlife
attractant?

5

CHESAPEAKE BAY CRITICAL AREA IMPACTS
• Tree Clearing in CBCA:
–
–
–
–

3.6 acres (AWOS Critical Area)
1.1 acres (Part 77 – RW 33 end)
8 trees (Part 77 – IDA)
17 trees (Part 77 – LDA)

OBSTRUCTION REMOVAL COMPARISON
Impact Potential (Acres) – removing trees and filling in wetlands
Without M&L Plan
With M&L Plan
On‐Airport
On‐Airport
On‐Airport
On‐Airport
(Non‐
Off‐Airport
(Non‐
Off‐Airport
(Isolated)
(Isolated)
Isolated)
Isolated)
2.9
16.6
2.5
2.1
9.6
2.5

Resource
Wetlands
Wetland Buffers

3.4

7.7

Streams

0.5

2.6

3.6

0.31

0.5

0.02

Vernal Pools

1.4

‐‐‐

1.0

‐‐‐

Critical Area

46.5 (+8 trees)

17 trees

4.7 (+8 trees)

17 trees

90.8

19.7

49.0

19.7

27.7

12.8

27.7

12.8

‐‐‐

2.0

‐‐‐

2.0

Forests
FIDS
Forest Conservation
Easement

Note: If vegetation removal includes only the felling of trees, the impacts would be characterized as wetland conversions.

38% reduction in wetland impacts
39% reduction in forest impacts
90% reduction in CBCA impacts (from tree removal)
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DISCUSSION
• Proposed Action with M&L Plan
– Have your agency’s resources been evaluated to your needs?
– Can your agency “permit” this level of impact?
• With the reduction in impacts to the CBCA, will this project have to go before the full Commission for a vote?

– What commitment to mitigation would you expect in the Draft EA?
– What is the next step to achieve concurrence?

• Mitigation Banks for Wetland and Forest Impacts
– MAA meeting on permitting/mitigation banks later in November

SCHEDULE
Next Steps
January 2019

Deliver Draft EA to FAA for Review

February 2019

FAA Review

March 2019

Revise per FAA Comments

March 2019

FAA Redline Review

April 2019

Issue Draft EA for Public Review

 Thoughts from
Agencies.
 Additional
Coordination
Items.

7

Property:
Martin State Airport
Prepared By:
Plot Size:
Stand #:
1/10 acre Date:
FS‐14
Plot #:
1
Basal Area in
sf/acre: 140
Size class of trees > 20' height within sample plot
# of Trees
2‐5.9" dbh

Tree Species
Crown Position

Acer rubrum
Liquidambar
styraciflua
Quercus
phellos
Nyssa
sylvatica

Total # of Trees
per Size Class
# and Size of
Standing Dead
Trees

Dom

2

CoD

# of Trees
6‐11.9" dbh

Other Dom

1

12

2

1

2

7

1

1

3

Other Dom

# of Trees
20‐29.9" dbh

CoD Other Dom

# of Trees
> 30" dbh

CoD Other Dom

25

Vaccinium corymbosum
Ilex opaca
Acer rubrum
List of Herbaceous Species 0'‐3'

Total

CoD Other

2

20
12
7

5

6

6

List of Common Understory Species 3'‐20':

Acer rubrum

CoD

# of Trees
12‐19.9" dbh

NML, SLS, VLB, ZDB
1/7/2015

20
6

0

0

0

45

6
% invasive Cover per Plot Successional
% of Canopy Cover
Stage:
C
N
E
S
W Total Plot (All layers):
35 50 40 50 65 48
0
Early‐Mid
% Understory Cover 3'‐20'
C
N
E
S
W Total
15 25
0
15 10 13
% of Herbaceous Cover 0'‐3'
C
N
E
S
W Total
2
2
3
0
1
1.6

Comments: FS‐14 is located north of Eastern Boulevard and east of Bourque Road, extending west of Bourque Road once the stand passes FS‐15. It is
a large lowland stand with relatively healthy trees, despite signs of human disturbance. Very few specimen trees noted. Good diversity observed, but
herbaceous and shrub layers are sparse. A paved trail runs through the stand parallel to Eastern Boulevard (path is labeled as Leland Avenue on map).
The narrow forested area to the southeast of Leland Avenue connects to the main stand near the western portion of the study area. This narrow strip is
highly disturbed ‐ heavy vine cover and presence of invasive species observed. Another trail cuts through the stand, extending from the end of Bourque
Road. Specimen trees located in stand: 33.1" loblolly pine (7), 33" red maple (8), and 30.4" willow oak (26).

Property:
Martin State Airport
Prepared By:
Plot Size:
Stand #:
1/10 acre Date:
FS‐14
Plot #:
2
Basal Area in
sf/acre: 100
Size class of trees > 20' height within sample plot
Tree Species
Crown Position

# of Trees
2‐5.9" dbh
Dom

CoD

Other Dom

Liquidambar
styraciflua
Acer rubrum
Quercus
phellos
Nyssa
sylvatica

Total # of Trees
per Size Class
# and Size of
Standing Dead
Trees

# of Trees
6‐11.9" dbh
CoD

2

3

1

1

3

2

2

3

# of Trees
12‐19.9" dbh

Other Dom

# of Trees
20‐29.9" dbh

CoD Other Dom

EAP, VLB
1/7/2015

# of Trees
> 30" dbh

CoD Other Dom

CoD Other

6
6

12

1

6

3

8

List of Common Understory Species 3'‐20':

Vaccinium corymbosum
Acer rubrum
Smilax rotundifolia
List of Herbaceous Species 0'‐3'

