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Introduction
This Finding of No Significant Impact /Record of Decision (FONSI/ROD) sets out the Federal Aviation
Administration’s (FAA) consideration of the environmental and other factors for Airport Layout Plan
(ALP) approval and federal financial assistance for the Martin State Airport Phase One Improvements
Environmental Assessment (Final 2022 EA) prepared by the Maryland Department of Transportation,
Maryland Airport Authority (MDOT MAA), dated January, 2022, which is hereby incorporated by
reference.

The FAA must comply with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) before taking
federal actions that allow for the implementation of the proposed project. The FAA supervised
preparation of the aforementioned EA in accordance with Title 40, Code of Federal Regulation (CFR)
§ 1501.3 of the Council on Environmental Quality Regulations (CEQ) for Implementing the
Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act. The EA was prepared in accordance
with the requirements of NEPA as discussed in FAA Orders 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions, 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies
and Procedures, and the FAA’s Environmental Desk Reference for Airport Actions. The CEQ updated
the implementing regulations for NEPA in September 2020. However, the FAA elected to complete
this NEPA review under the prior regulation, as authorized by 40 CFR 1506.13, as the EA was
underway when the new regulations were enacted.

Background
The impact analysis for this EA was initiated in 2013 with both Agency and Public scoping meetings. Those
scoping meetings resulted in MDOT/MAA determining further planning and agency coordination was
necessary for vegetative obstruction removal. Following the development and incorporation of the
Obstruction Marking and Lighting (M&L) Plan and after considerable Agency coordination efforts, Agency
Re-Scoping Meetings were held in 2018. The majority of the EA effort was completed following the reinitiation of consultation in 2018.
The Draft EA was published on February 11, 2021. The public and agencies were provided an opportunity
to review and comment on the Draft EA from Thursday, February 11, 2021 through March 29, 2021. Two
public workshops were held (virtually due to COVID restrictions) on March 16, 2021. After addressing the
Agency and Public comments received during the workshops and the comment period, and after additional
coordination with Agencies, this EA was finalized.

Project Description (noted on Figure 1.2-1 in the attached Final 2022 EA)
The Proposed Action is based on the updated MTN ALP that was submitted to the FAA in June 2020. The
proposed improvements are identified as Phase I Improvements on the June 2020 ALP. The Proposed
Action consists of the following projects (and their subcomponents):
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Shift Runway 15-33 to the Northwest (Provide Compliant Runway Safety Area (RSA) and Runway
Object Free Area (ROFA)).
 Relocate existing Runway 15 end approximately 291 feet from the existing landing threshold.
 Displace the Runway 15 landing threshold by approximately 225 feet from the proposed runway
end.
o Construct a blast pad.
o Relocate the PLASI or install a Precision Approach Path Indicator (PAPI).
o Relocate the REILs.
o Relocate Taxiway A to align with the relocated Runway 15 end and remove the existing
Taxiway A pavement.
o Acquire Runway 15 Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) property interest (easements).







Relocate the Runway 33 end approximately 380 feet from the existing landing threshold.
Displace the Runway 33 landing threshold by approximately 390 feet from the proposed runway
end.
o Construct a blast pad.
o Relocate the PLASI or install a PAPI.
o Relocate the REILs.
o Relocate Taxiway E to align with the relocated Runway 33 end and remove the existing
Taxiway E pavement.
o Construct two new short Taxiway segments to provide access to the Strawberry Point
Complex.
Revise LDA RWY 33, RNAV (GPS) RWY 33, RNAV (GPS) RWY 15, LOC RWY 15, and VOR
OR TACAN RWY 15 procedures as needed to account for the runway shift.
Re-mark runway and taxiway pavement.
Relocate runway lighting.

Modify the Runway 15-33 Grade.
 Overlay Runway 15-33 to provide 150-foot-wide runway with 15-foot-wide paved shoulders.
Relocate NAVAIDs to Outside the RSA and ROFA.
 Relocate Runway 33 Glide Slope and AWOS.
o Remove trees within a 500-foot radius of the AWOS.
o Remove Taxiway D.
o Remove pavement associated with access road to existing Runway 33 Glide Slope and
AWOS locations.
 Relocate Runway 15 offset localizer.
o Construct a raised platform in Frog Mortar Creek to support localizer antenna.
o Install pilings for the localizer critical area debris shield,
o Grade/fill the localizer critical area to meet clearance standards and signal requirements.
o Remove pavement associated with access road to existing Runway 15 offset localizer.
 Relocate the windsocks for both runway ends
Lower/Remove Obstructions.
 Remove on-airport vegetative obstructions to clear Part 77 surfaces.
 Address on-airport manmade objects that penetrate Part 77 surfaces in accordance with the ALP.
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Remove off-airport Runway 15 obstructions.
o Remove off-airport vegetative obstructions to clear the 20:1 threshold siting surface (TSS)
and the 18:1 departure obstacle clearance surface (OCS). Any tree replacement will be
completed with low growth species.
o Clear off-airport non-vegetative obstructions such that all will be clear of the 20:1 TSS
and the 18:1 departure OCS. Some non-vegetative objects will remain penetrations to the
Part 77 34:1 approach surface. See the ALP for the disposition on each obstruction.
o Lower the Amtrak catenary lines/poles to approximately 30 feet above ground level; Clear
of 20:1 TSS and 18:1 Departure OCS.
o Remove or lower all other non-vegetative obstructions south of Amtrak to be clear of the
20:1 approach TSS.
o Relocate or lower street lights and signs as specified in Sheet 9 of the ALP set to clear Part
77 (34:1) where possible, and if unachievable, lower to clear the 20:1 approach TSS.
o Acquire easements for vegetative and non-vegetative obstruction removal.
 Remove off-airport Runway 33 obstructions.
o Remove off-airport vegetative obstructions to clear the 34:1 approach TSS. Any tree
replacement will be completed with low growth species.
o Acquire easements for vegetative obstruction removal.
 Lower portion of Taxiway T and MANG Apron.
o Remove ground obstruction on the Runway 15 end by lowering portions of Taxiway T
and MANG Apron to tie into the proposed lowered grade.

Relocate Taxiways C and J and Remove the Existing Taxiway Pavement.
Remove Taxiways B and S.
Rehabilitate/Reconstruct Portion of Taxiway T.
Add Taxiway Fillets.
Extend Taxiway F.
 Relocate the anemometer.
Install a Medium-intensity Approach Light System (MALS) for Runway 33 Approach.
 Install a pier structure in Frog Mortar Creek to support a light bar.
Implement Elements of the Wildlife Hazard Management Plan (WHMP).
 Reduce wildlife hazards airport-wide.
o Replace the existing perimeter fence with an eleven-foot-high fence. This may occur in
phases in response to funding. Phase 1 will begin near the terminal buildings, and proceed
east along Strawberry Point Road, around the Runway 33 approach and stop beyond the
recently constructed Lockheed Martin treatment facility off Lynbrook Road.
o Eliminate ponding areas by improving stormwater design and/or grading.
 Reduce wildlife hazards in the wooded block south of the runway between Central Terminal Areas
and Strawberry Point Complex.
o Remove trees outside the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area and fill exposed wetlands.
o Manage the remaining trees as a thinned stand (do not encourage new growth).
o Remove roosting locations adjacent to the newly created edge.
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Reduce wildlife hazards in wooded block north of the runway between Frog Mortar Creek and
Taxiway T.
o Install fence around the trees between the existing perimeter fence and Taxiway T.

Relocate the Air Traffic Control Tower (ATCT).
 Construct a new ATCT on the civilian side of the airfield.
 Construct an ATCT access road.
Provide General Aviation (GA) and Landside Facilities.
 Develop five corporate hangars, FBO, associated apron, connector taxilane and vehicular
access/parking in the midfield area.
o Demolish existing pavement and 48 existing T-hangars from the midfield area.
o Relocate /reconstruct 16 T-hangars in the midfield area located southwest of the proposed
midfield corporate development.
o Discontinue use of helipad near midfield aircraft tie down area and relocate the existing
helipad in the Strawberry Point Complex ramp to better accommodate flight paths into and
out of MTN.
 Develop 63 T-hangars, associated apron and corporate aircraft storage area in the Strawberry Point
Complex.
o Remove existing fuel tanks and aboveground pipeline and demolish 30 existing hangars
and aircraft storage in the Strawberry Point Complex to accommodate future T-hangars.
 Modify the pier located at the Strawberry Point Complex.
 Construct additional parking to accommodate existing hangar buildings 1-3.
Property Acquisition for Drainage Improvements and Future Mitigation.
 Review two parcels for MAA acquisition located along Wilson Point Road adjacent to Airport
property for drainage improvements and future mitigation.
On October 5, 2018, HR 302, the “FAA Reauthorization Act of 2018” (the Act) was signed into law (P.L.
115-254). In general, Section 163(a) limits the FAA’s authority to directly or indirectly regulate an airport
operator’s transfer or disposal of certain types of airport land. However, Section 163(b) identifies
exceptions to this general rule. The FAA retains authority:
1. To ensure the safe and efficient operation of aircraft or safety of people and property on the ground
related to aircraft operations;
2. To regulate land or a facility acquired or modified using federal funding;
3. To ensure an airport owner or operator receives not less than fair market value (FMV) in the context
of a commercial transaction for the use, lease, encumbrance, transfer, or disposal of land, any
facilities on such land, or any portion of such land or facilities;
4. To ensure that that airport owner or operator pays not more than fair market value in the context of
a commercial transaction for the acquisition of land or facilities on such land;
5. To enforce any terms contained in a Surplus Property Act instrument of transfer; and,
6. To exercise any authority contained in 49 U.S.C. § 40117, dealing with Passenger Facility Charges.
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In addition, Section 163(c) preserves the statutory revenue use restrictions regarding the use of revenues
generated by the use, lease, encumbrance, transfer, or disposal of the land, as set forth in 49 U.S.C. §§
47107(b) and 47133.
Section 163(d) of the Act limits the FAA’s review and approval authority for Airport Layout Plans (ALPs)
to those portions of ALPs or ALP revisions that:
1. Materially impact the safe and efficient operation of aircraft at, to, or from the airport;
2. Adversely affect the safety of people or property on the ground adjacent to the airport as a result of
aircraft operations; or
3. Adversely affect the value of prior Federal investments to a significant extent.
In reviewing the ALP change for the proposed Martin State Airport Phase One Improvements project, FAA
has determined that the following proposed projects are subject to ALP Approval as they may materially
impact the safe and efficient operation of aircraft at, to, or from the airport due to a proposed alteration to
an aircraft movement area. Therefore, the FAA maintains legal authority to approve or disapprove changes
to the MTN ALP to reflect these components of the Proposed Action.
Proposed Projects Subject to FAA ALP Approval:
Shift Runway 15-33 to the Northwest (Provide Compliant RSA and ROFA)
 Relocate existing Runway 15 end approximately 291 feet from the existing landing threshold.
 Displace the Runway 15 landing threshold by approximately 225 feet from the proposed runway
end.
o Construct a blast pad.
o Relocate the PLASI or install a Precision Approach Path Indicator (PAPI).
o Relocate the REILs.
o Relocate Taxiway A to align with the relocated Runway 15 end and remove the existing
Taxiway A pavement.
o Acquire Runway 15 Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) property interest (easements).
 Relocate the Runway 33 end approximately 380 feet from the existing landing threshold.
 Displace the Runway 33 landing threshold by approximately 390 feet from the proposed runway
end.
o Construct a blast pad.
o Relocate the PLASI or install a PAPI.
o Relocate the REILs.
o Relocate Taxiway E to align with the relocated Runway 33 end and remove the existing
Taxiway E pavement.
o Construct two new short Taxiway segments to provide access to the Strawberry Point
Complex.
 Re-mark runway and taxiway pavement.
 Relocate runway lighting
Modify the Runway 15-33 grade
 Overlay Runway 15-33 to provide 150-foot-wide runway with 15-foot-wide paved shoulders.
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Relocate NAVAIDs to Outside the RSA and ROFA
 Relocate Runway 33 Glide Slope and AWOS.
o Remove trees within a 500-foot radius of the AWOS.
o Remove Taxiway D.
o Remove pavement associated with access road to existing Runway 33 Glide Slope and
AWOS locations.
 Relocate Runway 15 offset localizer.
o Construct a raised platform in Frog Mortar Creek to support localizer antenna.
o Install pilings for the localizer critical area debris shield,
o Grade/fill the localizer critical area to meet clearance standards and signal requirements.
o Remove pavement associated with access road to existing Runway 15 offset localizer.
 Relocate the windsocks for both runway ends
Lower/Remove Obstructions
 Lower portion of Taxiway T and MANG Apron.
o Remove ground obstruction on the Runway 15 end by lowering portions of Taxiway T and
MANG Apron to tie into the proposed lowered grade.
Relocate Taxiways C and J and Remove the Existing Taxiway Pavement
Remove Taxiways B and S
Rehabilitate/Reconstruct Portion of Taxiway T
Add Taxiway Fillets
Extend Taxiway F
 Relocate the anemometer.
Install a Medium-Intensity Approach Light System (MALS) for Runway 33 Approach
 Install a pier structure in Frog Mortar Creek to support a light bar.
Relocate the Air Traffic Control Tower (ATCT)
 Construct a new ATCT on the civilian side of the airfield.
Provide GA and Landside Facilities
 Develop five corporate hangars, FBO, associated apron, connector taxilane and vehicular
access/parking in the midfield area.
o Demolish existing pavement and 48 existing T-hangars from the midfield area.
o Relocate /reconstruct 16 T-hangars in the midfield area located southwest of the proposed
midfield corporate development.
o Discontinue use of helipad near midfield aircraft tiedown area and relocate the existing
helipad in the Strawberry Point Complex ramp to better accommodate flight paths into and
out of MTN.
 Develop 63 T-hangars, associated apron and corporate aircraft storage area in the Strawberry Point
Complex.
o Remove existing fuel tanks and aboveground pipeline and demolish 30 existing hangars
and aircraft storage in the Strawberry Point Complex to accommodate future T-hangars.
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FAA has also determined that some components of the Proposed Action would not have an adverse effect
on the value of prior Federal investments to a significant extent. Therefore, the FAA no longer retains the
legal authority to approve or disapprove changes to MTN ALP to reflect these components of the project.
The following potential projects would have no impact on aircraft operations at, to, or from the airport and
would not adversely affect the safety of people or property on the ground adjacent to the airport as a result
of aircraft operations:
Lower/Remove Obstructions
 Remove on-airport vegetative obstructions to clear Part 77 surfaces.
 Address on-airport manmade objects that penetrate Part 77 surfaces in accordance with the ALP.
 Remove off-airport Runway 15 obstructions
o Remove off-airport vegetative obstructions to clear the 20:1 threshold siting surface (TSS)
and the 18:1 departure obstacle clearance surface (OCS). Any tree replacement will be
completed with low growth species.
o Clear off-airport non-vegetative obstructions such that all will be clear of the 20:1 TSS and
the 18:1 departure OCS. Some non-vegetative objects will remain penetrations to the Part
77 34:1 approach surface. See the ALP for the disposition on each obstruction.
o Lower the Amtrak catenary lines/poles to approximately 30 feet above ground level; Clear
of 20:1 TSS and 18:1 Departure OCS.
o Remove or lower all other non-vegetative obstructions south of Amtrak to be clear of the
20:1 approach TSS.
o Relocate or lower street lights and signs as specified in Sheet 9 of the ALP set to clear Part
77 (34:1) where possible, and if unachievable, lower to clear the 20:1 approach TSS.
o Acquire easements for vegetative and non-vegetative obstruction removal.
 Remove off-airport Runway 33 obstructions
o Remove off-airport vegetative obstructions to clear the 34:1 approach TSS. Any tree
replacement will be completed with low growth species.
o Acquire easements for vegetative obstruction removal.
Implement Elements of the WHMP
 Reduce wildlife hazards airport-wide.
o Replace the existing perimeter fence with an eleven-foot-high fence. This may occur in
phases in response to funding. Phase 1 will begin near the terminal buildings, and proceed
east along Strawberry Point Road, around the Runway 33 approach and stop beyond the
recently constructed Lockheed Martin treatment facility off Lynbrook Road.
o Eliminate ponding areas by improving stormwater design and/or grading.
 Reduce wildlife hazards in the wooded block south of the runway between Central Terminal Areas
and Strawberry Point Complex.
o Remove trees outside the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area and fill exposed wetlands.
o Manage the remaining trees as a thinned stand (do not encourage new growth).
o Remove roosting locations adjacent to the newly created edge.
 Reduce wildlife hazards in wooded block north of the runway between Frog Mortar Creek and
Taxiway T.
o Install fence around the trees between the existing perimeter fence and Taxiway T.
Relocate the ATCT
 Construct an ATCT access road.

7

Provide GA and Landside Facilities
 Modify the pier located at the Strawberry Point Complex.
 Construct additional parking to accommodate existing hangar buildings.
 Parking lots and access roads in the Strawberry Point Complex.
NEPA Review for Property Acquisition
 Review two parcels for MAA acquisition located along Wilson Point Road adjacent to Airport
property for drainage improvements and future mitigation.
Approvals of federal funding are federal actions subject to review under the National Environmental
Protection Act (NEPA) and are therefore retained for analysis within the attached EA and are included in
this finding. In addition to the projects listed above as subject to ALP approval, MAA as the airport sponsor
for MTN may decide to request federal funding for the following projects not subject to ALP approval
under Section 163 of the Act:
Lower/Remove Obstructions
 Remove on-airport vegetative obstructions to clear Part 77 surfaces.
 Address on-airport manmade objects that penetrate Part 77 surfaces in accordance with the ALP.
 Remove off-airport Runway 15 obstructions.
 Remove off-airport Runway 33 obstructions.
Implement Elements of the WHMP
 Reduce wildlife hazards airport-wide
o Replace the existing perimeter fence with an eleven-foot-high fence. This may occur in
phases in response to funding. Phase 1 will begin near the terminal buildings, and proceed
east along Strawberry Point Road, around the Runway 33 approach and stop beyond the
recently constructed Lockheed Martin treatment facility off Lynbrook Road.
o Eliminate ponding areas by improving stormwater design and/or grading.
 Reduce wildlife hazards in the wooded block south of the runway between Central Terminal Areas
and Strawberry Point Complex.
o Remove trees outside the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area and fill exposed wetlands.
o Manage the remaining trees as a thinned stand (do not encourage new growth).
o Remove roosting locations adjacent to the newly created edge.
 Reduce wildlife hazards in wooded block north of the runway between Frog Mortar Creek and
Taxiway.
o Install fence around the trees between the existing perimeter fence and Taxiway T.
Relocate the ATCT
 Construct an ATCT access road.
NEPA review for property acquisition
 Review two parcels for MAA acquisition located along Wilson Point Road adjacent to Airport
property for drainage improvements and future mitigation.
Section 163 of P.L. 115-254 concerns FAA actions involving airport-owned land or facilities on such
land, as well as FAA’s review and approval of ALPs and ALP amendments. Other project elements that
do not involve these requirements but are still subject to FAA approval under other legislative and
regulatory authority include:
8

Shift Runway 15-33 to the Northwest (Provide Compliant RSA and ROFA
 Revise LDA RWY 33, RNAV (GPS) RWY 33, RNAV (GPS) RWY 15, LOC RWY 15, and VOR
OR TACAN RWY 15 procedures as needed to account for the runway shift
Although the FAA does not retain legal ALP, funding, or other approval authority on the Modification of
the Pier at the Strawberry Point Complex or the Construction of Additional Parking to Accommodate
Existing Hangar Buildings 1-3, these elements depend on the portions of the project requiring FAA
approval in order to be constructed or operated as planned, or have relevant similarities to the proposed
action. Therefore, the environmental effects of these elements of MAA’s Proposed Action were examined
alongside the effects of the federal action within the attached EA.