Total

3

12

7

0

0

27

0
% invasive Cover per Plot Successional
% of Canopy Cover
Stage:
C
N
E
S
W Total Plot (All layers):
70 65 65 60 60 64
0
Early‐Mid
% Understory Cover 3'‐20'
C
N
E
S
W Total
3
5
3
8
3
4.4
% of Herbaceous Cover 0'‐3'
C
N
E
S
W Total
0
0
0
0
0
0

Clethra alnifolia
Lonicera japonica
Liquidambar styraciflua
Acer rubrum
Quercus phellos
Comments: FS‐14 is located north of Eastern Boulevard and east of Bourque Road, extending west of Bourque Road once the stand passes FS‐15. It is a large

lowland stand with relatively healthy trees, despite signs of human disturbance. Very few specimen trees noted. Good diversity observed, but herbaceous and
shrub layers are sparse. A paved trail runs through the stand parallel to Eastern Boulevard (path is labeled as Leland Avenue on map). The narrow forested area to
the southeast of Leland Avenue connects to the main stand near the western portion of the study area. This narrow strip is highly disturbed ‐ heavy vine cover and
presence of invasive species observed. Another trail cuts through the stand, extending from the end of Bourque Road. Specimen trees located in stand: 33.1"
loblolly pine (7), 33" red maple (8), and 30.4" willow oak (26). Good regeneration was observed in Plot 2.

Martin State Airport
Prepared By:
Property:
FS‐14
Plot #:
3
Stand #:
1/10 acre Date:
Plot Size:
Basal Area in
sf/acre: 80
Size class of trees > 20' height within sample plot
Tree Species
Crown Position

# of Trees
2‐5.9" dbh
Dom

CoD

# of Trees
6‐11.9" dbh

Other

Dom

CoD

Liquidambar
styraciflua

1

11

5

Acer rubrum

3

2

2

Total # of Trees per
Size Class

4

# and Size of
Standing Dead Trees

4

List of Common Understory Species 3'‐20':
Lonicera tatarica
Lonicera japonica

List of Herbaceous Species 0'‐3'
Lonicera japonica
Dichanthelium
clandestinum

23

# of Trees
12‐19.9" dbh

Other Dom

# of Trees
20‐29.9" dbh

CoD Other Dom

VLB, EAP
1/7/2015

# of Trees
> 30" dbh

CoD Other Dom

Total

CoD Other

1

18

3

1

2

11

0

0

29
4

% invasive Cover per
% of Canopy Cover
Plot (All layers):
C
N
E
S
W Total
60 75 65 80 60 68
10
% Understory Cover 3'‐20'
C
N
E
S
W Total
0
0
15
0
10
5
% of Herbaceous Cover 0'‐3'
C
N
E
S
W Total
10
5
5
10 10
8

Plot Successional
Stage:

Early‐Mid

Comments: FS‐14 is located north of Eastern Boulevard and east of Bourque Road, extending west of Bourque Road once the stand passes FS‐15. It is a large
lowland stand with relatively healthy trees, despite signs of human disturbance. Very few specimen trees noted. Good diversity observed, but herbaceous and shrub
layers are sparse. A paved trail runs through the stand parallel to Eastern Boulevard (path is labeled as Leland Avenue on map). The narrow forested area to the
southeast of Leland Avenue connects to the main stand near the western portion of the study area. This narrow strip is highly disturbed ‐ heavy vine cover and
presence of invasive species observed. Another trail cuts through the stand, extending from the end of Bourque Road. Specimen trees located in stand: 33.1" loblolly
pine (7), 33" red maple (8), and 30.4" willow oak (26).Abundant grape vine. Some trees appear stressed with low branches dying. Some man‐made hills (fill) in plot.
Snow cover on day of visit, making herbaceous layer difficult to observe.

Martin State Airport
Prepared By:
Property:
FS‐14
Plot #:
4
Stand #:
1/10 acre Date:
Plot Size:
Basal Area in
sf/acre: 90
Size class of trees > 20' height within sample plot
Tree Species
Crown Position

# of Trees
2‐5.9" dbh
Dom

CoD

# of Trees
6‐11.9" dbh

Other

Acer rubrum

11

Liquidambar
styraciflua

1

Quercus
phellos

2

Dom

1

CoD

# of Trees
12‐19.9" dbh

Other Dom

1

1

1

1

# of Trees
20‐29.9" dbh

CoD Other Dom

VLB, EAP
1/7/2015

# of Trees
> 30" dbh

CoD Other Dom

Total

CoD Other

13
3

7
2

Quercus
palustris

1

1

Prunus
serotina

2

2

Sassafras
albidum

2

2

Total # of Trees per
Size Class

18

# and Size of
Standing Dead Trees

4

List of Common Understory Species 3'‐20':
Smilax rotundifolia
Vaccinium corymbosum
Quercus sp.

List of Herbaceous Species 0'‐3'
Polystichum sp.
Lonicera japonica
Smilax rotundifolia

5

4

0

0

2
% invasive Cover per
% of Canopy Cover
Plot (All layers):
C
N
E
S
W Total
60 70 40 35 60 53
5
% Understory Cover 3'‐20'
C
N
E
S
W Total
15 20 10
5
10 12
10
C
N
E
S
W Total
15 15 15 20 10 15

27
6
Plot Successional
Stage:

Early‐Mid

Comments: FS‐14 is located north of Eastern Boulevard and east of Bourque Road, extending west of Bourque Road once the stand passes FS‐15. It is a large
lowland stand with relatively healthy trees, despite signs of human disturbance. Very few specimen trees noted. Good diversity observed, but herbaceous and shrub
layers are sparse. A paved trail runs through the stand parallel to Eastern Boulevard (path is labeled as Leland Avenue on map). The narrow forested area to the
southeast of Leland Avenue connects to the main stand near the western portion of the study area. This narrow strip is highly disturbed ‐ heavy vine cover and
presence of invasive species observed. Another trail cuts through the stand, extending from the end of Bourque Road. Specimen trees located in stand: 33.1" loblolly
pine (7), 33" red maple (8), and 30.4" willow oak (26). Moderate downed woody debris and moderate vine cover (grape vine, poison ivy) observed in Plot 4. Fill
piles/mounds present. Snow cover during day of site visit made observing the herbaceous layer difficult.