Proposed Agency Actions
The FAA actions involved in the implementation of the Proposed Action include the following:


Unconditional approval of the Proposed Action as depicted on the ALP (submitted to FAA in June
2020), for the development actions subject to FAA approval authority, pursuant to 49 United States
Code (USC) 40103(b) and 47107(a)(16). The FAA’s unconditional approval includes a
determination that the EA satisfies the applicable environmental statutes and regulations, including
those identified in FAA Orders 1050.1F and 5050.4B. The “FAA ALP Approval Authority”
column of Table 1.2-1 indicates which actions require FAA approval as depicted on the ALP;



Determination under 49 U.S.C. §§4010l(d)(l) and 47105(b)(3) that the proposed project meets
applicable design and engineering standards set forth in FAA Advisory Circulars;



Determinations concerning funding through the Federal grant-in-aid program authorized by the
Airport and Airway Improvement Act of 1982, as amended (recodified at 49 U.S.C. §47107) and/or
approval of an application to use Passenger Facility Charges (PFCs) under 49 U.S.C. §40117 (this
does not determine eligibility or availability of potential funds);



Determination under 49 U.S.C. §44502(b) that the airport development is reasonably necessary for
use in air commerce or in the interests of national defense;



Continued close coordination with the Sponsor, and appropriate FAA program offices, as required,
to ensure safety during construction (14 C.F.R. Part 77);



Approval of appropriate amendments to the BWI Airport Certification Manual (ACM), as required,
pursuant to 49 U.S.C. §44706 and 14 C.F.R. Part 139;



Relocation of applicable navigational aids pursuant to 49 USC 44719 and



Designation of controlled airspace and revised routing, including navigational aids and changes to
flight procedures depicting the shifted Runway 15-33 under 14 C.F.R. Part 71.

9

Purpose and Need
The purpose of implementing the proposed action is to meet various FAA standards, enhance airfield safety;
improve airfield efficiency; accommodate existing and anticipated demand at MTN; and acquire property
for drainage improvements and future mitigation.
Need for Proposed projects in order to meet FAA Standards:
The following improvements are needed because certain aspects of MTN do not meet FAA standards. The
existing RSA, ROFA, runway grade, runway blast pads, taxiway geometry and taxiway fillets do not meet
FAA standards as defined in Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5300-13A, Change 1, Airport Design.


For a C-III runway, the RSA must be 500 feet wide and extend 1,000 feet beyond each departure
end of the runway. The required RSA is shown in Figure 2.1-1 in the Final 2022 EA. The existing
RSA does not meet the criteria. The windsocks on both runway ends are located within the RSA.
The windsocks do not need to be located within the RSA to serve their intended function. Second,
the area beyond the Runway 33 threshold meets the grading criteria for only 335 feet, not the
required 1,000 feet. Finally, the RSA can support an occasional passage of an aircraft for only 335
feet, as opposed to 1,000 feet, beyond the Runway 33 threshold.



The ROFA does not meet standards because the Runway 15 localizer, the AWOS and the Runway
33 glide slope are within its limits. None of these objects need to be in the ROFA to serve their
intended function.



According to AC 150/5300-13A, Change 1, no grade changes are allowed in the first or last quarter
of the runway. As shown in Figure 2.1-2 in the Final 2022 EA, there are several grade changes in
the first quarter of Runway 15-33. The figure shows the actual runway grade and a line representing
the best-fit grade. The grade changes occur where the slope of the best-fit grade changes.



For a C-III runway, the runway blast pad should extend the full width of the runway and shoulders
for 200 feet beyond the runway end. There is not 200 feet of pavement beyond the Runway 33 end
to serve as a blast pad.



According to AC 150/5300-13A, Change 1, taxiways should intersect the runway at right angles,
should not converge to create large areas of pavement, and should not lead directly from an apron
to a runway without a turn. Taxiways B, C and S do not intersect the runway at a right angle.
Taxiways B and C converge at the runway and create a large expanse of pavement. Taxiway J
provides direct access to the runway from a corporate hangar apron.



Several MTN taxiway intersections do not provide adequate Taxiway Edge Safety Margins.
Therefore, larger pavement fillets1 are required in several locations.

Additionally, objects on and off-airport property penetrate the imaginary surfaces defined in CFR Title 14
Part 77- Safe, Efficient Use, and Preservation of the Navigable Airspace (Part 77). Part 77 defines the
standards used to determine if an object is an obstruction to air navigation. Any object that exceeds the
height of the Part 77 defined imaginary surfaces is considered an obstruction. Objects that are determined
to be obstructions are presumed to be hazards to air navigation unless further aeronautical study concludes
A Taxiway fillet is larger amounts of pavement added to areas where airplanes execute turns to prevent airplanes
from going off the pavement.
1
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that the objects are not a hazard. The following obstructions do not meet Part 77 Requirements and must
be lowered or removed:


Ground adjacent to Taxiway T is an obstruction to the primary surface that needs to be lowered.



Penetrations to the Runway 15 Part 77 approach surface include vegetation (i.e., trees) located both
on- and off-airport property. In addition, man-made objects including utility poles, transmission
lines, and Amtrak catenary lines and poles penetrate the Part 77 approach surface.



Penetrations on the approach surface to the Runway 33 end include vegetation both on and offairport property, boats docked at the Long Beach Marina, and boats traversing along Frog Mortar
Creek.



Transitional surface penetrations include the ATCT, portions of Taxiway T and the MANG apron,
and vegetation.

Enhance Airfield Safety
The following proposed projects will enhance airfield safety:


Repair deficient Taxiway T pavement.



Modification or relocation of the ATCT is needed to provide improved visibility to the Runway 33
threshold.



Additional lighting is needed to improve nighttime visibility for the approach to Runway 33.



Implement measures to reduce wildlife hazards at MTN.

Improve Airfield Efficiency
The following proposed project will enhance Airfield Efficiency:


A Taxiway F extension is needed to provide a second full-length parallel taxiway to increase
airfield efficiency.

Accommodate Existing and Anticipated Demand
To meet existing and anticipated demand at an acceptable level of service, additional GA facilities are
needed. In addition, existing tenants need to expand their facilities. The following proposed projects would
ensure the airport can meet these demands:


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



Additional corporate hangar facilities are needed to accommodate any additional corporate entities
wishing to lease space at MTN.



A new FBO facility is needed because current Fixed Base Operators (FBO) functions are provided
by MDOT MAA in an aging building in the midfield area, which has limitations to its adaptability
and expandability.
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A modification to add additional slips to Strawberry Point Complex would enable the Baltimore
County Police Marine Team and Maryland Natural Resources Police to perform their functions
more efficiently.



MTN corporate users indicated that several had planes that needed a minimum of 7,000 feet for
their takeoff operations. Therefore, the minimum recommended runway length for civilian
operations was established at 7,000 feet.

Acquire Property for Drainage Improvements and Mitigation


The acquisition of two properties for drainage improvements and mitigation is included in this EA
because a NEPA review is needed to allow MDOT MAA to potentially seek FAA reimbursement
for these parcels at a later date.

Alternatives
Various potential alternatives for each of the components of the Proposed Action were initially identified
to meet the needs at MTN. These alternatives were screened and either eliminated from further
consideration or carried forward for environmental evaluation. Table 3.1.2 in the Final 2022 EA
summarizes the results of the identification and screening of alternatives.
Due to the number of project components involved in the Proposed Action and the associated amount of
alternatives to each considered, this finding refers back to the discussion in the attached EA for simplicity.
As explained in the Final 2022 EA, the retained alternatives for the project components were combined
into three overall airport development alternatives, the Minimum Action Alternative, the Sponsor’s
Preferred Alternative (referred to henceforth as the Proposed Action) and the No Action Alternative. These
three alternatives are described in detail in Section 3.9 of the Final 2022 EA.
The Minimum Action Alternative
Includes the development needed to continue to be eligible for AIP funding. In order to continue to be AIP
eligible, MTN must meet FAA standards. Thus, all of the actions required to meet FAA standards are
included in the Minimum Action Alternative. This alternative also includes the actions required to maintain
the runway length determined eligible for FAA funding.
The Proposed Action
Includes both the actions needed to meet FAA standards as well as those actions needed to increase
Accelerate Stop Distance Available, replace the ATCT, and accommodate anticipated GA demand.
As many of the potential impacts are similar between the Minimum Action Alternative and the Proposed
Action they will collectively be referred to as the “Build Alternatives” in this FONSI/ROD. Any differences
between the two Build Alternatives will be identified after the similar potential impacts are discussed.
The No Action Alternative
The No Action Alternative represents MTN in its current state without any proposed project action(s). The
Airport remains as is and none of the improvements included in either the Minimum Action Alternative or
the Proposed Action are implemented.
Tables 3.9.1 and 3.9.2 in the Final 2022 EA detail the actions associated with the two Build Alternatives.
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The No Action Alternative would result in no changes to the current airport and, although not meeting the
stated Purpose and Need for the projects, is included as an Alternative in the Final 2022 EA as a basis for
comparison with the two build alternatives. While the No Action Alternative was evaluated in each of the
Resource Areas in the Final 2022 EA, it is not discussed in detail in this FONSI/ROD.

Impact Analysis
Air Quality
Potential impacts to air quality related to aircraft operations and construction emissions were evaluated in
the Final 2022 EA. From an operational perspective, the future fleet mixes are identical among all
alternatives for a given year. Table 5.1.3 in the Final 2022 EA presents the combined project pollutant
emissions for construction and operations in years 2020, 2021 and 2026. Total project emissions are
compared to de minimis levels to evaluate conformity. As shown, none of the pollutants/precursors for
which there are de minimis levels (NOx, VOC, and SO2) would exceed the threshold levels in any year.
As the General Conformity requirements of the CAA are not applicable and it can be presumed that
the emissions would not cause or contribute to a violation of the NAAQS for O3 or SO2, neither of the
Build Alternatives would result in significant Air Quality impacts. Therefore, no mitigation is
required.
Biological Resources
The Proposed Action would have the same impact on biological resources as those described under the
Minimum Action Alternative (See Table 5.2.1, and Figures 5.2-1 through 5.2-4 in the Final 2022 EA),
with the exception of impacts resulting from the Strawberry Point Pier Modification Project (see Aquatic
Vegetation, below)
Note that all potential Biological Impacts are identified in Table 5.2.1 in the Final 2022 EA. Specific
potential impacts and mitigation (as needed) are discussed below.
Federally Listed Threatened and Endangered Species
Only one species was identified that was protected under the Endangered Species Act, the Northern longeared bat (NLEB), listed as a Threatened species. The US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Official
Species List indicated that no critical habitat, refuge lands or fish hatcheries occur within the project area.
By email dated April 11, 2019, Maryland Department of Natural Resources, Wildlife and Heritage Service
confirmed that there are no known hibernacula or maternity roosts near the MTN project area (see
Appendix E, Attachment 8 in the Final 2022 EA). FAA consulted with USFWS through the NLEB 4(d)
Rule Streamlined Consultation process and received a “no effect” determination on April 14, 2020 (See
Appendix E, Attachment 10 in the Final 2022 EA).
The Final 2022 EA also evaluated potential impacts to the federally endangered Shortnose sturgeon
(Acipenser brevirostrum). Although there was no critical habitat for the species in the study area, there was
a possibility sturgeon could be present. Coordination with National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration/ National Marine Fisheries (NOAA/NMFS) concluded that based on the proposed project
activities, neither the Shortnosed sturgeon or the four species of sea turtle additionally identified by
NOAA/NMFS as also potentially occurring in the project area, would be either directly or indirectly subject
to potential effects from the project. As such, NOAA stated no further coordination would be necessary
(See Appendix E, Attachment 12, in the Final 2022 EA).
Species Protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Act
Bald eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) are active in an around MTN. An active nesting pair were observed
through 2018 near the shoreline of the wooded area north of Stansbury Creek. USFWS guidelines
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recommend avoiding clear cutting or removal of overstory trees within 330-feet of the nest at any time, and
avoiding timber harvesting operations during the breeding season within 660-feet of the nest. No vegetation
removal is proposed within the 660-foot buffer of the bald eagle nest at MTN. Additionally, the bald eagle
nest is within a forested buffer of trees that would not be disturbed by either Build Alternative.
Aquatic Resources
The Proposed Action would result in Essential Fish Habitat impacts resulting from the Strawberry Point
Pier Modification Project (7,168 sq. ft./0.16 acres of temporary impacts and 51 sq. ft./0.001 acres of
permanent impacts), as illustrated in Figure 5.2-5 in the Final 2022 EA. This proposed project is located
within Frog Mortar Creek south of the Strawberry Point Complex, as shown on Figure 5.2-2 of the Final
2022 EA.
Current Submerged Aquatic Vegetation (SAV) mapping (2014-2018) indicates that the project Limits of
Disturbance are outside of SAV area, however 2018 SAV mapping indicated SAV is located nearby,
directly west of the pier. Due to the proximity of SAV, updated mapping will be required prior to design
and construction of this project.
Coordination with NOAA/NMFS was conducted in July 2021 to determine potential impacts to Essential
Fish Habitat (EFH) and the Habitat Area of Particular Concern (i.e., SAV beds). A response letter from
NOAA/NMFS was received on July 21, 2021 (See Appendix E, Attachment 13) stating that assuming
MDOT MAA incorporates avoidance, minimization, and mitigation to the maximum extent practicable, the
project will not have a significant adverse effect on EFH, specifically SAV, or other NOAA Trust
Resources. Further coordination with NOAA/NMFS during final design and Clean Water Act Section 404
permitting is expected.
Terrestrial Vegetation
Due to the need to remove trees that have grown (or will grow) into obstructions, the potential impacts to
Forested areas and Forest Interior Dwelling species (FIDS) were evaluated in the Final 2022 EA. As some
of the impacts to forest resources from Part 77 obstruction removal lie outside the Chesapeake Bay Critical
Area (CBCA), no mitigation under Maryland’s Forest Conservation Act (MD FCA) is required for those
areas.
A portion of the Part 77 tree removal is, however, located within the CBCA. Both Build Alternatives would
result in approximately 44.3 acres of forest clearing and require 27.7 acres of mitigation. Table 5.4.4 in the
Final 2022 EA details the amount of potential impacts to forested areas in the Critical Area and the
requirements for mitigation. In an email dated August 18. 2021, the MD Department of Natural Resources
(DNR)/Critical Area Commission (CAC) confirmed that 0.5:1 acres mitigation is acceptable for those forest
thinned areas located within the Critical Area and outside the Critical Area in the buffer (see Appendix J,
Attachment 5, in the Final 2022 EA). MAA proposes to meet the mitigation requirements for individual
projects through use of any mitigation credits available from the Reforestation Master Plan at the time of
the individual project design and construction. Usage of credits from the Reforestation Master Plan had
previously been approved by MDNR on other recent MDOT MAA projects; however, compensatory
mitigation, through land acquisition, or purchase of mitigation bank credits may also be used, as needed.
MDOT MAA will also obtain approval from Baltimore County for mitigation efforts meant to offset
impacts to County land/easements caused by the Proposed Action. Specific mitigation numbers and
type/location of mitigation will be in accordance with permits required by Federal, state, or local regulations
and will be determined at the design stage.
By implementing the avoidance and minimization effort associated with the M&L Plan, coupled with
mitigation and conservation efforts for forest, wetlands (including vernal pools), and EFH/SAV
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impacts (see Mitigation, below), the resulting environmental effects to biological resources would
remain below the thresholds of significance for both Build Alternatives.
Climate
The proposed improvements under both Build Alternatives would decrease taxi times and distances, so
emissions would decrease approximately 144 metric tons (MT) of Carbon Dioxide Equivalents (CO2e) for
the Minimum Action Alternative and approximately 145 MT CO2e for the Proposed Action as compared
to the No Action Alternative (see Table 5.3.1 and 5.3.2 in the Final 2022 EA).
There are no significant impacts associated with either Build Alternative. Therefore, no mitigation is
required.
Coastal Resources
The Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) issued their consistency determination on April 16,
2021, stating that the proposed improvements for both Build Alternatives are consistent with the
enforceable coastal policies of the Maryland Coastal Zone Management Plan (see Appendix M,
Attachment 2 in the Final 2022 EA for the Coastal Zone Consistency Determination).
Recent updates to the Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT/CAC MOU were approved on April
7, 2021, and require a 1.5:1 mitigation ratio for all safety related tree clearing and thinning within the
Critical Area and Critical Area Buffer. Table 5.4.4 in the Final 2022 EA summarizes the CBCA mitigation
requirements for each Alternative.
Additional areas of forest thinning, which are related to Wildlife Hazard Management Plan implementation,
would also require compensatory mitigation. As mentioned above in the Biological/Vegetation section of
this FONSI/ROD, recent correspondence with the CAC (August 18, 2021) states the CAC will require 0.5:1
mitigation for any area of thinned stand forest management in the CBCA or CBCA Buffer because this
technique would alter the forest structure. Both Build Alternatives would result in approximately 44.3 acres
of forest clearing and require 27.7 acres of mitigation. Table 5.4.4 in the Final 2022 EA summarizes the
CBCA mitigation requirements for each Alternative.
As previously mentioned, an M&L Plan was developed to minimize removal of tree obstructions. Neither
Build Alternative would have a significant impact on Section 4(f) resources as the proposed projects will
not adversely affect historic resources or adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes qualifying a
park, recreation area, or wildlife or waterfowl refuge for protection under Section 4(f).
The FAA made a de minimis impact determination, and on August 4, 2020, MHT concurred with the FAA’s
determination that, although the potentially eligible MTN Historic District and other nearby historic
resources are considered 4 (f) resources, the potential impacts to these resources are de minimis. Appendix
G, Attachment 5, in the Final 2022 EA contains the correspondence between the FAA and MHT regarding
the de minimis determination.
Both Build Alternatives would not have a significant impact on Section 4 (f) resources and would be
consistent with the visual setting of the architectural resources or would have negligible effects, and
therefore would have no adverse effect on the architectural resources. No mitigation is required.
Farmlands
The proposed vegetative obstruction removal on- and off-airport property to the north of MTN and Eastern
Boulevard is located on approximately 63 acres of prime farmland or farmland of statewide importance.
While the trees to be removed are located on these soils, the areas are not currently used for agricultural
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purposes and are committed to T-1 Natural Zone use on the Proposed Land Use map as illustrated on Figure
4.10-4 of the Final 2022 EA.
As the area is not used for agricultural purposes, and the proposed use is consistent with the current
zoning, there are no significant impacts to Farmlands anticipated. Therefore, no mitigation is
required.
Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and Pollution Prevention
Previously Contaminated Soils
Several Areas of Concern (AOC) were identified on, or near the Direct Study Area that are known, or have
the potential, to involve hazardous materials, hazardous waste, environmental contamination and/or other
regulated substances.
Most of the AOCs are located in areas of proposed vegetation removal, including in the Strawberry Point
area (AOC #5, 6, 7 and 8), the Dump Road Area (AOC #9) and off-airport properties (AOC #11 and 12)
(see Figure 5-7.1 in the Final 2022 EA). Vegetation removal typically results in minimal ground
disturbance; however, if excavation and additional ground disturbances are required as part of any proposed
projects, all soils that would be encountered or disturbed in these areas would be properly characterized
before any materials are handled and/or disposed off-site.
While none of the proposed projects are expected to affect previously documented hazardous sites,
appropriate precautions would be undertaken prior to and during the construction of the proposed
improvement projects at MTN. This is especially important in the Dump Road Area, where groundwater
remediation is on-going. Precautions may include, but are not necessarily limited to, the testing of soils
and/or groundwater and the notification of appropriate agencies should hazardous materials or
environmental contamination be encountered.
Minimal residual contamination, if any, is likely to be encountered in close proximity to the Maryland Air
National Guard (MANG) area. The AOCs that have been identified during previous investigations are
associated with the buildings and structures in the MANG area and were not located in the immediate
vicinity of Taxiway T. Therefore, the surficial excavation activities proposed for the taxiway should not
encounter these areas of potential contamination. However, if the proposed excavation work is to extend
deeper into the subsurface, additional precautionary measures will be required due to the potential for
residual contamination to exist in the deeper subsurface soils and groundwater.
MAA will contact MDE before starting work in the Taxiway T and Dump Road Area to ensure agreement
on construction practices and methods for handling, transporting, and disposing of hazardous materials
encountered during construction. Any hazardous materials found in construction will be transported by
certificated haulers and disposed in permitted facilities in accordance with the mutually agreed upon
Material Management Plan.
Building Demolition
The Proposed Action includes demolition and construction of T-hangars, storage facilities, and other airport
structures. During demolition activities, any encountered regulated materials (such as asbestos-containing
materials or lead-based paint) would require proper handling and disposal at a facility that is permitted to
receive the specific waste being generated and disposed.
Generation of Hazardous Materials
The generation of hazardous materials with either Build Alternative would likely be limited to solvents and
their waste products. Proposed facilities may involve the storage of fuel and other petroleum products (e.g.,
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oil, grease, lubricants) in relatively small quantities. These hazardous materials would be transported and
disposed of in accordance with applicable requirements and permits.
Generation of Solid Waste
The solid wastes associated with construction of the proposed improvements would likely be confined to
pavement demolition debris such as concrete, asphalt, etc. These materials may be transported and disposed
of in nearby landfills, repurposed or recycled to the extent feasible. Over the long-term the proposed
improvements are not expected to appreciably change solid waste generation.
Pollution Prevention
As discussed in Section 4.8.6, MDOT MAA maintains an active recycling program to reduce the amount
of solid waste entering nearby landfills. Additionally, Contractors would be required to recycle materials
to the maximum extent feasible during construction and demolition activities.
With the implementation of BMPs, permit requirements, and existing recycling efforts, neither Build
Alternative is likely to have a significant impact on Hazardous Materials or Solid Wastes or Pollution
Prevention.
Historical, Archaeological, Architectural, and Cultural Resources
Four properties were identified as likely being eligible for Listing on the National Registry of Historic
Places (NRHP). They are The Glenn L. Martin Airport and Plant, Glenn L. Martin Plant #2; Planter’s
Paradise; and the Stansbury Estates/ Aero Acres/ Southern Victory Villa subdivisions.
There would be some impacts associated with the improvements at the Glenn L. Martin Airport, the Glenn
L. Martin Plant #2, and the Planter’s Paradise (primarily associated with the tree removal, relocation of Thangars, and modifications to the NAVAIDS), but they would be minimal and consistent with the visual
setting of the airport. The Stansbury Estates properties would experience direct visual impacts from the
removal of two buildings (the Evangelical Church of the Ascension and the vacant residence), and indirect
impacts from aviation noise that may occur because of the change in location of the runway thresholds.
Both direct and indirect impacts are expected to be negligible, and would not impair the characteristics that
would lead to eligibility for or listing of any of the historic resources on the NRHP as the characteristics
relevant to their significance are architecture and/or of a specific period of time. The Maryland Historic
Trust concurred with FAA’s determination that the proposed improvements would have no adverse effect
on architectural resources on August 4, 2020 (See Appendix G, Attachment 5)
On July 31, 2020, offers of Consultation were sent to the three Tribes that had expressed interest in
Baltimore County: the Delaware Nation, the Delaware Tribe, and the Seneca-Cayuga tribe. A second letter
was sent to the Delaware Tribe on March 16, 2021 as the FAA was notified of an address and contact
change. The Delaware Nation responded declining our offer of Consultation and communicating we should
proceed with the project. As of the writing of this FONSI/ROD, there has been no response from the
Delaware Tribe or the Seneca-Cayuga tribe.
No historic resources would be adversely impacted by the proposed projects in either Build
Alternative. No mitigation is required.
Land Use
Although most of the proposed actions for both Build Alternatives are located on Airport Property and are
therefore consistent with the existing land use, a few are located off-airport. They consist of obstruction
removals, easement acquisitions, and the two properties located on Wilson Point Road. Additionally, the
Proposed Action would also develop General Aviation and landside (GA/landside) facilities.
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The proposed projects were evaluated for both noise and land use impacts. As there is no change in the fleet
mix anticipated for any of the Alternatives, the 75 DBL, 70 DBL and 65 DBL contours remain similar for
all of the Alternatives with the 75 DBL remaining on airport property in all cases. See Section 5.11.4.5 in
the Final 2022 EA for a more complete analysis.
The two parcels that will have structures demolished (on Wilson Point Road) would be expected to change
to a different land use from commercial to either open space or mitigation for natural resources. The removal
of vegetation obstructions to Part 77 surfaces close to the airfield would decrease wildlife habitat thus
serving to decrease potential wildlife hazards, but would not change the land use.
Wetlands are present in areas of proposed vegetation removal on both sides of Runway 15-33, north of
Eastern Boulevard in the forested area and south of the Runway 33 end near Frog Mortar Creek. To avoid
creating wildlife hazards near the runways, exposed wetlands would be eliminated by modifying the
topography. There would be permanent impacts to land use from filling of the wetlands. See Section 5.14,
Water Resources in the Final 2022 EA for the discussion of wetland impacts and mitigation.
Other than impacts associated with filling the wetlands, which will be mitigated, no significant
impacts related to land use are expected with either Build Alternative and no other mitigation would
be required for changes to land use.
Natural Resources and Energy Supply
The proposed improvements associated with each of the Build Alternatives would not create a substantial
increase in demand for local resources and utilities or strain the capacity/supply of these resources/ utilities
to the meet the additional demand. The proposed projects would not involve the use of any unusual or
scarce resources nor cause a demand for the use of any unusual or scarce resources that are in short supply.
However, unlike the Minimum Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would require additional energy
use to provide water, heating, air conditioning, lighting and electricity to the new (and larger) Air Traffic
Control Tower and proposed GA/ Landside facilities. However, the anticipated increase in additional
resources and energy consumption required by the Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative would not amount to a
significant percentage of the total energy use at the airport.
No significant impacts related to natural resources or energy supply are expected with either Build
Alternative. No mitigation would be required.
Noise and Noise- Compatible Land Use
The noise impact analysis was completed for noise sensitive areas within the 65+ dB DNL to evaluate
whether the Minimum Action Alternative or the Proposed Action would cause a noise increase of 1.5 dB
DNL or more compared with the No Action Alternative.
Due to the relocated runway ends and displaced thresholds, the Minimum Action Alternative and the
Proposed Action noise contours shift towards the northwest and extend slightly beyond the Amtrak/MARC
train line compared with the No Action Alternative. The new areas within the 65+ DNL are comprised of
wooded area along the centerline extension of Runway 15-33. The Minimum Action Alternative and the
Proposed Action noise contours are expected to recede slightly southeast of the Airport as a result of runway
end and threshold relocations. Compared with the No Action Alternative, the area within the 65+ DNL in
the Minimum Action Alternative would be 1.0 percent smaller in 2021 and 0.8 percent smaller in 2026.
Similarly, the area within the 65+ DNL in the Proposed Action would be 1.4 percent smaller in 2021 and
0.8 percent smaller in 2026 compared with the No Action Alternative.
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There are no noise sensitive sites, including residential areas, within the 2021 or 2026 contours for any of
the alternatives. The majority of the land use within the 65+ DNL noise contour is MTN property for all
alternatives. The variation in the contours between the alternatives is minimal. The No Action Alternative
includes a slightly larger total area within the 65+ DNL in 2021 and 2026, as compared to the two Build
Alternatives in these years. Both Build Alternative contours include slightly higher Transportation land
use area, as compared to the No Action Alternative.
Neither Build Alternative is anticipated to produce significant impacts with respect to noise. No
mitigation is required.
Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice and Children’s Environmental Health and Safety
Neither Build Alternatives would result in impacts to minority or low-income populations surrounding
MTN. Minor impacts would result from proposed vegetation obstruction removal on private residential
properties east of MTN, within one Census Tract (CT). The impacted properties are not part of
environmental justice communities. Additionally, the vegetation removal on these properties is within a
heavily forested area, and the selective tree removal to comply with FAA standards is not expected to have
any adverse impact on property values.
The acquisition of the two parcels on Wilson Point Road will similarly not result in significant impacts to
the surrounding community. One of the parcels is paved with no structures, the other currently contains a
church and a residential house, both of which are currently vacant. Demolishing the structures will not
result in displacement of business or economic activity. Additionally, the local neighborhood will be
informed prior to the buildings being demolished.
No significant impacts related to socioeconomics, environmental justice, or children’s environmental
health and safety risks are expected. Therefore, no mitigation is required.
Visual Effects
The potential impact of light emissions and visual impacts from the proposed improvements were assessed
as they relate to light sensitive areas and visual resources near MTN.
Both Build Alternatives would result in similar potential visual impacts with the exception that the Proposed
Action would add additional visual impacts from the GA/landside facilities. As the GA/ landside facilities
are consistent with the visual character of MTN, they are unlikely to result in significant changes to the
current visual environment.
Lighting
Both Build Alternatives would include new and relocated sources of light emissions; however it would not
significantly change the light emissions from MTN. Changes to taxiway and apron layouts would include
adjustments to airfield lighting. The relocation and displacement of the runway ends would require
relocation of runway lighting as well. Additionally, some of the proposed obstruction removal would be
mitigated by proper use and installation of obstruction lights where appropriate. Proposed obstruction lights
are located within Airport property and on top of Amtrak catenary poles adjacent to Eastern Blvd. The
lights within Airport property will not be visible beyond the Airport perimeter as they will be shielded by
the remaining forested areas. The lights on top of Amtrak catenary poles would not significantly change
light emissions in the area and would not be visible to residential areas.
The GA /Landside Facilities in the Proposed Action would add additional sources of light emissions from
the new hangars, associated apron areas, taxilanes and vehicular access and parking. The relocated ATCT
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would also include minimal light emissions. Additional light from the proposed improvements would not
significantly change the light emissions from MTN or adversely impact the surrounding community.
All proposed projects involving new light emissions would be consistent with the existing visual character
of MTN environment and its immediate surroundings.
Visual Resources
The obstruction removal, both on and off-airport, would minimally change the surrounding landscape.
However, as the obstruction removal would be predominantly selective clearing in the residential area,
rather than clear-cut, forest stands would remain, but would be less dense. The nature of the visual character
of the area would not be significantly affected.
Due to the potential of the obstruction removal to affect the views to and from MTN, a historic property
determined eligible for the NRHP, a visual analysis was conducted as discussed in detail in Section 5.8,
Historical, Architectural, Archaeological and Cultural Resources and Appendix G, Attachment 4 in
the Final 2022 EA. Additionally the property on Wilson Point Road that currently contains a vacant church
and residence would be demolished and left as a vacant lot. As the building has been previously vandalized,
removing them would likely result in a positive impact on the visual resources.
Although there is no expected impact from either Build Alternative, lighting for both the Minimum
Action Alternative and the Proposed Action projects would be designed to comply with FAA and
airport lighting standards in order to ensure there would be no negative impacts to runway
operations or aircraft safety. No other mitigation is required.
Water Resources
Potential impacts from the proposed improvements on wetlands, waters of the US, floodplains, water
quality, and groundwater were assessed. Table 5.14.1 in the Final 2022 EA summarizes the impacts to
wetlands, wetland buffers, streams, and the 100-year floodplain associated with the Minimum Action
Alternative projects. Table 5.14.3 in the Final 2022 EA summarizes the impacts to wetlands, wetland
buffers, streams, and the 100-year floodplain associated with the Proposed Action projects. In addition to
the analysis below, the two properties on Wilson Point Road are both in floodplains, but as no structures
are planned to be built, they would have no impact on floodplains and are not included in the calculations
use to determine potential impacts.
Wetlands, Steams, and Floodplains
Seven of the proposed improvement projects could potentially impact wetlands, streams and/or floodplains
in both build Alternatives with an additional five projects in the GA/landside facilities area in the Sponsors
Preferred Alternative. This includes impacts associated with Part 77 Obstruction Removal and Wildlife
Hazard Management Plan (WHMP) Forest Thinning.
Impacts associated with both Build Alternatives include 18.5 acres of on-airport wetlands, 11.8 acres of onairport wetland buffers, 17.8 acres of off-airport wetlands, 0.02 acres (85 linear feet) of streams, and 6.8
acres of 100-year floodplains. Additional potential impacts associated with the Proposed Action would
include 0.20 acres of on-airport wetlands, 0.60 acres of on-airport wetland buffers, and 0.80 acres of 100year floodplains.
For Part 77 Obstruction Removal, impact calculations assume a worst-case scenario in which all wetlands
in vegetation removal areas would be drained and filled.
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Water Quality
Table 5.14.2 and 5.14.4 in the Final 2022 EA identifies the storm water management (SWM) analysis for
the each of the two Build Alternatives.
No structural Best Management Practices (BMPs) would be required to manage stormwater with the
Minimum Action Alternative; water quality requirements would be met through the use of non-structural
BMPs, including Non-Rooftop Disconnects (NRDs) and the use of overtreatment (credit) in one drainage
basin to offset a shortage in another drainage basin located within the same watershed. However, Structural
BMPs would be required to manage stormwater quality with the Proposed Action, including new
bioretention facilities and existing excess pond capacity.
For the Minimum Action Alternative, quantity control would only be required in Dark Head Creek drainage
area DH8, which could either be met through use of underground detention facility or use of a SWM waiver
with changes to the storm drain system. A stable outfall that has adequate capacity to handle the Q10 storm
for post/ultimate development is required for the stormwater management waiver. Hence a new storm drain
system is proposed. (see Exhibit 1 in Appendix K, Stormwater Analysis in the Final 2022 EA, for the
proposed storm drain location).
For the Proposed Action, quantity control would be required in drainage areas DH8 and DH10, which could
be met either through use of underground detention facilities or use of a SWM waiver with changes to the
storm drain system. The recommended design is to construct a new storm drainage system that discharges
directly into Dark Head Creek (see Exhibit 2 in Appendix K, Stormwater Analysis in the Final 2022
EA). Existing Ponds 1 and 3, once restored to working conditions to meet the current regulations, can
provide additional water quality in Stansbury Creek.
Phosphorus removal requirements were evaluated by drainage area. For the Proposed Action, within some
drainage areas, the BMPs considered as part of preliminary engineering for development of this EA do not
completely meet the phosphorus reduction requirements. Coordination with the Chesapeake Bay CAC on
other approaches, such as stormwater offset options, to meet the phosphorus reduction requirements would
be necessary during final design. See Appendix K, Stormwater Analysis in the Final 2022 EA, for
preliminary stormwater design details.
Groundwater
Neither of the two Build Alternatives would impact groundwater such that water quality standards set forth
by Federal, state, or local agencies would be exceeded or would have the potential to contaminate an aquifer
used for public water supply.
The Minimum Action Alternative does not include projects that would introduce new ASTs or USTs, or
new aircraft deicing areas. However, there is potential for the Proposed Action projects to include ASTs or
USTs, notably the T-hangars, and associated general aviation storage facilities. However, all storage tanks
would be designed to meet regulations for spill containment measures and therefore would not impact
groundwater.
With appropriate mitigation and adherence to permit restrictions, neither Build Alternative is likely
to cause significant impacts to Water Resources.

Cumulative Impacts
Based on the types of cumulative projects planned for the area surrounding MTN, MDOT MAA has
concluded that the implementation of the Proposed Action along with the cumulative projects would not
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result in a significant cumulative impact. With the use of BMPs and mitigation measures, the potential
impacts of the Proposed Action would be in accordance with all Federal, state, and local laws and
regulations and therefore not result in a significant impact. The government agency responsible for the
development of each cumulative project would be responsible for obtaining all necessary approvals and
permits to minimize impacts.

Mitigation Requirements
There are no mitigation requirements for Air Quality; Climate; Department of Transportation Act, Section
4 (f) Resources; Farmlands; Historical; Architectural; Archaeological and Cultural Resources; Land Use;
Natural Resources and Energy Supply; Noise; Socioeconomics; Environmental Justice; and Children’s
Health and Safety.
Biological Resources
All impacts to forest resources that lie outside the CBCA would be a result of Part 77 obstruction removal.
No mitigation under Maryland’s FCA is required for removal of forested areas or individual tree
obstructions that occur within FAR Part 77 primary, approach, departure, and transitional surfaces
(COMAR 5-1602(b)(11).
While Part 77 obstruction removal impacts do not require mitigation under the FCA, a portion of the Part
77 obstructions are located within the CBCA and some areas contain non-tidal wetlands. See Section 5.4,
Coastal Resources, in the Final 2022 EA for potential impacts to the CBCA and associated mitigation
required by the Critical Area Commission (CAC), and Section 5.14, Water Resources in the Final 2022
EA, for potential impacts to wetlands and associated mitigation required by MDE.
As the Forest Conservation Act applies to any project over 40,000 square feet (regardless of whether forest
resources are present), mitigation requirements were calculated for all projects over 40,000 square feet and
are presented in Table 5.2.2 in the Final 2022 EA, for the Minimum Action and the Proposed Action.
MAA proposes to meet the mitigation requirements for individual projects through use of any mitigation
credits available from the Reforestation Master Plan at the time of the individual project design and
construction. Usage of credits from the Reforestation Master Plan has previously been approved by MDNR
on other recent MDOT MAA projects; however, compensatory mitigation, through land acquisition, or
purchase of mitigation bank credits may also be used, as needed. MDOT MAA will obtain approval from
Baltimore County for mitigation efforts meant to offset impacts to County land/easements caused by the
Proposed Action.
MDOT MAA must also provide compensatory mitigation for any unavoidable permanent impacts to tidal
wetlands, nontidal wetlands and vernal pool habitats. Mitigation requirements are determined on a caseby-case basis by MDE and USACE and therefore cannot be accurately presented at this time as project
designs are not complete; however, the typical mitigation ratio (presented as acres of mitigation per acre of
impact) is 1:1 for tidal wetlands, 1:1 for emergent wetlands, 2:1 for forested and scrub-shrub wetlands and
3:1 for vernal pools.
MDOT MAA expects to follow the criteria set forth in the 2008 CWA Section 404 Compensatory
Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic Resources (Final Rule) to provide compensatory mitigation for
unavoidable impacts to wetlands. Purchase of credits from an approved Mitigation Bank would be the first
option pursued, followed by Permittee Responsible mitigation. As no In-Lieu-Fee program currently exists
in Maryland this form of fulfilling mitigation is not an option. If no credits are available from an approved
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Mitigation Bank and a Permittee Responsible site cannot be identified, MDOT MAA will issue a Request
for Proposals for a third-party to provide the required mitigation.
Further coordination with NOAA Fisheries would be conducted regarding any impacts to areas designated
as EFH and HAPC/SAV within Frog Mortar Creek during the design phase. This coordination will likely
result in conservation recommendations being provided by NOAA Fisheries to ensure the projects do not
adversely impact these resources. These recommendations would likely include appropriate Best
Management Practices (BMPs) to be implemented and time of year restrictions (TOYRs) both for SAV and
anadromous fish species.
The NOAA Fisheries/Federal Highway Administration Best Management Practices Manual for
Transportation Agencies in the Greater Atlantic Region contains numerous BMPs that would be followed
for activities that could impact EFH/SAV resources. Some practices that would be adhered to include:


Time of year restrictions will be incorporated from February 15 through June 15 (inclusive) to
avoid impacts to anadromous fish for pile driving activities associated with impact hammer
operations or driving of large steel piles.