Martin State Airport
Prepared By:
Property:
FS‐14
Plot #:
5
Stand #:
1/10 acre Date:
Plot Size:
Basal Area in
sf/acre: 110
Size class of trees > 20' height within sample plot
# of Trees
2‐5.9" dbh

Tree Species
Crown Position

Dom

CoD

# of Trees
6‐11.9" dbh

Other

Liquidambar
styraciflua

Dom

CoD

1

Quercus alba

# of Trees
12‐19.9" dbh

Other Dom

# of Trees
20‐29.9" dbh

CoD Other Dom

VLB, EAP
1/7/2015

# of Trees
> 30" dbh

CoD Other Dom

Total

CoD Other

1

4

4

1

1

2

10

Acer rubrum

3

2

2

7

Nyssa
sylvatica

1

2

2

5

Quercus sp.

Total # of Trees per
Size Class

4

10

# and Size of
Standing Dead Trees

List of Common Understory Species 3'‐20':
Vaccinium corymbosum
Liquidambar styraciflua
Smilax rotundifolia

List of Herbaceous Species 0'‐3'
Vaccinium corymbosum Dichanthelium clandestinum
Smilax rotundifolia
Lonicera japonica

10

0

0

2
% invasive Cover per
% of Canopy Cover
Plot (All layers):
C
N
E
S
W Total
25 75 60 10
5
35
2
% Understory Cover 3'‐20'
C
N
E
S
W Total
10 30 20 20 45 25
% of Herbaceous Cover 0'‐3'
C
N
E
S
W Total
5
20 15 35 30 21

24
2
Plot Successional
Stage:

Early‐Mid

Comments: FS‐14 is located north of Eastern Boulevard and east of Bourque Road, extending west of Bourque Road once the stand passes FS‐15. It is a large lowland
stand with relatively healthy trees, despite signs of human disturbance. Very few specimen trees noted. Good diversity observed, but herbaceous and shrub layers
are sparse. A paved trail runs through the stand parallel to Eastern Boulevard (path is labeled as Leland Avenue on map). The narrow forested area to the southeast
of Leland Avenue connects to the main stand near the western portion of the study area. This narrow strip is highly disturbed ‐ heavy vine cover and presence of
invasive species observed. Another trail cuts through the stand, extending from the end of Bourque Road. Specimen trees located in stand: 33.1" loblolly pine (7),
33" red maple (8), and 30.4" willow oak (26). Many dead, dying trees observed in Plot 5. Trees at south most half of plot have had crowns chopped. Dense shrub
layer. Poison ivy vine observed. Oak cannot be identified because it is mostly dead. Snow cover on day of site visit made observing the herbaceous layer difficult.

Property:
Martin State Airport
Prepared By:
Plot Size:
Stand #:
1/10 acre Date:
FS‐15
Plot #:
1
Basal Area in
sf/acre: 160
Size class of trees > 20' height within sample plot
# of Trees
2‐5.9" dbh

Tree Species
Crown Position

Dom

CoD

Other Dom

Quercus
palustris

1

Quercus alba
Quercus
phellos

5

2

Other Dom

# of Trees
20‐29.9" dbh

CoD Other Dom

# of Trees
> 30" dbh

CoD Other Dom

4

1

10

1

3
1
1

1

1

1
3

1

11
1

5

1

1

5

5

27

12
1
Cornus florida

List of Herbaceous Species 0'‐3'

Total

CoD Other

11

List of Common Understory Species 3'‐20':

Nyssa sylvatica
Clethra alnifolia
Sassafras albidum

3

# of Trees
12‐19.9" dbh

1

Acer rubrum
Sassafras
albidum

# and Size of
Standing Dead
Trees

CoD

2

Pinus taeda
Pinus
virginiana
Nyssa
sylvatica
Cornus
florida
Liquidambar
styraciflua

Total # of Trees
per Size Class

# of Trees
6‐11.9" dbh

NML, SLS, VLB, ZDB
1/7/2015

2

0

0

41

1
% invasive Cover per Plot Successional
% of Canopy Cover
Stage:
C
N
E
S
W Total Plot (All layers):
50 30 40 60 50 46
1
Mid
% Understory Cover 3'‐20'
C
N
E
S
W Total
10 10 12
5
7
8.8
% of Herbaceous Cover 0'‐3'
C
N
E
S
W Total
3
20
5
8
2
7.6

Vaccinium angustifolium
Lonicera japonica
Acer rubrum
Liquidambar styraciflua
Comments: FS‐15 is located north of Eastern Boulevard, west of FS‐14. It is a very diverse upland stand. Many oak species were

observed, and while the herbaceous and shrub layers are spare at times, there are also denser patches of understory cover. Overall
health is good, although disturbance was noted. Plot 1 was taken shortly after the stand transitions away from the lowland species
dominant in FS‐14; therefore, willow oak and pin oak are more common as opposed to Plot 2, where upland oaks are more prevelant. A
33.3" red maple (27) specimen tree is located in stand.