Time of year restrictions will be imposed from April 15 through October 15 inclusive within 50’
of areas of areas colonized by SAVs within the past 5 years to avoid impacts to SAV beds.
Utilization of time of year restrictions is recommended by NOAA Fisheries in lieu of other
structural BMPs; MDOT MAA will utilize time-of-year restrictions as recommended.



Design of the Localizer Pier and bollards will incorporate the following elements to the maximum
extent practicable: increasing pile spacing; increasing pier height above the water surface;
decreasing pier decking width; and use of light transmitting decking.

Additional BMPs could be added upon further consultation with NOAA Fisheries and MDNR to ensure
that the proposed projects would not result in significant impacts to EFH/SAV resources. NOAA Fisheries
would be re-consulted during development of plans for the Localizer Pier and the Strawberry Point Pier to
ensure impacts are minimized to the maximum extent practicable and appropriate mitigation is provided.
Coordination with NOAA Fisheries and MDE Tidal Wetlands Division would occur to ensure appropriate
mitigation is provided for direct and indirect impacts to tidal wetlands/open waters.
Options to offset direct and indirect impacts to tidal waters and EFH/SAV associated with various proposed
activities include development of an on-site mitigation plan that could include stormwater
retention/treatment structures and/or shoreline improvements to the extent practicable. Further coordination
with NOAA Fisheries and MDE’s Tidal Wetland Division will occur during the design stage to determine
appropriate mitigation for impacts to tidal waters.
Coastal Zone Resources
MDOT MAA is coordinating directly with the CAC to determine mitigation requirements for potential
impacts to the Critical Area and Critical Area Buffer. The updated MOU Exhibit A2, approved on April 7,
2021, requires a 1.5:1 mitigation ratio for all safety related clearcutting within the Critical Area and Critical
Area Buffer. Additional areas of forest thinning, which are related to WHMP implementation, would also
require compensatory mitigation. Per recent correspondence with the CAC (August 2021), the CAC will
require 0.5:1 mitigation for any area of thinned stand forest management in the CBCA or CBCA Buffer
because this technique would alter the forest structure (See Appendix J, Attachment 5 in the Final 2022
23

EA). Table 5.4.4 in the Final 2022 EA, reproduced below, summarizes the CBCA mitigation requirements
for each Alternative.

Table 5.4.4
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Mitigation Requirements

Alternative

Minimum
Action
Alternative

Proposed
Action

Impact Type
Tree
Impacts
Tree
Impacts
Total
Tree
Impacts
Tree
Impacts
Total

Clearing
Thinning

Clearing
Thinning

Critical Area
Mitigation
Impacts
Ratio
(Acres)

Mitigation
Required

5.5

1.5:1

8.3

38.8

0.5:1

19.4

44.3

N/A

27.7

5.5

1.5:1

8.3

38.8

0.5:1

19.4

44.3

N/A

27.7

Source: HNTB analysis, 2021.
MDOT MAA is committed to meeting CAC mitigation requirements and is currently performing searches
for potential mitigation sites both on and off MDOT MAA property in addition to using mitigation banks.
CAC advised that specific mitigation plans are not required until the project is presented to the CAC for
approval. A large portion of the impacts to the Critical Area is due to the Part 77 obstruction removal. The
removal of forested areas would be minimized through selective tree clearing and lighting of obstructions.
See Section 5.2, Biological Resources in the Final 2022 EA, for details on potential mitigation for tree
clearing.
Typically, CAC approval takes at least 8-12 weeks once a complete package has been submitted to CAC
staff. CAC staff will review the package and recommend the project be included on the agenda for the next
scheduled Commission meeting to be presented for Commission approval.
Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and Pollution Prevention
The design and use of the proposed improvement projects would adhere to federal and state regulations as
well as best practices pertaining to the use of hazardous materials, petroleum storage and waste disposal.
This includes the preparation of a Materials Management Plan that includes the specific precautionary
measures that will be taken to prevent and minimize impacts to surface and ground waters, soil and air.
Screening for hazardous materials during construction will enable identification of hazardous materials and
subsequent use of appropriate methods. Hazardous materials encountered during construction will be
handled, transported, and disposed of in accordance with applicable state and federal requirements. BMPs
would be implemented to limit sediment transport from runoff during construction, such as silt fencing,
inlet protection, sediment traps and check dams, as well as dust suppression techniques.
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Visual Resources
Lighting for the Minimum Action Alternative or the Proposed Action projects would be designed to comply
with FAA and airport lighting standards to ensure no negative impacts to runway operations or aircraft
safety.
Water Quality
All mitigation efforts would consider the multi-agency Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) to address
aircraft-wildlife strikes (finalized in July 2003). The MOA addresses the need to minimize wildlife risks
to aviation and human safety while protecting environmental resources.
Wetlands and Streams (Waters of the US)
Impacts associated with both Build Alternatives include 18.5 acres of on-airport wetlands, 11.8 acres of onairport wetland buffers, 17.8 acres of off-airport wetlands, 0.02 acres (85 linear feet) of streams, and 6.8
acres of 100-year floodplains. Additional potential impacts associated with the Proposed Action would
include 0.20 acres of on-airport wetlands, 0.60 acres of on-airport wetland buffers, and 0.80 acres of 100year floodplains.
For Part 77 Obstruction Removal, impact calculations assume a worst-case scenario in which all wetlands
in vegetation removal areas would be drained and filled.
MDOT MAA must provide compensatory mitigation for any unavoidable permanent impacts to wetlands
and streams. Mitigation requirements are determined on a case-by-case basis by MDE and USACE, and
therefore cannot be accurately presented at this time; however, a worst-case scenario was calculated for
mitigation. The Proposed Action would require 65 acres or more of wetland mitigation for the impacts;
however, a requirement this high is not expected by MDOT MAA.
MDOT MAA proposes to meet mitigation requirements through purchase of wetland mitigation credits
from an MDE/USACE approved mitigation bank. If banking credits remain unavailable prior to the
submittal of the initial JPA, and no sites are available to perform Permittee Responsible mitigation, MDOT
MAA will issue a Request for Proposals so that a third-party firm may provide mitigation to offset the
unavoidable impacts. MDOT MAA cannot pay an in-lieu fee to meet the mitigation requirement because
no in-lieu fee program currently exists in Maryland. MDOT MAA will mitigate for unavoidable impacts
on a project-by-project basis during the final design stage. Several options exist to mitigate the additional
wildlife hazard caused by clearing of obstructions at the end of Runway 15, including:


Clearing of obstructions and subsequent filling of exposed wetlands so that resulting open water
will not attract potentially hazardous wildlife;



Clearing of obstructions and draining of exposed wetlands to render the area unattractive to
potentially hazardous wildlife;



Clearing of obstructions and subsequent installation of a grid system over exposed wetlands to
deter potentially hazardous wildlife from imprinting on the open water areas; and



Clearing of existing tree obstructions and replanting the area with lower growing tree and shrub
species to mask open water that would be an attractant to potentially hazardous wildlife.

With the aforementioned scenarios, clearing of obstructions and filling of exposed wetlands would require
mitigation of the footprint of filled wetlands. Clearing of obstructions and draining of the wetlands would
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require mitigation of the footprint of all hydrologically connected wetlands that extend off-site of the area
associated with the Part 77 clearing. Clearing of obstructions and installation of a grid system would require
mitigation of only the converted wetlands. The clearing/replanting scenario includes cutting existing
obstructions and replanting with low-growing tree species that would not grow to penetrate Part 77 surfaces.
Water Quality
Impacts to water quality resulting from an increase in impervious surface would be avoided and mitigated
through the use of SWM techniques. Concepts for SWM are discussed by drainage area, including use of
ESD practices, structural BMPs, and use of overtreatment. See Appendix K in the Final 2022 EA for
details on stormwater treatment requirements by watershed. At the time of design for each project,
stormwater design would adhere to MDE guidelines and regulations. A Stormwater Management Concept
Report would be provided during project design.
The proposed improvements would not be located near or create a wildlife hazard as defined in FAA
Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5200-33B. The AC warns against the creation of any open water within 10,000
feet of aircraft movement areas or within five miles of approach or departure surfaces. In addition, Maryland
Storm Water Management (SWM) regulations do not allow for open water facilities or landscaping that
would serve as habitat or attract waterfowl or potentially hazardous wildlife on Airport property. MDOT
MAA has design standards for SWM and landscaping that do not allow construction of wildlife hazards on
Airport property. All SWM facilities would be designed for consistency with Maryland standards for both
water quality (COMAR 26.08.02) and SWM (COMAR 26.17.02). The SWM facilities would be designed
to avoid creation of open water facilities, habitat, or wildlife attractants.
Floodplains
Mitigation measures to minimize potential impacts to surface waters and floodplains include:
 Designing facilities above the base flood elevation (such as hangars, airfield pavement, and the
ATCT).


Minimizing fill placed in floodplains and wetlands.



Construction controls to minimize erosion and sedimentation.



Restoring vegetation on disturbed areas to prevent soil erosion following project completion.



Designing facilities to allow adequate flow circulation and preserve free, natural drainage.



Comply with special flood-related design criteria.



Controlling run off, while ensuring the run-off control measures does not attract wildlife hazards
to aviation.



Controlling waste and spoils disposal to prevent contamination of ground and surface water.



Section 404 and 401 permit terms and conditions for minimizing and compensating for impacts to
surface waters.

An Erosion and Sediment Control Plan would be developed in accordance with MDE guidelines and
implemented during construction activities to minimize erosion and sedimentation and its impacts on
surface waters.
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Summary of All Impact Categories
It is the FAA’s finding that, with strict adherence to the permit requirements, avoidance,
minimization and mitigation measures outlined in the Final EA, the Proposed Action will not have a
significant effect on any of the above noted categories. The Proposed Action is FAA’s preferred
alternative.

Coordination with General Public and Agencies
Initial Scoping and Coordination
As discussed in Chapter 6, Public and Agency Involvement in the Final 2022 EA, the proposed project
was stalled after initially starting in 2013 primarily due to Agency comments received during scoping and
Coordination Meetings. Agency Scoping Meetings were held on Oct 24, 2013 with a Public scoping
meeting held in the evening of the same day. Additional public meetings were held with the Bailey’s Corner
Improvement Association on November 14, 2013 and the Middle River Roundtable on June 26, 2014.
Additional Agency Coordination Meetings occurred on July 9, 2014 and September 11, 2014 to discuss a
potential resolution to initial Agency concerns.
Agency Re-Scoping and Coordination
After MAA MDOT prepared a M&L Plan and addressed Agency concerns related to obstruction removal,
the project was re-started in 2017 with an Agency Re-scoping Meeting held on January 24, 2017.
Subsequent Agency Coordination Meetings were held on February 21, 2017, April 18, 2017, September
11, 2018, and November 13, 2018.
Additionally specific Agency Coordination meetings were held with the United States Department of
Agriculture on Dec. 6, 2018 and the Maryland Critical Area Commission (CAC) on December 12, 2018
(coordination is on-going with the CAC).
Notice of Availability of the Draft EA
The Draft EA was made available to the public via a Notice of Availability (NOA) for a 30-day review
period. The public and agencies were provided an opportunity to review and comment on the Draft EA
from Thursday, February 11, 2021 through March 29, 2021. A NOA was published in The Baltimore Sun,
The Dundalk Eagle, The Avenue and Essex-Middle River Patch on February 11, 2021, and again in The
Baltimore Sun on Sunday, February 14, 2021. Notice of availability of the draft and links to the Draft EA
document were also available on the MDOT MAA website.
Notification letters were also sent to the property owners with potential Part 77 tree obstructions on their
property off of the Runway 15 and Runway 33 ends, as well as to members of the public that had previously
attended public meetings related to the project. The Draft EA was also submitted to the Maryland
Department of Planning State Clearinghouse for distribution to relevant agencies. An email with the NOA
and an invitation to the Virtual Public Workshop was sent to relevant agencies and members of the MTN
airport community, as identified in Appendix L in the Final 2022 EA.
Public Workshops
A virtual public workshop was advertised as part of the NOA. As a result of public health guidance and at
the direction of the State of Maryland, virtual public workshops were held in lieu of an in-person workshop
on Tuesday, March 16, 2021 at 12:00 PM – 1:30 PM and 6:00 PM – 7:30 PM to share information and
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invite comments on the project. There were 19 attendees at the midday 12:00 PM workshop and 11
attendees at the evening 6:00 PM workshop.
All materials, including the Draft EA document remained on the MDOT MAA website through the close
of the comment period on March 29, 2021. Responses to comments received during the virtual public
workshops and received by MDOT MAA during the comment period, as well as responses to those
comments, are included in Appendix M in the Final 2022 EA.
Draft EA Comments
Comments were received on the Draft EA through March 29, 2021. Several comments received after this
date were also accepted by MDOT MAA. A comment and response matrix for comments received on the
Draft EA is included in Appendix M, Attachment 1 in the Final 2022 EA. The emails and letters received
are included in Appendix M, Attachment 2 in the Final 2022 EA.
During the comment period, nine agencies or organizations provided written comments (some via the MDP
State Clearinghouse), and two comments were received from members of the public. Twenty-two
comments or questions were received during the virtual public workshops Question and Answer sessions
from ten members of the public. Nine comments or questions were received at the 12:00 PM workshop
and 13 comments or questions were received at the 6:00 PM workshop.
The primary comments and questions from elected officials and from the public received during and
following the virtual public workshops were concerns related to the tree removal associated with the
Proposed Action.

Federal Agency Findings
In accordance with all applicable laws, the FAA makes the following findings for the Proposed Action
based on all appropriate information and analyses contained in the Final EA and Section 4(f) Determination:
A. The Proposed Action is reasonably consistent with existing plans of public agencies for
development of areas surrounding the airport. (49 U.S.C. §47106(a)(1)). The FAA is satisfied
that the Proposed Action is consistent with plans (existing at the time the Proposed Action is
approved) of public agencies for development of areas surrounding the airport based on coordination
efforts with public agencies as indicated in Appendix L, Public and Agency Involvement and
Appendix M, Comments and Responses, in the Final 2022 EA.
B. To the extent reasonable, the airport sponsor has taken or will take actions to restrict land uses
in the airport vicinity, including the adoption of zoning laws, to ensure the uses are compatible
with airport operations (49 USC 47107(a)(10)). The Proposed Action will be compatible with
existing zoning, surrounding area land use plans, the land uses at MTN, and will not change the
characteristics of the existing land uses.
C. The interest of the communities in or near where the Proposed Action may be located
were given fair consideration. (49 U.S.C. §47106(b)(2). The FAA is satisfied that the
interests of the communities in or near where the Proposed Action will be located were given
fair consideration as demonstrated by the Final 2022 EA, including Appendix L, Public and
Agency Involvement.
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D. The FAA has given this Proposed Action the independent and objective evaluation
required by the Council on Environmental Quality (40 C.F.R. Section 1506.5). The FAA's
review and ultimate decision process included the FAA's rigorous exploration and objective
evaluation of reasonable alternatives and probable environmental consequences, regulatory
agency and Native American consultations, as required, and public involvement. FAA
furnished guidance and participated in the preparation of the Final EA and by providing input,
advice and expertise throughout the planning and technical analyses, along with administrative
direction and legal review. FAA has independently evaluated the Final 2022 EA and takes
responsibility for its scope and content.
E. The Proposed Action includes all practicable measures to minimize harm to endangered species
as much as such harm may result from implementation of the Proposed Action (Endangered
Species Act of 1974, U.S.C. § 1531, as amended).
F. The Proposed Action conforms to all applicable state and/or local floodplain protection
standards (EO 11988, DOT Order 5650.2). While portions of the Proposed Action occur in a
floodplain, construction in the floodplain is the only practical location. There will not be a significant
encroachment in the floodplain. Incorporating the mitigations measures identified above will
minimize potential impacts to floodplains.
G. The Proposed Action conforms to the Avoidance, Minimization and/or Compensation of Harm
to Wetlands in Accordance with EO 11990 and the Clean Water Act DOT Order 5660.1A. While
portions of the project would impact wetlands, there is no alternative to construction in the wetlands.
However, all practicable measures to minimize harm to the wetlands will be incorporated including
adherence to permit conditions from MDE and USACE. Additionally, MDOT MAA will be
providing compensatory mitigation for any unavoidable permanent impacts to wetlands and streams.
H. The Proposed Action is consistent with the Maryland Coastal Zone Management Program in
accordance with the CZMA, as amended (16 U.S.C. §1451-1464). As indicated in Appendix M
of the Final 2022 EA, on April 16, 2021, the Maryland Department of Environment concurred that
the Proposed Action meets its consistency concurrence criteria and is consistent with the approved
Coastal Zone Management Plan. There would be no significant adverse impacts to the Maryland
Coastal Zone Management Area as result of the Proposed Action.
I.

There are no disproportionately high and adverse environmental effects on minority and/or
low-income populations that would result from the Proposed Action. (Executive Order 12898,
U.S. DOT Order 5610.2(a)). The FAA is satisfied that the analysis correctly identified low-income
and minority populations that potentially could be affected by the Proposed Action. None of the
resources evaluated (noise, vegetation removal, visual impacts) indicated disproportional impacts to
Environmental Justice Communities.

J. There are no adverse impacts to historic properties that would result from the Proposed Action
in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and
implementing regulations (36 C.F.R. §800). The FAA is satisfied that the Proposed Action will not
adversely affect any historic properties listed or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic
Places. As indicated in Appendix G, Attachment 5, of the Final 2022 EA, on August 4, 2020, the
Maryland Historic Trust concurred with FAA’s determination that the Proposed Action would have
no effect on architectural resources.
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K. The Proposed Action will have a de minimis impact on historic properties protected under
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 and will not result in the physical
or constructive use of other Section 4(f) properties (49 U.S.C. §303(c)). The FAA is satisfied that
the Proposed Action will not have a significant effect on Section 4(f) properties. As indicated in
Appendix G, Attachment 5, of the Final 2022 EA, on August 4, 2020, the Maryland Historic Trust
concurred with FAA’s de minimis impact determination on historic resources under Section 4(f) of
the Department of Transportation Act. The Proposed Action will not directly or indirectly impact
other Section 4(f) properties.
L. There are no disproportionate health and safety risks to children from the Proposed Action.
(Executive Order 13045). The FAA is satisfied that the Proposed Action will not result in
disproportionate health and safety risks to children.
M. The Proposed Action is reasonably necessary for use in air commerce or in the interests of
national defense (49 U.S.C. §44502(b)). The Proposed Project will maintain the safety, utility, and
efficiency of MTN. Implementation of the Proposed Project would enhance airport safety at MTN by
meeting FAA standards consistent with FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13A, Change 1, Airport
Design, and FAA regulations described in 14 C.F.R. Part 77, Safe, Efficient Use, and Preservation of
the Navigable Airspace.
N. The Proposed Action will conform to the Maryland State Implementation Plan (SIP) in
accordance with Section 176 of the Clean Air Act (CAA) Amendments (42 U.S.C. §7506(c)).
MTN is located in Baltimore County, Maryland, which is in moderate nonattainment for the 2008 8hour ozone standard, marginal nonattainment for the 2015 8-hour ozone standard, and nonattainment
for the 2010 sulfur dioxide standard. The Proposed Action is therefore subject to the federal General
Conformity requirements. Based on specific emissions calculations, the Proposed Action’s total
construction and operation emissions are below the de minimis thresholds established by the General
Conformity Rule in 40 C.F.R. §93.153. No further analysis with respect to General Conformity is
needed, and the Proposed Action conforms to the Maryland SIP and complies with CAA §176(c)(1).
Decision and Order
The FAA recognizes its responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), the
Council on Environmental Quality' s (CEQ) implementing regulations2, and the FAA's own directives.
Recognizing these responsibilities, I have carefully considered the FAA's goals and objectives in relation
to the various aeronautical aspects of the Martin State Airport Phase One Improvements as discussed in the
Final 2022 EA and I have used the environmental process to make a more informed decision. This review
included the purposes and needs to be served by this Proposed Action and alternative means to achieve
them. This review has also included consideration of the environmental impacts of these alternatives, and
the mitigation and conditions necessary to preserve and enhance the human environment. This decision is
based on a comparative examination of environmental impacts, operational factors, and economic factors
for each of the alternatives. The Final 2022 EA provides a fair and full discussion of the impacts of the
Proposed Action. The NEPA process included appropriate planning and design for avoidance and

2

The CEQ recently promulgated revisions to its regulations implementing NEPA, effective September 14, 2020.
However, pursuant to 40 CFR 1506.13, because the NEPA process for the Proposed Action commenced years ago,
the FAA has not applied the revised regulations to this Finding of No Significant Impact/Record of Decision.
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minimization of impacts, as required by NEPA, the CEQ regulations, other special purpose environmental
laws, and appropriate FAA environmental directives and guidance.
The FAA has determined that environmental and other relevant concerns presented by interested agencies
and the general public have been addressed in the Final 2022 EA. The FAA believes that with respect to
the Proposed Action, there are no outstanding environmental issues within FAA jurisdiction to be studied
or NEPA requirements that have not been met. In making this determination, the FAA must decide whether
to approve the federal actions necessary for Project implementation. FAA approval signifies that applicable
federal requirements relating to airport development planning have been met and permits the Sponsor to
proceed with development and possibly receive funds for eligible items. Not approving these actions would
prevent the Sponsor from proceeding with this airport development.
After careful and thorough consideration of the facts contained herein and subsequent to my review of the
Final 2022 EA and all of its related materials, the undersigned finds that the proposed Federal action is
consistent with existing national environmental policies and objectives as set forth in Section 101 of NEPA
and other applicable environmental requirements and will not significantly affect the quality of the human
environment or otherwise include any condition requiring consultation pursuant to Section 102(2)(C) of
NEPA.
This decision does not constitute a commitment of funds under the Airport Improvement Program (AIP);
however, it does fulfill the environmental prerequisites for future AIP funding determinations associated
with AIP-eligible project components (49 U.S.C. §47107).
Accordingly, pursuant to the authority delegated to me by the Administrator of the FAA, I find that the
actions summarized in this FONSI/ROD are reasonably supported and approved. I hereby direct that action
be taken together with the necessary related and collateral actions, to carry out the agency actions noted
above. Specifically:


Unconditional Approval of MTN ALP pursuant to 49 U.S.C. §40103(b) and §47107(a)(16),
and determination of the effects of each of the components comprising the Proposed Action as
described above, in the Final 2022 EA, and all associated materials upon the safe and efficient
utilization of navigable airspace pursuant to 14 C.F.R. Parts 77 and 157 and 49 U.S.C. §44718;



Determination under 49 U.S.C. §§4010l(d)(l) and 47105(b)(3) that the proposed project meets
applicable design and engineering standards set forth in FAA Advisory Circulars;



Determinations concerning funding through the Federal grant-in-aid program authorized by the
Airport and Airway Improvement Act of 1982, as amended (recodified at 49 U.S.C. §47107)
and/or approval of an application to use Passenger Facility Charges (PFCs) under 49 U.S.C.
§40117 (this does not determine eligibility or availability of potential funds);



Determination under 49 U.S.C. §44502(b) that the airport development is reasonably necessary
for use in air commerce or in the interests of national defense;



Continued close coordination with the Sponsor, and appropriate FAA program offices, as
required, to ensure safety during construction (14 C.F.R. Part 77); and
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x

Approval of appropriate amendments to the BWI Airport Certification Manual (ACM), as
required, pursuant to 49 U.S.C. §44706.

DAVID A FISH
Approved:

Digitally signed by DAVID A
FISH
Date: 2022.02.23 13:09:17
-05'00'

__________

David A. Fish
Date
Director, Airports Division
Federal Aviation Administration Eastern Region
Right of Appeal
This FONSI/ROD presents the Federal Aviation Administration’s findings and final decision and approvals
for the actions identified, including those taken under the provisions of Title 49 of the United States Code,
Subtitle VII, Parts A and B.
Any party having a substantial interest may appeal this order to the United States Court of Appeals for the
District of Columbia Circuit or in the court of appeals of the United States for the circuit in which the person
resides or has its principal place of business, upon petition filed within 60 days after entry of this order in
accordance with 49 U.S.C. §46110.
Any party seeking to stay the implementation of this ROD must file an application with the FAA prior to
seeking judicial relief, as provided in rule 18(a) of the Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure.
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Chapter 1:
Background and Proposed Action
The Maryland Department of Transportation
Maryland Aviation Administration (MDOT
MAA), owner and operator of Martin State
Airport (MTN) located in Middle River,
Maryland, is preparing this Environmental
Assessment (EA) to assist the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) in evaluating
potential environmental effects resulting from
proposed improvements at MTN. This EA is
being completed in accordance with the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(NEPA), which requires environmental
review of proposed federal actions. The
MDOT MAA is proposing improvements at
MTN that would be eligible for federal funding
and would require unconditional approval of
the Airport Layout Plan (ALP) for MTN, both
of which are considered federal actions.
In addition to NEPA, this EA is being prepared
in accordance with the Council on
Environmental
Quality
implementing
regulations [(CEQ); 40 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) 1500-1508]; FAA Order
1050.1F, Policies and Procedures for
Considering Environmental Impacts; and FAA
Order 5050.4B, National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions
for Airport Actions.
The EA will also satisfy the requirements of
the Maryland Environmental Policy Act
(MEPA) (Annotated Code of Maryland,
Natural Resource Article, 1-301 to 1-305).
Per
the
Maryland
Department
of
Transportation regulations to implement
MEPA, an environmental effects report will
not be required, however, a MEPA checklist
was completed and is provided in Appendix
Background and Proposed Action

N, Maryland Environmental Policy Act
Checklist.
For this EA, the required content and related
information is organized in the following
manner: Chapter 1 provides background
information as well as the Proposed Action
and Requested Federal Action; Chapter 2
describes the purpose and need for the
proposed projects; Chapter 3 discusses the
alternatives considered and why they were
either dismissed from further evaluation or
carried forward for detailed environmental
analysis; Chapter 4 describes the existing
conditions
of
potentially
impacted
environmental resources; Chapter 5
identifies and evaluates the potential
environmental
consequences
of
the
alternatives carried forward for detailed
analysis; Chapter 6 documents the public
and agency outreach conducted for the EA;
and Chapter 7 provides a list of preparers.

1.1 Background
MTN is a general aviation (GA) reliever
airport located in Baltimore County,
Maryland. A reliever airport is defined as,
“…an
airport
the
Secretary
[of
Transportation] designates to relieve
congestion at a commercial service airport
and to provide more general aviation access
to the overall community.” 1 Originally an
aircraft manufacturing site owned by Glenn
L. Martin of the Martin Aircraft Company, the
State of Maryland purchased the Airport in
1975 for use as a GA facility, and turned
operation of the facility over to the MDOT
MAA.
1-1
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MTN is located on approximately 775 acres
adjacent to the Chesapeake Bay, as shown
in Figure 1.1-1. The northwest portion of the
Airport is bordered by Eastern Boulevard
(MD 150) and the Amtrak/Maryland Area
Regional Commuter (MARC) railroad line,
while Wilson Point Road (MD 587) provides
access to the terminal and Strawberry Point
Complex on the southwest, as shown on
Figure 1.1-2. Frog Mortar Creek borders the
Airport to the northeast, east, and southeast.
Access to the Maryland Air National Guard
(MANG) 175th Wing, which is located on the
northeast quadrant of the Airport, is provided
from Lynbrook Road.
The following sections provide information
related to MTN’s role in the National Airport
System, existing Airport facilities, the
development of the MTN ALP, and
consistency with current aircraft operational
conditions.

1.1.1 MTN’s Role in the National
Airport System
MTN plays an important role in the National
Airport System. According to the National
Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS),
MTN is designated a reliever airport to
Baltimore/
Washington
International
Thurgood Marshall Airport (BWI Marshall
Airport).
MTN is also categorized as a “National” GA
airport in the FAA’s study entitled, General
Aviation Airports: A National Asset. The FAA
conducted this study to better understand the
role of GA airports. As a result of this study,
four categories of GA airports were
established: national, regional, local, and
basic. Only 84 GA airports throughout the
United States are classified as National, of
the nearly 3,000 GA airports identified in the
FAA’s NPIAS. The FAA describes a National
GA airport as one which “Serves national –
Background and Proposed Action

global markets” with “very high levels of
activity with many jets and multiengine
propeller aircraft averaging about 200 total
based aircraft, including 30 jets.” 2
MTN’s classifications as a reliever airport
and as a National GA airport highlight its
important role in the airport system on both a
regional and national level.

1.1.2 Existing Airport Facilities
Civilian and military aircraft, as well as
helicopters, operate at MTN. Civilian aircraft
and helicopter operations operate on the
west side of MTN. MTN’s largest tenant, the
MANG, is located to the northeast of Runway
15-33, and military activity is generally
conducted on the east side of the Airport.
Figure 1.1-2 displays the three general areas
that incorporate airfield facilities: the Central
Terminal Area, the MANG, and the
Strawberry Point Complex.
The Central Terminal Area encompasses the
terminal building and adjacent hangar
development,
including
airport
administration, fixed-base operator (FBO)
functions (provided by MDOT MAA) and the
Airport Traffic Control Tower (ATCT), six
community hangars, nine corporate hangars,
and 160 T-hangars, as well as aircraft
parking locations.
The MANG began operations at MTN in
1957; its facilities include operations and
training buildings, supply and storage
facilities,
storage
of
ammunition,
maintenance shops, hangars, fuel storage
facilities, a pump house, and an Aircraft
Rescue and Firefighting (ARFF) facility.
In the late 1930s, the Strawberry Point
Complex was constructed near the water to
allow for the testing of experimental
seaplanes during World War II. The
Strawberry Point Complex is currently used
1-2
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by the Maryland State Police and the
Baltimore County Police Marine Team, and
includes two corporate hangars, 30 Thangars, and fuel storage facilities.
The following sections describe the airfield
facilities, navigational aid (NAVAID), GA
facilities, aviation support, and landside
facilities at MTN.
1.1.2.1

Airfield Facilities

Airfield facilities include those areas that
accommodate the movement of aircraft,
such as runways, taxiways and helipads.
The general airfield layout of MTN is
illustrated in Figure 1.1-3. The airfield
facilities at MTN are described in the
following sections.
Runway
Runway 15-33 is the only runway at MTN.
The runway includes an actual pavement
length of 8,100 feet and is 180 feet wide.
However, the Runway 15 threshold has been
relocated 1,103 feet, resulting in a usable
runway length of 6,997 feet. U.S. Terminal
Procedures allow military aircraft to use
8,100 feet for departures to Runway 15 and
arrivals to Runway 33 so that the MANG may
carry out its assigned national defense and
State missions at MTN.
The Runway Design Code (RDC)
designation for Runway 15-33 is C-III-5000.
The RDC is used to determine appropriate
design standards. 3 The first two components
of the RDC, C-III, are the Aircraft Approach
Category (AAC) and the Airplane Design
Group (ADG). The AAC is determined based
on the design aircraft approach speed and
the ADG is based on the wing span and tail
height of the design aircraft. The design
aircraft for MTN, the Gulfstream V, is
categorized as a C-III aircraft. C-III aircraft
have an approach speed of between 121
Background and Proposed Action

knots and 141 knots, and either a tail height
between 30 feet and 44 feet or a wingspan of
between 79 feet and 117 feet. The last
component of the RDC relates to visibility
minimums. The visibility minimum in this
application is the minimum horizontal
distance the pilot must be able to see to
distinguish the runway and associated
lighting. 4
The minimum visibility is
expressed in Runway Visual Range (RVR),
which is an instrumentally derived value that
represents the horizontal distance in feet that
the approaching pilot will see down the
runway. 5 An RVR of 5000 is equivalent to a
visibility of approximately one mile.
Taxiways
Taxiways at MTN include one partial-length
parallel taxiway (Taxiway F) serving the GA
(west) side of the Airport, and one full-length
parallel taxiway (Taxiway T) located to the
east of Runway 15-33, serving the MANG
side of the Airport. Taxiway F extends from
the Runway 33 end to the vicinity of the
terminal area. Numerous taxiways (B, C, J,
S and E) provide connections from Taxiway
F to Runway 15-33, while Taxiways A, C, D,
and E provide connections from Taxiway T.
The Taxiway Design Group (TDG) for the
taxiways at MTN is TDG-3. Like the RDC
and runway design, the FAA uses the TDG
to relate taxiway design standards to aircraft
physical characteristics. The TDG for MTN is
based on the undercarriage dimensions of
the Gulfstream V/500 aircraft.
Helipad
A paved circular helipad is in the Central
Terminal Area south of the ATCT (HCPD).
The Baltimore County Police, news
agencies, a flight training school and a
medical emergency response unit operate
from this helipad. In general, helicopters
1-3
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using this helipad fly to and from the
southwest to maximize the overflight of
compatible land uses.
While there is only one designated helipad,
helicopters land and depart from two other
locations on MTN. The Baltimore City Police
typically operate from the area near the
Runway 15 end (HBPD), which provides the
shortest taxiing distance from their hangars.
Arrival and departure flight patterns generally
follow the Eastern Avenue corridor to the
southwest in the immediate vicinity of MTN.
Military helicopter operations also occur from
the HBPD helipad. The Maryland State
Police operate from the Strawberry Point
Complex (HSPD), and often fly directly
towards their destination due to their status
as emergency responders.
1.1.2.2

Navigational Aids

A number of NAVAIDs assist pilots in
operating aircraft at MTN. The locations of
the existing NAVAIDs relevant to this EA are
illustrated in Figure 1.1-4 and described in
the following paragraphs.
The FAA maintains an Instrument Landing
System (ILS) on Runway 33 to guide pilots
when landing aircraft at MTN. The ILS
equipment supports precision approach and
localizer directional aid (LDA) approach
capabilities, however there is currently no
published “ILS procedure” for Runway 33.
These approaches require lateral and vertical
guidance. The ILS includes a localizer used
for lateral guidance and a glide slope used for
vertical guidance. The localizer consists of an
antenna array and equipment shelter located
to the northwest of the Runway 15 end. The
glide slope consists of antennas and an
equipment shelter located near the Runway
33 end on the east side of the runway.

Background and Proposed Action

Although it can only be used for nonprecision approaches, Runway 15 is
equipped with a localizer, used in
conjunction with Distance Measuring
Equipment (DME) to aid pilots in the location
of the Airport and to provide lateral guidance.
Pulsating Light Approach Slope Indicators
(PLASI) consist of a set of lights offset from
the approach end of the runway which
provide vertical guidance to approaching
aircraft. Each runway end at MTN is
equipped with a PLASI.
Other
NAVAIDs
and
ground-based
technology used to provide information to
pilots include Runway End Identifier Lights
(REILs), and an Automated Weather
Observation System (AWOS). REILs are
flashing white high-intensity lights that are
located near the end of the runway. “The
function of the REIL is to provide rapid and
positive identification of the end of the
runway.” 6 The AWOS, located between
Runway 15-33 and Taxiway T near the
southeastern end of the runway, provides
real-time weather data.
Wind information is provided by an
anemometer and two windsocks.
The
anemometer measures wind velocity and is
located west of the Runway 15 threshold.
The anemometer data is transmitted to the
ATCT. A windsock is located near each
runway end and is used by pilots to
determine surface wind conditions.
1.1.2.3

General Aviation Facilities

GA facilities include aircraft hangars, tiedown areas and aprons. As shown on
Figure 1.1-5, there are numerous locations
for aircraft storage and parking at MTN. As
previously described, corporate hangars,
community hangars and T-hangars are in the
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Central Terminal Area and the Strawberry
Point Complex.
All 86 permanent tie-down positions are in
the vicinity of the Central Terminal Area.
There are 19 dedicated spaces for transient
aircraft; due to the configuration and
shortage of these spaces, aircraft often park
in grass areas between Taxilanes B and C.
Other GA parking areas/aprons include 18
acres at the Strawberry Point Complex and
15 acres in the Central Terminal Area.
1.1.2.4

Aviation Support Facilities

Support facilities include the terminal
building; the ATCT; equipment storage and
maintenance buildings; fuel facilities and
utilities. The locations of these facilities are
illustrated in Figure 1.1-5. Facilities that are
relevant to this EA are described in the
following paragraphs.
The ATCT was constructed in the 1940s and
is located on the fourth floor of the terminal
building. The ATCT is part of the FAA
Contract Tower (FCT) program. The FCT
program was initiated in 1982 to provide air
traffic control services to airports that would
otherwise not meet the FAA’s criteria for an
ATCT. The ATCT is staffed daily from 6:00
a.m. until 11:00 p.m.
Fuel storage facilities are located at the
Strawberry Point Complex. The fuel storage
facilities include 12 aboveground storage
tanks (ASTs) with a total capacity of 94,360
gallons.
1.1.2.5

Landside Facilities

Landside facilities include vehicle parking
and access roads.
Vehicle parking is
provided adjacent to most of the Airport
facilities except for the T-hangars. T-hangar
users park in the lots adjacent to the
community hangar and terminal.
Background and Proposed Action

Vehicles access the Central Terminal Area
via various gates along Wilson Point Road.
To reach the Strawberry Point Complex,
vehicles travel along Wilson Point Road,
pass the Central Terminal Area, then turn
onto Strawberry Point Road.
Separate
access is provided to the MANG side of the
Airport through a gated entrance from
Lynbrook Road.

1.1.3 Airport Layout Plan
An ALP documents the existing airport
facilities and shows proposed future airport
development. The ALP is prepared by the
airport sponsor and submitted to the FAA for
review and approval.
The MDOT MAA submitted an updated MTN
ALP to the FAA in June 2020. The ALP
identifies the improvements needed at MTN
to comply with FAA design standards and
meet projected demand levels. The
improvements are recommended for phased
implementation based on projected future
demand and are identified as Phase I, Phase
II and Phase III on the ALP. Appendix A,
Airport Plans Attachment 1 provides the
June 2020 ALP.
The proposed
improvements under consideration in this EA
are identified as Phase I Improvements on
the June 2020 ALP. It should be noted that
the following three projects are identified as
Phase I improvements on the June 2020
ALP; however, they are not included in this
EA as they have received environmental
approval under previous separate NEPA
review:
•

Phase I MANG facilities approved
under a separate EA coordinated
with MDOT MAA and FAA in 2014.