Property:
Martin State Airport
Prepared By:
Plot Size:
Stand #:
1/10 acre Date:
FS‐15
Plot #:
2
Basal Area in
sf/acre: 100
Size class of trees > 20' height within sample plot
Tree Species
Crown Position

# of Trees
2‐5.9" dbh
Dom

CoD

# of Trees
6‐11.9" dbh

Other Dom

Quercus
palustris

4

Quercus alba
Sassafras
albidum
Liquidambar
styraciflua
Quercus
falcata

1

CoD Other Dom

# of Trees
> 30" dbh

CoD Other Dom

4

1

2

3

Total

CoD Other

7

2

1
5

1

6

4

4

2

2
1

1

2

2

Acer rubrum

# and Size of
Standing Dead
Trees

Other Dom

# of Trees
20‐29.9" dbh

1

Pinus taeda
Nyssa
sylvatica

Total # of Trees
per Size Class

CoD

# of Trees
12‐19.9" dbh

NML, SLS, VLB, ZDB
1/7/2015

14

2

10

5

0

0

29

1
% invasive Cover per Plot Successional
% of Canopy Cover
Stage:
Liquidambar styraciflua Nyssa sylvatica
C
N
E
S
W Total Plot (All layers):
Clethra alnifolia
45 10 55 50 30 38
0
Mid
Vaccinium corymbosum
% Understory Cover 3'‐20'
C
N
E
S
W Total
List of Herbaceous Species 0'‐3'
Clethra alnifolia
10 25 10 50 40 27
Vaccinium corymbosum
% of Herbaceous Cover 0'‐3'
Lycopodium digititatum
C
N
E
S
W Total
Smilax rotundifolia
8
8
3
35 30 16.8
Comments: FS‐15 is located north of Eastern Boulevard, west of FS‐14. It is a very diverse upland stand. Many
oak species were observed, and while the herbaceous and shrub layers are spare at times, there are also
denser patches of understory cover. Overall health is good, although disturbance was noted. Plot 2 contains
more variety of upland species than Plot 1. The shrub layer is slightly more developed and multiple oak species
were noted. A 33.3" red maple (27) specimen tree is located in stand.
List of Common Understory Species 3'‐20':

1

Martin State Airport
Prepared By:
Property:
FS‐15
Plot #:
3
Stand #:
1/10 acre Date:
Plot Size:
Basal Area in
sf/acre: 90
Size class of trees > 20' height within sample plot
Tree Species
Crown Position

# of Trees
2‐5.9" dbh
Dom

CoD

# of Trees
6‐11.9" dbh

Other

Dom

CoD

Other Dom

1

Pinus taeda

# of Trees
12‐19.9" dbh

# of Trees
20‐29.9" dbh

CoD Other Dom

VLB, EAP
1/7/2015

# of Trees
> 30" dbh

CoD Other Dom

Total

CoD Other

1

2

Quercus alba

3

3

Acer rubrum

2

2

Liquidambar
styraciflua

1

Quercus rubra

Quercus
falcata
Sassafras
albidum
Quercus
phellos

2

1

1

5

1

1

1

3

4

4
1

Total # of Trees per
Size Class

7

11

# and Size of
Standing Dead Trees

5

1

List of Common Understory Species 3'‐20':
Ilex opaca

Clethra alnifolia

Quercus sp.

Vaccinium corymbosum

Quercus alba

Smilax rotundifolia

List of Herbaceous Species 0'‐3'
Smilax rotundifolia

2

1

3

0

0

21
6

% invasive Cover per
% of Canopy Cover
Plot (All layers):
C
N
E
S
W Total
30 80 55 70 55 58
2
% Understory Cover 3'‐20'
C
N
E
S
W Total
40 15 10 10
5
16
% of Herbaceous Cover 0'‐3'
C
N
E
S
W Total
5
20
2
15
5
9.4

Plot Successional
Stage:

Mid‐Late

Comments: FS‐15 is located north of Eastern Boulevard, west of FS‐14. It is a very diverse upland stand. Many oak species
were observed, and while the herbaceous and shrub layers are spare at times, there are also denser patches of understory
cover. Overall health is good, although disturbance was noted. A 33.3" red maple (27) specimen tree is located in stand.
Deer stand present. Snow present, difficult to observe herbaceous layer.

Martin State Airport
Prepared By:
Property:
FS‐15
Plot #:
4
Stand #:
1/10 acre Date:
Plot Size:
Basal Area in
sf/acre: 80
Size class of trees > 20' height within sample plot
# of Trees
2‐5.9" dbh

Tree Species
Crown Position

Dom

CoD

# of Trees
6‐11.9" dbh

Other

Dom

CoD

1

Quercus alba

2

Quercus rubra
Carya
tomentosa

1

Nyssa
sylvatica

10

Acer rubrum

1

2

1

List of Herbaceous Species 0'‐3'

CoD Other Dom

Total

CoD Other

2

3
4

1

9

12
1

# and Size of
Standing Dead Trees

Lonicera japonica

CoD Other Dom

# of Trees
> 30" dbh

2

9

Acer rubrum

# of Trees
20‐29.9" dbh

1

12

Vaccinium corymbosum

Other Dom

2

Total # of Trees per
Size Class

List of Common Understory Species 3'‐20':

# of Trees
12‐19.9" dbh

VLB, EAP
1/7/2015

5

0

0

26
3

% invasive Cover per
% of Canopy Cover
Plot (All layers):
C
N
E
S
W Total
55 75 60 70 50 62
2
% Understory Cover 3'‐20'
C
N
E
S
W Total
5
15
5
0
5
6
% of Herbaceous Cover 0'‐3'
C
N
E
S
W Total
5
10 20 30 10 15

Plot Successional
Stage:

Late

Comments: FS‐15 is located north of Eastern Boulevard, west of FS‐14. It is a very diverse upland stand. Many oak species were
observed, and while the herbaceous and shrub layers are spare at times, there are also denser patches of understory cover. Overall health
is good, although disturbance was noted. A 33.3" red maple (27) specimen tree is located in stand. Healthy trees and good development
of forest layers were observed in Plot 4. This plot is adjacent to a cleared path, where 4‐wheeler tracks were observed. Snow cover at
time of site visit made observing the herbaceous layer difficult.