•

Snow Removal Equipment Building,
FAA approval as a CATEX on May 1,
2020.
1-5

Martin State Airport Final Environmental Assessment
for Phase I Improvements

•

Northrop
Grumman
Hangar
Expansion and Additional Parking
(for existing Building 20), FAA
approval Fall 2015.

A significant portion of the Phase I
improvements are needed to meet FAA
design standards and are not connected to
projected forecast levels. While the need for
proposed GA and landside facility
improvements is reliant in part on
accommodating existing and future demand,
many of the existing facilities, including Thangars and buildings in the midfield area,
and the ATCT have outlived their anticipated
useful lives and need replacement.
Completing environmental review of Phase I
improvements is prudent at this time. Lastly,
the improvements that are included to
address future demand will only be
constructed once the specific demand for a
project is realized.
It should be noted that since the October
2013 scoping meetings for the initiation of
this EA, revisions to the Proposed Action
include the addition of the following
improvements: rehabilitation /reconstruction
of Taxiway T, reconstruction of the MANG
apron to tie into the lowered Taxiway T after
rehabilitation/reconstruction, and relocation
of Taxiway J. The updated Proposed Action
also eliminates adding Taxiway H and a
taxiway connecting the extension of Taxiway
F to tenant facilities west of the terminal. All
of these revisions to the Proposed Action are
included in the updated MTN ALP submitted
in June 2020.

1.1.4 Consistency with 2017-2020
Operational Conditions
The impact analysis for this EA was last
initiated in 2016. Agency coordination to
consider potential natural resource impacts
has been extensive, and continued through
Background and Proposed Action

2018 following the development and
incorporation of the Obstruction Marking and
Lighting Plan (M&L Plan) into the Proposed
Action. The fleet mix forecast used to
evaluate air quality, climate, and noise
impacts (see Sections 5.1, 5.3 and 5.11,
respectively) used 2016 as the base year.
The EA fleet mix forecast was approved by
the FAA on December 22, 2016 and the
approval letter is provided in Appendix I,
Fleet Mix, Attachment B.
The 2016 base year data was subsequently
compared with actual 2017, 2018, 2019 and
year-to-date 2020 data 7 for the issuance of
this EA as shown in Table 1.1.
Table 1.1
Comparison of Aircraft Operations
Calendar
Year

2017
2018
2019
20203

EA
Base
Year
(2016)1

76,009
76,009
76,009
76,009

Actual
Operations
(OPSNET)2

78,274
83,609
88,515
78,378

Percent
Difference

3.0%
10.0%
16.5%
3.1%

1

Appendix I, Table 10.
FAA, OPSNET database.
3 Extrapolated from January through June 2020
data assuming July to December operations would
be the same as the same period in 2019. Does not
incorporate impacts of COVID -19.
2

In its forecast guidance the FAA uses 10
percent in 5-year forecast period and 15
percent in 10-year forecast period as the
threshold for consistency. Although the
actual numbers exceeded this threshold in
2019, they were converging back to the 2016
base numbers during the first six months of
2020. Beginning in March 2020, travel
restrictions in response to the COVID-19
pandemic have further reduced aviation
demand and it is likely that final 2020
operation levels will be at or below 2016
levels. Therefore, it was determined that
1-6
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2019 and extrapolated 2020 operation levels
were still consistent with levels used to
represent the 2016 base year. It is therefore
viable to continue to use 2016 data to
represent existing operational conditions at
MTN. 8 Furthermore, as previously stated,
the need for many components of the
Proposed Action is independent of the
operational level, with those projects
depending on operational growth only being
pursued once the demand is realized. As
such, the need for the Proposed Action
remains valid, despite the ongoing public
health emergency.

1.2 Proposed Action
The Proposed Action consists of the
following projects as shown on Figure 1.2-1.
The basic components of the Proposed
Action include:
•

Shift Runway 15-33 to the northwest
– provide compliant Runway Safety
Area (RSA) and Runway Object Free
Area (ROFA);

•

Modify the Runway 15-33 grade (fulllength rehabilitation);

•

Relocate NAVAIDs to outside the
RSA and ROFA;

•

Lower/Remove obstructions with
implementation of the M&L Plan
(man-made and vegetative);

•

Relocate Taxiways C and J and
remove
the
existing
taxiway
pavement;

•

Remove Taxiways B and S;

•

Rehabilitate/Reconstruct portion of
Taxiway T;

•

Add taxiway fillets;

•

Extend Taxiway F;

Background and Proposed Action

•

Install a medium-intensity approach
light system (MALS);

•

Implement elements of the Wildlife
Hazard Management Plan (WHMP);

•

Relocate the ATCT;

•

Provide GA and landside facilities;
and

•

NEPA review of two parcels for
property acquisition for drainage
improvements and future mitigation.

Many connected actions are required to
implement the various components of the
Proposed Action. Table 1.2.1 lists the
Connected Actions by basic component.

1.3 Requested Federal Action
This EA, which was prepared for the FAA by
MDOT MAA, presents the evaluation of
impacts to the environment and provides a
detailed review of the proposed actions as
required by FAA Order 5050.4B and Order
1050.1F.
This EA is being submitted in accordance
with the CEQ’s Regulations for Implementing
the Procedural Provisions of the National
Environmental Policy Act. The Requested
Federal Action is the unconditional approval
of the Phase I Improvements portion of the
June 2020 ALP, and approval of use of
federal funds for these projects at MTN, as
applicable.
The Draft EA for this Proposed Action was
released for public review and comment prior
to a final determination of FAA’s statutory
approval authority related to the Proposed
Action as a result of passage of the FAA
Reauthorization Act of 2018. Congress
limited the FAA’s statutory authority over
airport development projects in Section 163
of the FAA Reauthorization Act of 2018, H.
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R. 302, (P.L. 115-254). In the statute,
Congress limited FAA’s approval authority to
portions of ALPs that meet certain statutorily
defined criteria, and further, prohibited the
FAA from directly or indirectly regulating
airport land use unless certain exceptions for
continued “direct or indirect” regulation exist.
The FAA Reauthorization Act of 2018 made
no corresponding changes to FAA’s approval
authorities with respect to potential federal
funding. As such, the revisions made here to
the EA are intended to clarify the definition of
the Federal action. Because MAA is still
considering which aspects of the proposed
action may request federal funding, no
changes have been made in the EA as to the
analysis of effects.
The specific requested federal actions
associated with the preparation and
submission of this EA by MDOT MAA
include:
•

FAA unconditional approval of the
Sponsor’s Proposed Action as
depicted on the ALP (submitted to
FAA in June 2020), pursuant to 49
United States Code (USC) 40103(b)
and 47107(a)(16). The FAA’s
unconditional approval includes a
determination that the EA satisfies
the applicable environmental statutes
and regulations, including those
identified in FAA Orders 1050.1F and
5050.4B. The “FAA ALP Approval
Authority” column of Table 1.2-1
indicates which actions require FAA
approval as depicted on the ALP.

•

Funding in the form of an Airport
Improvement Program (AIP) grant.
Environmental approval would allow
the MDOT MAA to establish eligibility
for funding through the Federal AIP
funds
for
eligible
airport
development,
assuming
the

Background and Proposed Action

independent program requirements
are met (49 USC Section 47101 et
seq.). The “FAA Funding Approval
Authority” column of Table 1.2-1
indicates those actions that may have
a request for federal funding
submitted to the FAA for approval.
•

Relocation of applicable navigational
aids pursuant to 49 USC 44719.

•

Development and update of relevant
aircraft navigation procedures that
meet the needs for safe and efficient
navigation and air traffic control (49
USC 44505) associated with runway
end relocation.

Based on the environmental findings in this
EA, the FAA will either issue a Notice of
Intent (NOI) to prepare an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) or prepare a Finding
of No Significant Impact (FONSI) that will
support and explain the decision on the
Proposed Action. Should the FAA issue a
FONSI, federal financial participation for the
design and construction of the Proposed
Action would then be requested.
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Table 1.2.1
Proposed Action

Basic Component

FAA ALP
Approval
Authority

FAA Funding
Approval
Authority

(YES1 or NO2)

(YES3 or NO)

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Revise LDA RWY 33, RNAV (GPS) RWY 33, RNAV (GPS) RWY 15, LOC RWY 15, and VOR OR TACAN RWY 15 procedures as needed to account for the
runway shift.

No

No

Re-mark runway and taxiway pavement.

Yes

Yes

Relocate runway lighting.

Yes

Yes

Overlay Runway 15-33 to provide 150-foot-wide runway with 15-foot-wide paved shoulders.

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Actions
Relocate existing Runway 15 end
approximately 291 feet from the existing
landing threshold.
Displace the Runway 15 landing threshold by
approximately 225 feet from the proposed
runway end.

Shift Runway 15-33 to the northwest
(Provide compliant RSA and ROFA)

Modify the Runway 15-33 grade

Relocate the Runway 33 end approximately
380 feet from the existing landing threshold.
Displace the Runway 33 landing threshold by
approximately 390 feet from the proposed
runway end.

Connected Actions

Construct a blast pad.
Relocate the PLASI or install a Precision Approach Path Indicator (PAPI).
Relocate the REILs.
Relocate Taxiway A to align with the relocated Runway 15 end and remove the existing Taxiway A pavement.
Acquire Runway 15 Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) property interest (easements).
Construct a blast pad.
Relocate the PLASI or install a PAPI.
Relocate the REILs.
Relocate Taxiway E to align with the relocated Runway 33 end and remove the existing Taxiway E pavement.
Construct two new short Taxiway segments to provide access to the Strawberry Point Complex.

Remove trees within a 500-foot radius of the AWOS.
Relocate Runway 33 Glide Slope and AWOS.

Remove Taxiway D.
Remove pavement associated with access road to existing Runway 33 Glide Slope and AWOS locations.

Relocate NAVAIDs outside of the
proposed RSA and ROFA

Relocate Runway 15 offset localizer.

Construct a raised platform in Frog Mortar Creek to support localizer antenna.
Install pilings for the localizer critical area debris shield.
Grade/fill the localizer critical area to meet clearance standards and signal requirements.
Remove pavement associated with access road to existing Runway 15 offset localizer.

Relocate the windsocks for both runway ends.

Background and Proposed Action
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Table 1.2.1
Proposed Action
FAA ALP
Approval
Authority

FAA Funding
Approval
Authority

(YES1 or NO2)

(YES3 or NO)

Remove on-airport vegetative obstructions to clear Part 77 surfaces.

No

Yes

Address on-airport manmade objects that penetrate Part 77 surfaces in accordance with the ALP.

No

Yes

Remove off-airport vegetative obstructions to clear the 20:1 threshold siting surface (TSS) and the 18:1
departure obstacle clearance surface (OCS). Any tree replacement will be completed with low growth
species.
Clear off-airport non-vegetative obstructions such that all will be clear of the 20:1 TSS and the 18:1 departure
OCS. Some non-vegetative objects will remain penetrations to the Part 77 34:1 approach surface. See the
ALP for the disposition on each obstruction.
Lower the Amtrak catenary lines/poles to approximately 30 feet above ground level; Clear of 20:1 TSS and
18:1 Departure OCS.
Remove or lower all other non-vegetative obstructions south of Amtrak to be clear of the 20:1 approach TSS.
Relocate or lower street lights and signs as specified in Sheet 9 of the ALP set to clear Part 77 (34:1) where
possible, and if unachievable, lower to clear the 20:1 approach TSS.
Acquire easements for vegetative and non-vegetative obstruction removal.

No

Yes

Remove off-airport vegetative obstructions to clear the 34:1 approach TSS. Any tree replacement will be
completed with low growth species.

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Relocate Taxiways C and J and remove the existing taxiway pavement

Yes

Yes

Remove Taxiways B and S pavement

Yes

Yes

Rehabilitate/Reconstruct portion of Taxiway T

Yes

Yes

Add taxiway fillets

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Basic Component

Actions

Remove off-airport Runway 15 obstructions.
Lower/Remove obstructions

Remove off-airport Runway 33 obstructions.

Connected Actions

Acquire easements for vegetative obstruction removal.
Lower portion of Taxiway T and MANG Apron

Remove ground obstruction on the Runway 15 end by lowering portions of Taxiway T and MANG Apron to tie
into the proposed lowered grade.

Extend Taxiway F

Relocate the anemometer.

Install MALS for the Runway 33
Approach

Install a pier structure in Frog Mortar Creek to support a light bar.

Background and Proposed Action

1-10

Martin State Airport Final Environmental Assessment
for Phase I Improvements

Table 1.2.1
Proposed Action

Basic Component

FAA ALP
Approval
Authority

FAA Funding
Approval
Authority

(YES1 or NO2)

(YES3 or NO)

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

Construct a new ATCT on the civilian side of the airfield.

Yes

Yes

Construct an ATCT access road.

No

Yes

Actions

Reduce wildlife hazards airport-wide.

Connected Actions
Replace the existing perimeter fence with an eleven-foot-high fence. This may occur in phases in response to
funding. Phase 1 will begin near the terminal buildings, and proceed east along Strawberry Point Road,
around the Runway 33 approach and stop beyond the recently constructed Lockheed Martin treatment facility
off Lynbrook Road.
Eliminate ponding areas by improving stormwater design and/or grading.

Implement elements of the WHMP

Reduce wildlife hazards in the wooded block
south of the runway between Central Terminal
Areas and Strawberry Point Complex.
Reduce wildlife hazards in wooded block
north of the runway between Frog Mortar
Creek and Taxiway T.

Relocate the ATCT

Remove trees outside the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area and fill exposed wetlands.
Manage the remaining trees as a thinned stand (do not encourage new growth).
Remove roosting locations adjacent to the newly created edge.
Install fence around the trees between the existing perimeter fence and Taxiway T.

Yes

Yes5

Yes4

No

Modify the pier located at the Strawberry Point Complex.

No

No

Construct additional parking to accommodate existing hangar buildings 1-3.

No

No

Review two parcels for MAA acquisition located along Wilson Point Road adjacent to Airport property for drainage improvements and future mitigation.

No

Yes

Demolish existing pavement and 48 existing T-hangars from the midfield area.
Develop five corporate hangars, FBO,
associated apron, connector taxilane and
vehicular access/parking in the midfield area.
Provide GA and landside facilities

NEPA review for property acquisition

Develop 63 T-hangars, associated apron and
corporate aircraft storage area in the
Strawberry Point Complex.

4

Relocate /reconstruct 16 T-hangars in the midfield area located southwest of the proposed midfield corporate
development.
Discontinue use of helipad near midfield aircraft tiedown area and relocate the existing helipad in the Strawberry
Point Complex ramp to better accommodate flight paths into and out of MTN.
Remove existing fuel tanks and aboveground pipeline and demolish 30 existing hangars and aircraft storage
in the Strawberry Point Complex to accommodate future T-hangars.

Note:
1 Portions of the Proposed Action may have a material impact to the safe and efficient operations of aircraft at, to, or from the Airport. Therefore, the FAA retains the legal authority to approved or disapprove these changes to the ALP.
2 Portions of the Proposed Action would have no material impact on aircraft operations at, to, or from the Airport, and would not adversely affect the safety of people or property on the ground adjacent to the Airport as a result of aircraft operations. In addition, these
portions of the Proposed Action would not have an adverse effect on the value of prior Federal investments to a significant extent. Therefore, the FAA lacks the legal authority to approve or disapprove the changes to the ALP.
3 A “YES” in this column denotes that the project component is eligible for AIP or PFC funding granted that it meets the requirements in the AIP Handbook.
4 Parking lots and access roads associated with the GA and landside facilities do not require FAA ALP Approval.
5 FAA funding would be available for the demolition of existing t-hangars in the midfield area, as well as development of corporate hangars, FBO, associated apron, and connector taxilane. However, FAA funding would not be available for development of t-hangars,
associated parking and access roads, and relocation of the helipad to Strawberry Point Complex.
Source: ALP and HNTB analysis, 2021.
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Endnotes

1

49 USC, § 47102(23), 1/3/12.

2

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), General Aviation Airports: A National Asset, May 2012, Figure 2, p. 3.

3

FAA, Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5300-13A, Change 1, Airport Design, 2/26/14, p. 13.

4

FAA, AC 150/5300-13A, Change 1, Airport Design, 2/26/14, p. 35.

5

FAA, AC 97-1A, Runway Visual Range (RVR), 9/28/77, p. 1.

6

FAA, AC 150/5300-13A, Change 1, Airport Design, 2/26/14, p. 194.

7

Comparison of 2016 aircraft operations to 2020 operations was completed in July 2020, therefore year to date
included January-June 2020 operational data.

8

According to the FAA’s guidance, Review and Approval of Aviation Forecasts, dated June 2008, forecasts for
operations are “considered to be consistent with the TAF if they meet the following criterion: Forecasts differ by less
than 10 percent in the 5-year forecast period, and 15 percent in the 10-year forecast period.” Local civil operations,
typically performed by small piston-powered aircraft, account for most of the recent increases in
operations. Conversely, operations by higher-performance military aircraft have declined since 2016. Therefore, the
difference in noise and air quality impacts related to the difference in operational levels between 2016 and the present
is expected to be insignificant. Consequently, the existing operational conditions defined for 2016 remain valid. Note
that the 2016 base year numbers were used to describe and analyze existing conditions were based on
extrapolations of year-to-date 2016 data available at the time of the analysis and are not exactly comparable to actual
2016 data now available.
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Chapter 2:
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.

2.1 Purpose and Need
The purpose of implementing the proposed
action is to meet various FAA standards,
enhance airfield safety, improve airfield
efficiency, accommodate existing and
anticipated
demand
at
MTN,
and
environmental
review
for
property
acquisition. The specific needs for the
proposed action are discussed in the
following sections.