Martin State Airport
Prepared By:
Property:
FS‐15
Plot #:
5
Stand #:
1/10 acre Date:
Plot Size:
Basal Area in
sf/acre: 90
Size class of trees > 20' height within sample plot
Tree Species
Crown Position

# of Trees
2‐5.9" dbh
Dom

CoD

# of Trees
6‐11.9" dbh

Other

Dom

CoD

# of Trees
12‐19.9" dbh

Other Dom

# of Trees
20‐29.9" dbh

CoD Other Dom

VLB, EAP
1/7/2015

# of Trees
> 30" dbh

CoD Other Dom

2

Pinus taeda

2
1

Quercus rubra

5

Acer rubrum

Total

CoD Other

1

1
1

7

Sassafras
albidum

1

1

Quercus alba

1

1

Quercus
palustris
Nyssa
sylvatica
Quercus
phellos

1

1

10

10
1

Total # of Trees per
Size Class

15

# and Size of
Standing Dead Trees

2

6

1

3

2

1

0

25

3
Plot Successional
% invasive Cover per
% of Canopy Cover
Stage:
Plot (All layers):
Vaccinium corymbosum
C
N
E
S
W Total
60 70 65 80 70 69
Rhododendron maximum
2
Mid
% Understory Cover 3'‐20'
C
N
E
S
W Total
List of Herbaceous Species 0'‐3'
20 15 10 40
5
18
Vaccinium corymbosum
% of Herbaceous Cover 0'‐3'
C
N
E
S
W Total
15 20 20 20 25 20
Comments: FS‐15 is located north of Eastern Boulevard, west of FS‐14. It is a very diverse upland stand. Many
oak species were observed, and while the herbaceous and shrub layers are spare at times, there are also denser
patches of understory cover. Overall health is good, although disturbance was noted. A 33.3" red maple (27)
specimen tree is located in stand. Deer stands observed in Plot 5. Shrub layer was dense at this location. Snow
cover at time of site visit made observing the herbaceous layer difficult.
List of Common Understory Species 3'‐20':

1
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Martin State Airport Environmental Assessment
for Phase I Improvements

USDA – Wildlife Services Meeting
December 6, 2018

Public and Agency Involvement

Appendix L

USDA-WS COORDINATION MEETING MINUTES
Martin State Airport Environmental Assessment for
Updated Phase I Improvements
December 6, 2018
10:30 AM – 12:00 PM

Participants:
Robin Bowie, MAA
John Hurt, MAA
Shawn Ames, MAA
KC Kerr, USDA Wildlife Services
Dan Hinder, MAA/CEM

Leyla Lange, JMT
Lindsey Snyder, JMT
Kim Hughes, HNTB
Ryan Lombardi, HNTB

Handouts
- Figures:
o Maximum Height of Controlled Growth Species off Runway 15 end
o Topography off Runway 15 end
o Topography and Drainage Divides off Runway 15 end
Purpose of Meeting: Discuss concerns regarding the ability to eliminate open water in the
approach to Runway 15 without impacting adjoining property owners. Discuss options to
reduce potential wildlife attraction to the area without eliminating wetland areas.

Leyla Lange (JMT) discussed the two options to remove open water from in the approach to
Runway 15, the challenges associated with those options, and the cumulative impacts that would
have to be considered.
1. Drain Wetlands
Draining the wetlands would require significant efforts that would not stop at the MAA
property boundary and would include running culverts under AMTRAK. Leyla noted the
difficultly of working with AMTRAK and how in a past project at BWI they were unable to
even run a fiber optic line under AMTRAK rail lines. The groundwater level in this area is
very high (approximately 5-18 inches from the surface). Due to the high groundwater level,
the draining operation would likely require 24/7 pumping to Dark Head Cove. Draining the
wetlands would also impact wetlands on adjacent properties (within the same drainage
area).
2. Fill Wetlands
Leyla noted that the majority of the wetland systems in this area are not isolated and if
they are filled the water will go elsewhere, either onto adjacent properties or spread over
MAA property and create new open water.