2.1.1 FAA Standards
Improvements are needed because certain
aspects of MTN do not meet FAA standards.
The existing RSA, ROFA, runway grade,
runway blast pads, taxiway geometry and
taxiway fillets do not meet FAA standards as
defined in AC 150/5300-13A, Change 1,
Airport Design. Furthermore, objects on and
off-airport property penetrate the imaginary
surfaces defined in CFR Title 14 Part 77Safe, Efficient Use, and Preservation of the
Navigable Airspace (Part 77). The following
sections define these standards and the
associated deficiencies at MTN.
2.1.1.1

Runway Safety Area

An RSA is “A defined surface surrounding
the runway prepared or suitable for reducing

Purpose and Need

the risk of damage to aircraft in the event of
an undershoot, overshoot, or excursion from
the runway.” 1
The following criteria
characterize the RSA; “[it] must be:
(1)
cleared and graded and have no
potentially
hazardous
ruts,
humps,
depressions, or other surface variations;
(2)
drained by grading or storm sewers
to prevent water accumulation;
(3)
capable, under dry conditions, of
supporting snow removal equipment, Aircraft
Rescue and Firefighting (ARFF) equipment,
and the occasional passage of aircraft
without causing damage to the aircraft; and,
(4)
free of objects, except for objects that
need to be located in the RSA because of
their function.” 2
The RSA is centered on the runway
centerline and its dimensions are dependent
on the AAC and ADG. As previously
discussed, the AAC and ADG for Runway
15-33 are C-III. For a C-III runway, the RSA
must be 500 feet wide and extend 1,000 feet
beyond each departure end of the runway.
The required RSA is shown in Figure 2.1-1.
The existing RSA does not meet the criteria.
First, as illustrated in Figure 2.1-1, the
windsocks on both runway ends are located
within the RSA. The windsocks do not need
to be located within the RSA to serve their
intended function. Second, the area beyond
the Runway 33 threshold meets the grading
criteria for only 335 feet, not the required
1,000 feet. Finally, the RSA can support an
2-1
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occasional passage of an aircraft for only
335 feet, as opposed to 1,000 feet, beyond
the Runway 33 threshold.
2.1.1.2

Runway Object Free Area

ROFAs enhance aircraft safety by providing
clearance around the runway for aircraft that
veer off the centerline during takeoff or
landing. The ROFA is to be clear of objects
except for those that need to be in the ROFA
for air navigation or aircraft ground
maneuvering purposes.
As with the RSA, the ROFA is centered on
the runway centerline and its dimensions are
dependent on the AAC and ADG. For a C-III
runway, the standard ROFA is 800 feet wide
and extends 1,000 feet beyond the runway
end. The ROFA is also illustrated in Figure
2.1-1.
The ROFA does not meet standards
because the Runway 15 localizer, the AWOS
and the Runway 33 glide slope are within its
limits. None of these objects need to be in
the ROFA to serve their intended function.
2.1.1.3

Runway Grade

The existing Runway 15-33 longitudinal
grade does not meet FAA standards. The
longitudinal grade is the slope along the
length of the runway centerline. According to
AC 150/5300-13A, Change 1, no grade
changes are allowed in the first or last
quarter of the runway. 3 As shown in Figure
2.1-2, there are several grade changes in
the first quarter of Runway 15-33. The figure
shows the actual runway grade and a line
representing the best fit grade. The grade
changes occur where the slope of the best fit
grade changes.

Purpose and Need

2.1.1.4

Blast Pads

According to AC 150/5300-13A, Change 1,
“Paved runway blast pads provide blast
erosion protection beyond runway ends
during jet aircraft operations.” 4
The
dimensions of the runway blast pad are
connected to the AAC and ADG. For a C-III
runway, the runway blast pad should extend
the full width of the runway and shoulders for
200 feet beyond the runway end. There is
not 200 feet of pavement beyond the
Runway 33 end to serve as a blast pad.
While there is sufficient pavement beyond
the Runway 15 end, it is not marked as a
blast pad.
2.1.1.5

Taxiway Geometry

According to AC 150/5300-13A, Change 1,
taxiways should intersect the runway at right
angles, should not converge to create large
areas of pavement, and should not lead
directly from an apron to a runway without a
turn.
“Right-angle taxiways provide the best visual
perspective to a pilot approaching an
intersection with the runway to observe
aircraft in both the left and right directions.
They also provide the optimum orientation of
the runway holding position signs so they are
visible to pilots. 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.” 5
The FAA warns against taxiway geometry
that results in wide expanses of pavement.
“Taxiway to runway interface encompassing
wide expanses of pavement is not
recommended. Wide pavements require
placement of signs far from a pilot’s eye and
reduce the conspicuity of other visual cues.
Under low visibility conditions or due to pilot
2-2
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focus on the centerline, signs can be
missed.” 6
Taxiways leading directly from an apron to a
runway without requiring a turn are also
discouraged. “Such configurations can lead
to confusion when a pilot typically expects to
encounter a parallel taxiway but instead
accidently enters a runway.” 7
Taxiways B, C and S do not intersect the
runway at a right angle. Taxiways B and C
converge at the runway and create a large
expanse of pavement. Taxiway J provides
direct access to the runway from a corporate
hangar apron. Therefore, changes to taxiway
geometry at these locations are needed.
With the relocation and displacement of the
Runway 33 end and threshold, the existing
glide slope would be relocated to the west
side of Taxiway D. Therefore, Taxiway D
would need to be removed to eliminate the
potential for glide slope signal degradation.
Taxiways A and E need to be relocated to
accommodate the relocated Runway 15-33
ends, respectively.
2.1.1.6

Taxiway Fillets

Taxiway fillets do not meet AC 150/5300-13A,
Change 1 standards. “Adequate pavement
fillets should be provided on turns to ensure
the prescribed TESM [taxiway edge safety
margin] is maintained when the pilot guides
the aircraft around turns while the cockpit
follows the centerline.” 8 “Taxiways are
designed for ‘cockpit over centerline’ taxiing
with pavement being sufficiently wide to allow
a certain amount of wander. The allowance
for wander is provided by the Taxiway Edge
Safety Margin (TESM), which is measured
from the outside of the landing gear to the
taxiway edge.” 9

Purpose and Need

The taxiway fillets dimensions are based on
the TDG and the standard intersection
details provided in AC 150/5300-13A,
Change 1.
Several MTN taxiway
intersections do not provide adequate
TESM. Therefore, larger pavement fillets are
required in several locations.
2.1.1.7

Part 77

CFR Title 14 Part 77- Safe, Efficient Use, and
Preservation of the Navigable Airspace,
(Part 77) defines the standards used to
determine if an object is an obstruction to air
navigation. Any object that exceeds the
height of the Part 77 defined imaginary
surfaces is considered an obstruction.
Objects that are determined to be
obstructions are presumed to be hazards to
air navigation unless further aeronautical
study concludes that the objects are not a
hazard.
A variety of imaginary surfaces are defined in
Part 77 based on the type of airport. The Part
77 primary, transitional and approach
surfaces are relevant to this EA because
these are the Part 77 surfaces that objects
penetrate at MTN. Figure 2.1-3 illustrates
the MTN Part 77 primary, approach and
transitional surfaces as well as the
associated obstructions with implementation
of the M&L Plan (See Appendix E,
Attachment 6 for the approved M&L Plan
which includes profile views of obstructions).
The following paragraphs describe these
surfaces and related obstructions that need
to be lowered or removed.
Part 77 – Primary Surface
At MTN, the primary surface extends 200
feet beyond each runway end and has a
width of 1,000 feet, centered on the runway
centerline. “The elevation of any point on the
primary surface is the same as the elevation
2-3
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of the nearest point on the runway
centerline.” 10 Ground adjacent to Taxiway T
is an obstruction to the primary surface that
needs to be lowered.
Part 77 – Approach Surface
The approach surface dimensions relate to
the type of aircraft approach procedure
available as well as the runway category.
The approach surface is longitudinally
centered on the extended centerline of the
runway, beginning at the end of the primary
surface and extending to a width determined
by the runway category and available
approach procedures.
The approach surface for the Runway 15 end
is 1,000 feet wide where it begins at the
primary surface, and extends 10,000 feet
outward to a width of 3,500 feet. The slope of
the approach surface is 34:1, meaning the
surface increases in altitude from the primary
surface by one foot for every 34 feet of
horizontal distance.
Penetrations to the Runway 15 Part 77
approach surface include vegetation (i.e.,
trees) located both on- and off-airport
property. In addition, man-made objects
including utility poles, transmission lines, and
Amtrak catenary lines and poles penetrate
the Part 77 approach surface.
The approach surface for the Runway 33 end
is 1,000 feet wide where it begins at the
primary surface, and extends 50,000 feet
outward to a width of 16,000 feet. The slope
of the Runway 33 approach surface is 50:1
for the first 10,000 feet and 40:1 for the
remainder.
The Runway 33 end approach surface
penetrations include vegetation both on and
off-airport property, boats docked at the Long
Beach Marina, and boats traversing along
Frog Mortar Creek.
Purpose and Need

Part 77 – Transitional Surface
The transitional surface is a surface that
extends outward and upward from the sides
of the primary surface and the approach
surfaces at a slope of 7:1. Transitional
surface penetrations include the ATCT,
portions of Taxiway T and the MANG apron,
and vegetation.

2.1.2 Airfield Safety
Multiple improvements are needed to
enhance airfield safety. Repairs to deficient
Taxiway T pavement are needed.
Modification or relocation of the ATCT is
needed to provide improved visibility to the
Runway 33 threshold. Additional lighting is
needed to improve nighttime visibility for the
approach to Runway 33. Finally, measures
to reduce wildlife hazards at MTN have been
identified and need to be implemented.
Additional information regarding each of
these safety needs is provided in the
following sections.
2.1.2.1

Taxiway Pavement

The Taxiway T pavement has deteriorated
possibly due to age, loading and climate
conditions. According to a 2015 Pavement
Management Program Report, Taxiway T is
in various stages of decline, ranging from
serious to very poor condition closest to the
connection with the Runway 33 end to fair
beyond the MANG apron moving toward the
Runway 15 end. Taxiway T deficiencies
include longitudinal and transverse cracks.
One section of Taxiway T has severe scaling
and shattered slabs. 11
2.1.2.2

Airport Traffic Control Tower

The existing ATCT provides only marginal
visibility to the Runway 33 threshold due to
the low height of the tower, and the relatively
long distance to the runway end. According to
2-4

Martin State Airport Final Environmental Assessment
for Phase I Improvements

ATCT personnel, the location and height of
the existing ATCT results in line-of-sight
(LOS) and depth perception issues. 12 In fact,
the ATCT LOS angle of incidence to the
Runway 33 end is considerably less than the
angle recommended by the FAA. The LOS
angle of incidence is the vertical angle at
which a sightline from the tower cab intersects
an airport surface under operation. Refer to
Figure 2.1-4 for a graphical representation
showing the LOS angle of incidence. This
angle is important in evaluating the adequacy
of perspective and depth perception for
controllers. The FAA recommends an LOS
angle of incidence of 0.80 degrees or greater.
The LOS angle of incidence from the ATCT to
the Runway 33 end is 0.61 degrees.
2.1.2.3

Lighting

The FAA encourages airport operators to
consider an approach lighting system (ALS)
to enhance the safety of instrument
procedures. 13 In addition, pilots and MTN
tenants have requested an ALS because the
approach over water to Runway 33 is very
dark at night. Therefore, an ALS for Runway
33 is needed.
2.1.2.4

Wildlife Hazards

A Wildlife Hazard Assessment (WHA) was
conducted at MTN by the U.S. Department of
Agriculture (USDA), Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service (APHIS) Wildlife Services
(WS) between April 2013 and March 2014.
The purpose of a WHA is “to provide a
baseline of data and understanding of wildlife
species considered hazardous on or near an
airport and of attractants that provide food,
water, and shelter.” 14 Based on the WHA,
the USDA APHIS concluded:
“1. Birds and mammals present a
significant risk to aviation safety at MTN.

Purpose and Need

2. Due to MTN’s location within the
Atlantic Flyway, and its proximity to the
Chesapeake Bay, migratory waterfowl
and gulls will continue to present
seasonal hazards to aviation.
3. To provide a safe operating
environment as required by the FAA,
wildlife management and monitoring
activities at MTN must continue.” 15
The WHA identified wildlife hazards at MTN
and included recommended actions to
reduce these wildlife hazards.
The
recommendations were considered when the
MDOT MAA and USDA updated the MTN
WHMP. The WHMP identifies the specific,
feasible proactive and reactive management
techniques MDOT MAA will use to attempt to
minimize risks posed by hazardous wildlife to
aviation
safety,
airport
structures,
equipment, or human health at MTN
including perimeter fence and drainage
modifications and vegetation modification
and/or removal.

2.1.3 Airfield Efficiency
An airport’s taxiway system should allow for
non-circuitous taxiing routes between the
runway and other airport facilities such as
hangars and aprons. Also, the FAA
recommends the taxiway system include a
parallel taxiway that extends the full length of
the runway. At MTN, there is not a direct taxi
route to and from the Runway 15 threshold
because Taxiway F is not a full-length
parallel taxiway.
Taxiway F begins at the Runway 33 end and
extends to slightly north of the existing apron
area past Taxiway B. Because Taxiway F
does not extend all the way to the Runway
15 end, aircraft traveling to the Central
Terminal Area and the Strawberry Point
Complex from the Runway 15 end taxi west
2-5
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on Taxiway A and proceed through the
corporate/group hangar areas. Similarly,
aircraft traveling to the Runway 15 end from
the Central Terminal Area and the
Strawberry Point Complex taxi through the
corporate/group hangar areas and travel
east on Taxiway A. These routes are
inefficient. A Taxiway F extension is needed
to provide a second full-length parallel
taxiway to increase airfield efficiency.

2.1.4 Existing and Anticipated
Demand
To meet existing and anticipated demand at
an acceptable level of service, additional GA
facilities are needed. In addition, existing
tenants need to expand their facilities.
Finally, to accommodate the existing and
anticipated aircraft fleet, a runway length of
7,000 feet must be provided.
2.1.4.1

General Aviation Facilities

Current T-hangar space does not meet
existing demand. The existing T-hangars at
MTN are all leased and there is a waiting list
for T-hangar space to become available.
Furthermore, the existing T-hangars in the
midfield area are nearing the end of their
useful life.
Likewise, the existing corporate hangars are
occupied, and additional corporate hangar
facilities are needed to accommodate any
additional corporate entities wishing to lease
space at MTN.
Additionally, current FBO functions are
provided by MDOT MAA in an aging building
in the midfield area which has limitations to
its adaptability and expandability.
With
development of new corporate hangars,
MDOT MAA also intends to replace the
current MAA-operated FBO facilities that
have exceeded their useful life with updated,
contemporary facilities and amenities to
Purpose and Need

meet the needs of corporate entities and
transient pilots.
The based aircraft forecast (see Table 14 in
Appendix I, Fleet Mix Forecast) indicates that
piston-powered aircraft will increase from
191 to 209 from 2016 to 2026 (0.9% average
annual increase) and that turbine-powered
aircraft will increase from 26 to 31 (1.8%
average annual increase) which will result in
an increased demand for hangar storage.
2.1.4.2

Existing Tenant Facilities

The Baltimore County Police Marine Team
and Maryland Natural Resources Police
need modifications to the pier located at the
Strawberry
Point
Complex.
Both
organizations use the pier to moor boats and
stage law enforcement and emergency
response operations. Additional slips are
needed to accommodate new vessels, meet
seasonal operational requirements and
reduce Baltimore County costs.
The
Baltimore County Police Marine Team
recently purchased a new 24-foot boat and is
in the process of requesting two additional
vessels. The Maryland Natural Resources
Police require additional slips during the
recreational season. The Baltimore County
Department of Environmental Protection and
Sustainability, which has been maintaining a
boat at another marina, would like to moor
their boat at this facility to improve
operational efficiency and better control
operational costs. A modification to add
additional slips to this pier would enable
these agencies to perform their functions
more efficiently.
2.1.4.3

Runway Length

The recommended runway length is based
on many factors, including airport elevation
above mean sea level, temperature, wind
velocity, airplane operating weights, takeoff
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and landing flap settings, runway surface
condition (dry or wet), effective runway
gradient, presence of obstructions near the
airport, and, if any, locally imposed noise
abatement
restrictions
or
other
prohibitions. 16
Runway length analysis was completed as
part of an ALP Update in 2011. The
Gulfstream V was identified as the critical
aircraft at MTN. Therefore, the Gulfstream V
flight planning guide was used to calculate
the runway length requirements.
The
calculated runway length for the Gulfstream
V to depart at maximum takeoff weight was
6,880 feet. Additional length would be
required when temperatures exceed 87
degrees Fahrenheit. 17 In addition to the flight
planning guides, MTN corporate users were
contacted to assess runway length
requirements based on their fleet and
distances they fly. The surveys indicated
that several corporate users needed a
minimum of 7,000 feet for their takeoff
operations.
Therefore,
the
minimum
recommended runway length for civilian
operations was established at 7,000 feet. 18
This runway length must be maintained for
existing and future critical aircraft operations,
including the Gulfstream V.

the southern parcel would be reserved for
mitigation purposes (e.g., tree planting) in
the future. The acquisition of these parcels
is included in this EA because a NEPA
review is needed to allow MDOT MAA to
potentially seek FAA reimbursement for
these parcels at a later date.

2.1.5 NEPA Review for Property
Acquisition
Two parcels along Wilson Point Road were
identified for purchase. The MDOT MAA
purchased one parcel in 2017 and intends to
purchase an additional parcel located
adjacent to MTN property to allow for
potential future use and/or possible
mitigation for environmental impacts. The
northern parcel would be used to provide
drainage improvements for the midfield area;

Purpose and Need
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Summary of Purpose and Need
Purpose (Solution):
Meet various FAA standards, enhance airfield safety, improve airfield efficiency, accommodate existing
and anticipated demand at MTN, and environmental review for property acquisition.

Need (Problem):
•

The existing RSA, ROFA, runway grade, runway blast pads, taxiway geometry and taxiway
fillets do not meet FAA standards.

•

There are obstructions to existing Part 77 surfaces.

•

Taxiway T requires pavement repairs.

•

The existing ATCT provides only marginal visibility to the Runway 33 threshold.

•

The approach over water to Runway 33 is very dark at night.

•

The WHA identified wildlife hazards.

•

Parallel Taxiway F is not a full-length taxiway.

•

Current T-hangar space does not meet existing demand.

•

Existing tenants need expanded facilities.

•

There is limited area to accommodate both future corporate hangar and T-hangar demand.

•

Sufficient runway takeoff length must be maintained – specifically a minimum of 7,000 feet.

•

Acquisition of two parcels adjacent to MTN requires NEPA review.

Purpose and Need
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Chapter 3:
Alternatives
The evaluation of reasonable alternatives to
the Sponsor’s proposed action is considered
the heart of the NEPA process. To comply
with NEPA, alternatives including the
Sponsor’s proposed action must be
rigorously
explored
and
objectively
evaluated. This chapter describes the
alternatives evaluation process and results
for MTN.
Alternatives were identified and examined to
determine if they were reasonable; i.e. met
the purpose and need. As described in
Chapter 2, Purpose and Need, the elements
of the purpose and need for the Proposed
Action include:
• Meet FAA standards:
o

The existing RSA, ROFA, runway
grade, runway blast pads, taxiway
geometry and taxiway fillets do not
meet FAA standards.

o

There are obstructions to existing
Part 77 surfaces.

• Enhance airfield safety:
o

Taxiway
repairs.

T

requires

pavement

o

The existing ATCT provides only
marginal visibility to the Runway 33
threshold.

o

The approach over water to Runway
33 is very dark at night.

o

Wildlife hazards exist within the air
operations area (AOA).

Alternatives

• Improve airfield efficiency:
o

Parallel Taxiway F is not a full-length
taxiway.

• Accommodate existing and anticipated
demand:
o

Current T-hangar space does not
meet existing demand.

o

Current T-hangars need to be
relocated to accommodate both
future corporate and T-hangar
demand.

o

Current T-hangars are nearing the
end of their useful life.

o

Existing tenants need expanded
facilities at existing pier.

o

Sufficient runway takeoff length must
be maintained – specifically a
minimum of 7,000 feet.

• NEPA review of properties recently
purchased and/or available for purchase:
o

Two parcels near MTN require NEPA
review to allow future reimbursement
of property acquisition costs.