Leyla suggested a potential approach to mask the wetlands rather than removing the water, and
if this approach is not successful, then the other options (drain or fill) would be explored. She
noted that this approach could be used as a case study on how to mask wetlands rather than
removing them.
KC Kerr (USDA-WS) stated that he is not opposed to the idea but in his research he has not found
any low growth species to reasonably mask wetland areas. Following the meeting, KC provided
the following excerpt from Wildlife in Airport Environments (2013), Chapter 9 Managing Airport
Stormwater to Reduce Attraction to Wildlife:
“Completely covering exposed water containment systems physically and visually (e.g.,
via synthetic cover or floating devices that cover the exposed pond surface area) is likely
the only means of effectively reducing the attraction to birds (Fig. 9.2). However, cover
alternatives pose problems, as well. To our knowledge there is no candidate vegetation
that might minimize available surface area of water to birds, survive both flooding and
water drawdown, and not provide food, roosting, or nesting resources.”
KC will reach out to USDA’s Research Biologists to see if they’re aware of any additional
information, case studies or real-world applications that may apply to the MTN project.
Leyla pointed out that if the area is opened up and wetlands drained/filled, that the area would
become a sort of peninsula with wildlife hopping from one side to the other.
KC noted that there is no way to eliminate habitat in this area but USDA-WS has to consider the
option which is the least desirable to hazardous species. There are currently no geese in this
area, and mostly just wood ducks and mallards present. USDA-WS wants to avoid making the
area more hazardous and removing the crowns of trees would allow more species to see water.
KC asked if it could be determined how much more visibility there would be down to the ground
after removing all trees over 30’. He agreed that removing all trees over 10-20’ would make water
much more visible to avian species.
Lindsey Snyder (JMT) pointed out that if adjacent properties are flooded, trees in those areas will
likely die, thus creating more open water.
John Hurt (MAA), recalling discussion from the September 11, 2018, Agency Coordination
Meeting where KC had indicated that if the water could not be removed completely the USDA
would prefer that the vegetation be left as is, asked whether an option would be to do nothing in
this area. Shawn Ames (MAA) advised that it is unlikely that FAA would agree but suggested an
alternative that would require negotiation with FAA, including limiting the required obstruction
removal to the Threshold Siting Surface (TSS), at least in the wetland areas on airport property.
USDA supports leaving the area “as is” rather than an alternative which results in greater amounts
of exposed water, greater visibility and greater access for wildlife.
KC suggested using a grid system (3x3 meters) as another option if trees have to be cleared and
wetlands cannot be drained/filled in. Leyla does not believe a grid system would be any more
helpful in this area with the amount of wetlands present. KC noted that migratory birds would likely
still occupy the area in a grid system, but that non-migratory birds may eventually avoid the area.
Robin Bowie (MAA) questioned whether or not a Safety Management System (SMS) panel could
be useful for this topic. If the safety risk associated with removing the trees seems greater than
just leaving them, the concern should be brought to a higher level (FAA). Kim Hughes (HNTB)
explained the SMS process – it brings together all of the players with concerns (FAA, USDA,
MAA, USACE, etc.) and all of the risks are evaluated and assessed with a facilitator.
2

KC questioned what percent of the wetlands would be masked and how would the selective tree
and selective planting work to mask the wetlands. It was pointed out that it would take time (years)
for the low growth species to grow to mask wetland areas.
Kim suggested the possibility of filling the smaller (isolated) wetland areas in the middle of the
property and focusing on masking the larger systems. KC did not disagree but pointed out that
the larger wetland systems are the real concern for USDA, not the smaller wetlands.
Shawn noted that MAA will have the updated tree survey data and report in the next month. Kim
pointed out that HNTB can determine the actual growth of the trees since the 2012 survey as
compared to what was assumed (28’ growth over 14 years). KC asked whether the updated tree
survey will show current and proposed tree cover. Shawn stated it will show the current tree cover
(but not proposed).
Kim and Robin agreed that it would be valuable to do the SMS panel for this project. Lindsey
asked whether we would need more specific analysis completed to show the impacts associated
with filling or draining the wetlands, and why it would not be viable. Shawn believes technical
analysis would be necessary to support the SMS discussion. Kim also pointed out that such an
analysis would be required in the JPA to prove why specific alternatives are not viable.
Lindsey asked KC what sources he used to find research on similar case studies. KC reviewed
USDA research/studies that included more than just airport sites. He noted the studies looked at
the correlation between percent canopy cover at a site and the attractiveness to birds.
Leyla pointed out the impacts would vary by time of year, with waters more exposed in the winter
months. Leyla also noted that mature trees can use up 200 gallons/day, so if trees are removed
the quantity of water in the area will increase.
Robin proposed to move forward with updating the Draft EA, putting it out to the public for
comment, and then exploring the SMS option. Kim pointed out that the Draft EA must describe
the impacts and expected mitigation, and the FONSI would stipulate that mitigation must be
approved by the appropriate regulatory agency prior to implementing the project. Kim stated that
HNTB/JMT will create mitigation alternatives in the Draft EA to include: draining the wetlands,
filling the wetlands, and masking the wetlands, and No Action (not cutting the trees). For the
draining the wetlands alternative, JMT will assume all adjacent off-airport wetlands would be
drained/impacted as well. For the masking the wetlands alternative, JMT will assume selfmitigation for the large wetland systems, but vernal pools will be filled in order to eliminate the
increased attraction they pose to wildlife.
KC noted that it will be impossible to estimate the impacts until we know what cover is left after
selective tree removal, and even with this information, USDA cannot be absolutely certain how
transient and residential waterfowl will use the remaining habitat. The forest stand slide from
Agency Meeting #6 was displayed to look at the percent tree canopy cover in this area. The FSD
report states there is approximately 55% canopy cover in this area. The group collectively agreed
this number seemed low based on aerial views.
Leyla asked KC if there have been any bird strikes over this forested area. KC said there currently
no waterfowl wildlife issues in this area and he could only recall one bird strike of an osprey in
this area sometime last year.
Shawn discussed another alternative that could be explored with an SMS with FAA. The Runway
15 threshold could be kept as it currently is (further away from the current runway end), which
would shift the Part 77 surfaces back (less obstructions). Rather than remove the additional
3

pavement at the runway end, MAA could request from FAA to allow aircraft to depart from the
end of the runway to allow the longer length for takeoff.

Action Items
•

HNTB to look at the tree heights on MAA property in relation to the TSS and determine if
that would limit the required obstruction removal in wetland areas (complete)
o According to the M&L Plan sheets, the majority of the obstructions off the
Runway 15 end and in wetland areas are also obstructions to the TSS.

•

HNTB and JMT to continue with updating the Draft EA to include mitigation alternatives.
Schedule includes FAA review of the Draft EA in February 2019.

•

HNTB to send JMT the EA chapters for updating (complete).

•

HNTB to add the MDANG and private property owners (tree removal) to the distribution
list for the Draft EA.

•

USDA to reach out to USDA’s Research Biologists to see if they’re aware of any
additional information, case studies or real-world applications that may apply to the MTN
project.
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Public and Agency Involvement

Appendix L

Critical Area Commission Meeting
Environmental Assessment (EA) for
Updated Phase I Improvements
at Martin State Airport
December 12, 2018

MEETING AGENDA
•
•
•
•
•
•

Introductions
Review of 2018 Proposed Action
Marking and Lighting (M&L) Plan Overview
Current Proposed Obstruction Removal
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Impacts
Discussion

2018 PROPOSED ACTION (WITHOUT M&L PLAN)

Obstruction Removal Impacts

• On‐Airport: 90.8 acres

• Off‐Airport: 19.7 acres

M&L PLAN OVERVIEW

M&L PLAN OVERVIEW
Goal:
Minimize vegetative
obstruction removal
within the CBCA
through the
installation of
obstruction lights.

On‐Airport: Remove all Part 77 obstructions except when
located within the CBCA (mitigate with lights).
Off‐Airport: All Part 77 obstructions remain (mitigate with
lights).
Remove all on‐ and off‐airport obstructions within TSS,
OCS and NAVAID critical areas.
AMTRAK: Lower catenary poles to clear the TSS 20:1
surface, apply marker balls to identify obstructions to
Part 77 34:1 approach surface to Runway 15.

2018 PROPOSED ACTION (WITH M&L PLAN)

Obstruction Removal Impacts

• On‐Airport: 49.0 acres

• Off‐Airport: 19.7 acres

VEGETATIVE OBSTRUCTIONS – MILITARY SIDE (MDANG SIDE)

VEGETATIVE OBSTRUCTIONS – CIVILIAN SIDE

M&L PLAN OVERVIEW – RUNWAY 33
• Insert figure and total removal

OBSTRUCTION REMOVAL – TRANSITIONAL SURFACES
• Remove vegetation within AWOS
critical area (MDANG Side).
• Remove vegetation outside
CBCA.
• Vegetation inside CBCA to
remain and be lighted.

OBSTRUCTION REMOVAL – RUNWAY 33 END
• Remove on‐airport Part 77
obstructions (along Frog
Mortar Creek).
• Remove isolated off‐airport
TSS and Departure OCS
obstructions.

CHESAPEAKE BAY CRITICAL AREA IMPACTS
• Tree Clearing in CBCA:
–
–
–
–

3.6 acres (AWOS Critical Area)
1.1 acres (Part 77 – RW 33 end)
8 trees (Part 77 – IDA)
17 trees (Part 77 – LDA)

OBSTRUCTION REMOVAL COMPARISON
Impact Potential (Acres) – removing trees and filling in wetlands
Without M&L Plan
With M&L Plan
On‐Airport
On‐Airport
On‐Airport
On‐Airport
(Non‐
Off‐Airport
(Non‐
Off‐Airport
(Isolated)
(Isolated)
Isolated)
Isolated)
2.9
16.6
2.5
2.1
9.6
2.5

Resource
Wetlands
Wetland Buffers

3.4

7.7

Streams

0.5

2.6

3.6

0.31

0.5

0.02

Vernal Pools

1.4

‐‐‐

1.0

‐‐‐

Critical Area

46.5 (+8 trees)

17 trees

4.7 (+8 trees)

17 trees

90.8

19.7

49.0

19.7

27.7

12.8

27.7

12.8

‐‐‐

2.0

‐‐‐

2.0

Forests
FIDS
Forest Conservation
Easement

Note: If vegetation removal includes only the felling of trees, the impacts would be characterized as wetland conversions.

38% reduction in wetland impacts
39% reduction in forest impacts
90% reduction in CBCA impacts (from tree removal)

DISCUSSION
• Proposed Action with M&L Plan
–
–
–
–

Have the Critical Area resource impacts been evaluated to your needs?
Can the Critical Area Commission approve this level of impact?
What commitment to mitigation would you expect in the Draft EA?
What is the next step to achieve approval?

SCHEDULE
Next Steps
February 2019

Deliver Draft EA to FAA for Review

March 2019

FAA Review

April 2019

Revise per FAA Comments

April 2019

FAA Redline Review

May 2019

Issue Draft EA for Public Review

 Thoughts from
Agency.
 Additional
Coordination
Items.

TREE CANOPY IMPACTS
• FS‐4
– Black cherry
– Fair condition
– 49% canopy cover

• FS‐10
– White mulberry
– Poor condition
– 49% canopy cover

• FS‐9:
– Sweetgum, pin oak,
willow oak, red maple
– Good condition
– 62% canopy cover

• FS‐12
– White oak, black gum
– Good condition
– 59% canopy cover

FIDS & BALTIMORE COUNTY CONSERVATION EASEMENT
Tree Removal
Resource
Forests
FIDS
Forest Conservation
Easement

On‐Airport

Off‐Airport

38.4
27.7

19.7
12.8

‐‐‐

2.0

OBSTRUCTION REMOVAL – RUNWAY 15 END
• Within ESAs: Fell trees and
wetlands not filled in.
• Outside ESAs: Remove trees.
• USDA‐WS ‐ Potential wildlife
attractant?

M&L PLAN OVERVIEW – RUNWAY 15 AND SIDELINE
• Insert figure and total removal

CRITICAL AREA COMMISSION
COORDINATION MEETING MINUTES
Martin State Airport Environmental Assessment for
Updated Phase I Improvements
December 12, 2018
10:30 AM – 11:30 AM

Participants:
Robin Bowie, MDOT MAA
John Hurt, MDOT MAA
Claudia Jones, CAC
Nick Kelly, CAC
Tay Harris, CAC
Susan Makhlouf, CAC

Dan Hinder, MDOT MAA/CEM
Leyla Lange, JMT
Lindsey Snyder, JMT
Kim Hughes, HNTB
Ryan Lombardi, HNTB

Handouts
- Figures:
o Proposed Action Critical Area Impacts
o Proposed Action with M&L Plan
o PowerPoint presentation
Purpose of Meeting: Provide an overview of the MTN EA Proposed Action to Critical Area
Commission staff who are new to the project. Focus on the impacts to the Critical Area and what
the CAC will require to approve the project.
Following introductions, the meeting began with a PowerPoint presentation. The presentation
included a review of the 2018 Proposed Action, an overview of the Marking and Lighting (M&L)
Plan, the current proposed obstruction removal, and impacts to the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area
(CBCA).
Nick Kelly (CAC) asked whether additional obstructions would need to be removed in the future,
as trees continue to grow. He suggested creating a MOU after the EA to manage future
obstructions within the CBCA. Robin Bowie (MAA) noted that an MOU already exists through
MDOT and has been in place since January of 2004.The MOU allows MAA to remove tree
obstructions without mitigation, but that MAA would like to do their best to be good neighbors and
mitigate impacts to the CBCA and other sensitive resources. Robin noted that MDOT has been
talking about renewing the MOU but has not done so. Nick said that CAC can work with MDOT
on renewing the MOU.
Note: Following the meeting, the MOU was reviewed, and it was determined that mitigation
would still be required for tree removal related to public safety issues. Specifically, Exhibit
B2 of the MOU pertains to MAA and allows the MAA to remove tree obstructions under the
General Approval process; however, as some instances may be considered Public Safety
issues, these impacts could occur prior to staff approval. While these impacts would
qualify under the Public Safety clause of Exhibit B2, reporting to the Commission and
appropriate mitigation would be required.

MOU Update (from Susan Makhlouf): The updated MDOT/CAC MOU and SHA and MTA
Exhibits will be presented to the Project Review Subcommittee and to the full CAC for a vote at
the February 6, 2019 CAC meeting. The plan moving forward is to update the remaining TBU
Exhibits including the MAA Exhibit.
It was clarified that there are no FIDs within the CBCA area of impact for the proposed
improvements. That being the case, while the CAC is interested in impacts to FIDs regardless of
the location, they do not regulate them outside of the CBCA.
It was also noted that the MAA is coordinating with Baltimore County regarding the conservation
easement area north of the proposed obstruction removal area along Eastern Boulevard as a
courtesy. Robin advised that Baltimore County has been invited to all agency meetings.
Leyla asked the CAC what their required mitigation for the impacts would be. CAC responded
that 1:1 could be allowed for these impacts since they are for safety reasons and qualify as
federally regulated projects. Leyla noted that MAA often purchases property for planting to meet
mitigation requirements. Leyla noted that MAA is performing a site search but asked CAC if they
know of any areas available. Claudia Jones (CAC) responded that they usually depend on the
County to find areas. Robin also mentioned that MAA is looking at mitigation banks.
Leyla mentioned that a property MAA is acquiring (as part of EA), along Stansbury Creek, could
possibly be used for mitigation planting. Leyla asked whether additional credit would be given for
replanting in the Critical Area buffer. CAC noted that the CBCA impacts are within the buffer, so
mitigation would remain at 1:1 because the impacts would be addressing federally regulated
Public Safety issues, with no additional credit for buffer planting. Leyla asked whether out of kind
mitigation, specifically invasive species elimination could be used to meet mitigation
requirements. CAC responded that it could not be used.
Nick asked how big the obstruction light foundations would be. Ryan Lombardi (HNTB) noted that
they have not been designed but that installing the foundations would likely require clearing
approximately 20’ radius. This area could then be replanted. John Hurt (MAA) explained that the
limits of disturbance (LOD) for the obstruction lights will include the utility trenches to bring power
to the lights. As design of the lights evolves, the CBCA impacts will be refined to include any
additional impacts.
Claudia asked if the amount of wetland impacts had been determined and if there was any thought
about mitigating both wetland and CBCA impacts in a combined location. Robin explained that
the MAA has been working with USACE and MDE on impacts to wetlands extensively and it would
be good to combine mitigation activities if viable, but it is unlikely. Claudia also advised that the
Peige mitigation site may have some credits available. Leyla indicated that when the impacts
were expected to be in the range of 50 acres there was no discussion with Baltimore County
about the potential to pay a fee-in-lieu for the CBCA impacts but now that the impacts have been
reduced to about 5 acres, the County may consider it a possible mitigation avenue.
The Draft EA will include a discussion of mitigation for the CBCA impacts. Kim Hughes (HNTB)
asked whether a commitment to mitigation in the EA would be enough for the CAC. CAC
responded that a discussion of mitigation is enough at the EA stage but that more specific
mitigation plans would be needed for CAC approval. Leyla noted that the impacts in the EA will
all be classified as permanent, although some may be temporary. The EA will provide a
conservative estimate of impacts with the idea that further design will distinguish between
permanent and temporary impacts and it will not be above what was approved in the EA. CAC
requested that the permanent vs. temporary impacts be defined before going to the CAC for
approval.
2

An overview of the schedule to publish the Draft EA was provided. MAA is hoping to publish the
Draft EA in May 2019. Robin explained that following the publication of the Draft EA, a public
workshop would be held.
Leyla asked the CAC how long the CAC approval process takes. Tay and Nick noted that the
CAC meets on the 1st Wednesday of the month. The CAC used to meet every month but in recent
years it has been around four times a year, depending on projects. Tay noted that the CAC would
need the packet six weeks before a meeting date. Leyla noted that there would likely be enough
design detail to put together the packet for CAC approval once the project reaches the 60-90%
design stage.

Action Items
•

HNTB/JMT to update the EA impacts to include all potential permanent/temporary impacts
due to the CBCA from obstruction light and utility installation.

•

MAA/JMT to discuss the use of fee-in-lieu for impacts due to the extensive reduction in
area of impact.
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