3.1 Identification and Evaluation
of Alternatives
Alternatives were identified, screened and
either eliminated from further consideration
or carried forward for environmental
analysis. Both “action” and “no action”
alternatives were considered. While the “no
action” alternative does not address the
identified area of need, evaluation of the “no
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action” alternative is required per CEQ
regulations. The “no action” alternative
serves as a basis of comparison with other
alternatives retained for environmental
analysis.
When identifying alternatives, it is customary
to consider both off-site and on-site
alternatives. Off-site alternatives typically
consist of use of another form of
transportation or use of another airport.
Neither of these types of off-site alternatives
would satisfy the needs identified at MTN.
Therefore, the following sections describe
the on-site alternatives considered.
On-site alternatives were identified for the
various airport components. Alternatives
were then screened to determine if they
would address the needs identified in
Chapter 2. Table 3.1.1 shows the airport
components and the associated needs. In
addition to the airport components within the
main campus, the MDOT MAA intends to
acquire and use two parcels along Wilson
Point Road for potential future use and/or
possible mitigation. Those alternatives that
did not meet the needs were eliminated from
further consideration.
Retained component alternatives were
combined to form three overall-airport
alternatives; the Minimum Action Alternative,
the Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative and the
No Action Alternative. The Minimum Action
Alternative includes the development
needed to continue to be eligible for AIP
funding. In order to continue to be AIP
eligible, MTN must meet FAA standards.
Thus, all of the actions required to meet FAA
standards are included in the Minimum
Action Alternative. This alternative also
includes the actions required to maintain the
runway length determined eligible for FAA
funding.

Alternatives

The Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative includes
the actions identified as the Phase I
Improvements on the MTN ALP submitted to
FAA in June 2020. The Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative includes both the actions needed
to meet FAA standards as well as those
actions needed to replace the ATCT and
accommodate anticipated GA demand.
The No Action Alternative represents MTN in
its current state without any proposed project
action(s). The Airport remains as is and
none of the improvements included in either
the Minimum Action Alternative or the
Sponsor’s
Preferred
Alternative
are
implemented. The Proposed Action brings
the existing airport facilities to compliance
with current FAA standards, thereby allowing
MTN to continue to be eligible for federal
funding. Without federal funding, other
needed improvements are not feasible.
The results of the evaluation of alternatives
are summarized in Table 3.1.2.
The
alternatives that were identified for each
airport component are listed in the second
column. The third column indicates whether
the alternative was retained for detailed
analysis. An “X” in columns four, five or six
signifies which of the overall airport
alternatives (No Action, Minimum Action or
Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative) includes the
retained component alternative.
The identification and evaluation of
alternatives is described in detail in the
following sections.
The information is
presented by airport and non-airport
components.
The airport components
include: Runway; Taxiway; NAVAIDs; ATCT;
General Aviation/Landside Facilities; and
Wildlife Hazards. In some cases, the
descriptions are necessarily detailed and
somewhat lengthy. Acquisition of available
parcels is the non-airport component.
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Therefore, it is suggested that the reader use
Table 3.1.2 as a reference and guide in
navigating this Chapter.
Table 3.1.1
Airport Components and Applicable Needs
Airport Component

Runway

Applicable Needs
Existing RSA, ROFA, runway grade and runway blast pads do not meet
FAA standards
Obstructions to Part 77 surfaces exist
A minimum of 7,000 feet of takeoff length must be maintained
Taxiway geometry and fillets are not in accordance with FAA standards

Taxiway

Taxiway F is not a full-length parallel taxiway
Taxiway T requires pavement repair

NAVAIDs
ATCT
General
Aviation/Landside
Facilities

Wildlife hazards

Available parcels

Existing RSA and ROFA do not meet FAA standards
The approach over water to Runway 33 is very dark at night
Existing ATCT provides only marginal visibility to the Runway 33
threshold
Current T-hangar space does not meet existing demand
Existing tenants need expanded facilities
Limited area available for future T-hangar and corporate hangar demand
Existing perimeter fence is not a sufficient height to keep wildlife from
entering the AOA
Existing forested areas and ponding areas within the Airport fenced
property are considered wildlife attractants
Two parcels near the Airport could be used to provide drainage
improvements for the midfield area (northern parcel) and to allow for
potential future use and/or possible mitigation (southern parcel)

Source: HNTB analysis, 2019.

Alternatives
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Table 3.1.2
Results of Identification and Screening of Alternatives
Airport
Component

Alternatives Identified

Retained
for
Detailed
Analysis

No Action
Alternative

Minimum
Action
Alternative

Sponsor’s
Preferred
Alternative

Runway

RSA,
ROFA, Part
77 and
Runway
Takeoff
Length

Runway
Grade

Jet Blast
Protection

Relocate Thresholds Only
Lower/Remove/Relocate Controlling
Constraints and Relocate Thresholds
Lower/Remove/Relocate Controlling
Constraints, and Displace and
Relocate Thresholds Alternatives
7,000-Foot Accelerated Stop
Distance Available (ASDA) SubAlternative
Maximum ASDA Sub-Alternative
Marking and Lighting Plan
7,000-Foot ASDA SubAlternative
Maximum ASDA Sub-Alternative
No Action
Overlay Runway
100-foot wide with 20-foot wide
turf shoulders
100-foot wide with 20-foot wide
paved shoulders
150-foot wide with 15-foot wide
paved shoulders
No Action
200-Foot Long Blast Pad
No Action

No
No
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

X
X
X

Yes

X

No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

X
X
X

X

Yes

X

X

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Taxiways
Geometry

Efficiency
Pavement

Alternatives

Relocate Taxiways C and J, and
Remove Taxiways B and S
Provide Pavement Fillets
No Action
Extend Taxiway F
No Action
Rehabilitate/Reconstruct Taxiway T
No Action

X
X
X
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Table 3.1.2
Results of Identification and Screening of Alternatives
Airport
Component

Alternatives Identified

Retained
for
Detailed
Analysis

No Action
Alternative

Minimum
Action
Alternative

Sponsor’s
Preferred
Alternative

X

X

X

X

NAVAIDs
Relocate Runway 33 Glide Slope,
AWOS, Runway 15 Localizer, REILs,
and PLASIs
Provide ALS
omnidirectional approach lights
medium intensity approach light
system
high intensity simplified short
approach lighting system
high intensity short approach
lighting system
No Action

Yes
Yes
No
Yes
No
No
Yes

X

ATCT
Modify Existing ATCT
Replace ATCT (Site 3)
No Action
General Aviation/Landside Facilities
Alternative 1
General
Alternative 2
Aviation/
Landside
Alternative 3
Facilities
No Action
Alternative 1 – West Side Expansion
Alternative 2 – West Side Expansion
Strawberry
Point Pier
Alternative 3 – East Side Expansion
No Action
Wildlife Hazards
Implement Elements of the WHMP
No Action
Property Acquisition for NEPA Review
Available
NEPA Review of Properties
Parcels
No Action

No
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

X
X

X

X
X

X

X
X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

Sources: Martin State Airport, Airport Layout Plan Update, HNTB Corporation and Wilbur Smith Associates, 2011 and
HNTB analysis, 2019.
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3.2 Runway
The needs related to Runway 15-33 were
considered in identifying and evaluating
alternatives. Alternatives to provide a
standard RSA and ROFA, address
obstructions to Part 77, and maintain 7,000
feet of runway takeoff length were identified
and evaluated.
In addition, alternative
methods
to
meet
runway
grading
requirements and jet blast standards were
considered.

3.2.1 RSA, ROFA, Part 77 and
Runway Takeoff Length
Various alternatives were identified to
address the deficiencies related to the RSA,
ROFA and Part 77. These alternatives were
then evaluated to determine whether they
would provide 7,000 feet of runway takeoff
length.
Potential alternatives were identified based
on major physical constraints. For the RSA
and ROFA, the major constraints are Eastern
Boulevard and the wetlands adjacent to Frog
Mortar Creek. Eastern Boulevard is a major
physical constraint because the road would
have to be relocated in order to increase the
length of the RSA and ROFA. The wetlands
are a major constraint because they would
have to be filled to meet RSA and ROFA
grading requirements.
In terms of obstructions to Part 77, the major
constraints are the controlling obstacles.
The controlling obstacles are those that
penetrate Part 77 by the greatest amount.
On the Runway 15 end the controlling
obstacles are the poles for the Amtrak
catenary line, and on the Runway 33 end the
controlling obstacles are the 60-foot mast
sailboats which traverse Frog Mortar Creek.

Alternatives

In addition to the controlling obstacles which
penetrate Part 77 off the runway ends, there
are also man-made penetrations to the Part
77 transitional surfaces. All alternatives
would include the lowering of approximately
3,700 feet of Taxiway T on the Runway 15
end and a portion of the MANG apron to
address a ground penetration to Part 77
transitional surfaces. While the existing
ATCT and proposed ATCT penetrate the
Part 77 transitional surface, they do not (and
would not) have an impact to air navigation
(i.e. clear of TERPS). The existing ATCT
includes a red obstruction light, an
acceptable mitigation technique when Part
77 is exceeded. The proposed ATCT would
also include an obstruction light. MDOT MAA
completed a Safety Risk Management
Document (SRMD) in 2017 (see Appendix A,
Attachment 5) and FAA made a final
determination on the proposed ATCT on
March 30, 2018 (see Appendix A,
Attachment 6).
The FAA’s SRMD
determination was that the proposed ATCT
location would have low risks to the safety of
air traffic operations. Additionally, the FAA’s
airspace determination found no objection to
the proposed ATCT location with the
following provisions: (1) including local air
traffic control in any change to the proposed
ATCT location; (2) providing lighting in
accordance with FAA AC 70/7460-L,
Chapters 4, 5 and 12; and (3) should a
service upgrade to CAT II/III be planned,
further analysis will be required.
Three types of alternatives were explored to
address the major constraints:
•

Relocate Thresholds Only

•

Lower /Remove /Relocate
Controlling Constraints and Relocate
Thresholds
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•

Lower/Remove/Relocate Controlling
Constraints, and Displace and
Relocate Thresholds

The first two alternatives are straightforward.
Relocating the runway thresholds equates to
moving the physical ends of the runway away
from the constraints. Lowering, removing or
relocating the controlling constraints could
potentially eliminate the penetrations to Part
77. The third alternative is more complex
and involves both displacing and relocating
runway thresholds as well as removing
obstructions. The evaluation of these three
types of alternatives is detailed in Appendix
B, Alternative Analysis, and summarized in
the following subsections.
3.2.1.1 Relocate Thresholds Only
Alternative
A standard RSA and ROFA could be
provided by relocating the ends of the
runway. However, as shown in Figure 3.2-1,
the resulting runway length would be
approximately 6,700 feet, less than the
needed 7,000 feet. Similarly, the runway
thresholds could be relocated such that the
controlling obstructions (Amtrak on the
Runway 15 end and boat masts in Frog
Mortar Creek on the Runway 33 end) would
not penetrate Part 77. As illustrated in
Figure 3.2-2, the resulting runway length
would be approximately 3,700 feet, again
less than the needed 7,000 feet. Therefore,
this type of alternative alone would not
provide the needed runway length and was
therefore
eliminated
from
further
consideration.
3.2.1.2 Lower/Remove/Relocate
Controlling Constraints and
Relocate Thresholds Alternative
The analysis of this alternative is focused on
Part 77 because the evaluation of the
Alternatives

relocated threshold alternative illustrated that
the controlling Part 77 obstacles limit the
runway length to a greater degree than the
RSA/ROFA constraints. The preferred
method to address penetrations to Part 77 is
to lower/remove/relocate the controlling
obstacles such that they would no longer
penetrate the Part 77 approach surfaces.
An alternative was developed based on
lowering the Amtrak poles 1 and restricting
high-masted sailboats from operating in the
area between the Airport and the deep water
channel in Frog Mortar Creek. For this
alternative, the runway ends were relocated
such that the lowered Amtrak poles and a 60foot tall sailboat within the deep water channel
would not penetrate Part 77. As illustrated in
Figure 3.2-3, the resulting runway length
would be approximately 5,000 feet.
Therefore, this alternative alone would not
provide a runway takeoff length of 7,000 feet
and was therefore eliminated from further
consideration.
3.2.1.3 Lower/Remove/Relocate
Controlling Constraints, and
Displace and Relocate Thresholds
Alternative
While the previous alternatives addressed
RSA, ROFA, and Part 77 related needs,
none of the previous alternatives provided
sufficient runway length.
Therefore,
methods of obtaining more usable runway
length were considered.
With this type of alternative, the controlling
constraints would be lowered and relocated
as described for the previous alternative.
However, unlike the previous alternative, the
thresholds would not be relocated based on
Part 77. Instead, the landing thresholds
would be displaced by using obstacle
clearance surfaces (OCSs) and the runway
ends would be relocated by applying
3-7
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declared distances. See Appendix B for a
detailed discussion of OCSs and declared
distances.
This alternative was developed based on
Accelerate Stop Distance Available (ASDA).
ASDA applies to a rejected takeoff and is the
critical declared distance used to relocate the
physical end of the runway in order to provide
the needed takeoff length at MTN. The
physical ends of the runway were
established to provide an ASDA of at least
7,000 feet in both operational directions. The
start of the ASDA begins at the physical end
of the runway. The ASDA extends along the
runway to the point where the full RSA/ROFA
is provided.

Two sub-alternatives were developed; one
with an ASDA of 7,000 feet and one with the
maximum achievable ASDA. For both subalternatives, the Runway 15 end threshold
would be displaced such that the lowered
Amtrak poles would not penetrate the 20:1
Threshold Siting Surface (TSS). Also, the
Runway 33 end threshold would be
displaced such that sailboats outside the
boat exclusion area would not penetrate the
28.6:1 Glidepath Qualification Surfaces
(GQS). Table 3.2.1 summarizes the actions
required for the 7,000-foot ASDA and
Maximum ASDA sub-alternatives, relative to
relocating the runway ends.

Table 3.2.1
Actions Required for 7,000-Foot ASDA and Maximum ASDA Sub-Alternatives
Primary
Action

Related Actions

Adjust Runway

Relocate
Runway
Ends
Relocate NAVAIDs

Relocate Taxiways

Acquire Property

• Relocate Runway 15 end 291’
• Displace Runway 15 threshold 225’
• 7,000’ ASDA:
o Relocate Runway 33 end 480’
o Displace Runway 33 threshold 290’
• Maximum ASDA:
o Relocate Runway 33 end 380’
o Displace Runway 33 threshold 390’
• Re-mark runway pavement
• Relocate runway lighting
• Construct blast pads
Relocate the PLASIs and REILs
• Relocate Taxiway A to align with the relocated Runway 15
end
• Relocate Taxiway E to align with the relocated Runway 33
end
• Construct two new short Taxiway segments to provide access
to the Strawberry Point Complex
• Remove the aligned taxiways at the Runway 15 and 33 ends
Acquire Runway 15 Departure RPZ property interest (easements)

Source: MDOT MAA, 2017.

Alternatives
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7,000-Foot ASDA Sub-Alternative

Marking and Lighting Plan

The first sub-alternative was developed to
provide ASDAs of 7,000 feet in both
directions.
The resulting alternative is
illustrated in Figure 3.2-4.

In response to agency concerns, the MDOT
MAA worked with the FAA to evaluate
potential methods to reduce the vegetation
removal required under the 7,000-Foot
ASDA and Maximum ASDA sub-alternatives
described previously. Potential methods
included conducting additional detailed
obstruction analysis and development and
approval of a Marking and Lighting (M&L)
Plan.

Maximum ASDA Sub-Alternative
The second sub-alternative was developed
to result in the longest ASDA possible,
provided the boats at the marina under the
Runway 33 approach would not penetrate
Part 77 surfaces. Under this condition, the
maximum ASDA from the Runway 33 end
would be 7,100 feet, while the ASDA from
Runway 15 would remain 7,000 feet. The
resulting sub-alternative is illustrated in
Figure 3.2-5.
Both sub-alternatives would address the
deficiencies related to the RSA, ROFA and
Part 77, and provide 7,000 feet of runway
takeoff length.
However, both subalternatives
would
require
extensive
vegetative
obstruction
removal,
approximately 111 acres, to clear Part 77
surfaces on-airport and the OCSs off-airport.
See Table B.1 in Appendix B for the detailed
list of actions related to addressing Part 77
obstructions.
Of the 111 acres,
approximately 47 acres are within the
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area (Critical Area)
and approximately 34 acres are within
environmentally sensitive areas (ESAs).
Therefore, MDOT MAA met with stakeholder
agencies to discuss the impacts of the
proposed vegetation removal and potential
mitigation.
The stakeholder agencies
expressed concern and the Critical Area
Commission indicated that even with
mitigation the vegetation removal would
result in a significant impact.

According to FAA AC 150/5300-13A,
Change 1, removal of penetrations to Part 77
surfaces is not required when the FAA
determines that the penetrations are not
hazards to air navigation. “However, any
existing or proposed object, whether manmade or of natural growth that penetrates
these surfaces is classified as an
“obstruction” and is presumed to be a hazard
to air navigation. These obstructions are
subject to an FAA aeronautical study, after
which the FAA issues a determination stating
whether the obstruction is in fact considered
a hazard. The Airport operator must conduct
a detailed analysis considering the
requirements of Order 8260.3B, TERPS
[United States Standard for Terminal
Instrument Procedures], to ensure all
applicable surfaces are captured.” 2
The MDOT MAA completed a targeted
TERPS analysis which showed that the
vegetative Part 77 obstructions along the
sides of the runway (transitional surface)
would not likely penetrate TERPS surfaces.
In response to this analysis the FAA required
a M&L Plan be developed for the transitional
surface and along MDOT MAA property lines
in the approach surfaces.
A M&L Plan was developed to address onairport and off-airport areas for impacts to the
navigational surfaces and NAVAID critical

Alternatives
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areas, and to develop strategies to minimize
the removal of vegetative obstructions
through the installation of obstruction lights.
Completely removing all obstructions within
the Part 77 surfaces was found to be not
practicable due to the presence of the
AMTRAK catenary poles and the extent of
tree removal within the Critical Area and
ESAs which would result in a significant
impact.

lines, respectively. The obstruction lights on
either side of the airfield would be installed
on light poles. While implementation of the
M&L Plan will allow Part 77 obstructions to
remain within the CBCA and ESAs, the
marking or lighting of these remaining
obstructions will follow design outlined in
FAA AC 70/7460-1L, “Obstruction Marking
and Lighting,” to meet FAA safety
requirements.

Therefore, the overall goal of the M&L Plan
was to minimize the vegetative Part 77
obstruction removal within the Critical Area
and ESAs using marking and/or lighting.
Generally, removal of on-airport Part 77
vegetative obstructions is required, except
when located within the Critical Area or ESAs
where they would be mitigated by obstruction
lighting. In order to minimize the wildlife
attractant concern, the remaining forested
areas on-airport property would be confined
by an 11-foot fence. The proposed fence is
discussed in Section 1.2, Proposed Action
and Table 1.2.1. Also refer to Section
2.1.2.4, Wildlife Hazards for discussion of the
need for the fence. Off-airport Part 77
vegetative obstructions would remain and be
mitigated by obstruction lighting. On- and
off-airport vegetative obstructions would be
removed completely within the TSS, OCS,
and NAVAID critical areas. The detailed list
of actions needed to implement the M&L
Plan is provided in Table 3.2.2. The actions
listed in Table 3.2.1 to relocate the runway
ends would be combined with those defined
in Table 3.2.2 to create 7,000-Foot ASDA
and Maximum ASDA sub-alternatives.
Figure 3.2-6 illustrates the M&L plan
implementation, including the proposed
obstruction removal and location of
obstruction lights and marker balls. The
obstruction lights and marker balls off the
Runway 15 end would be installed on top of
AMTRAK poles and along the AMTRAK

FAA approved the M&L Plan on April 10,
2018. See Appendix E, Attachment 6 for the
Approved M&L Plan, and FAAs final
determination for obstruction marking and
lighting.

Alternatives

Implementation of the M&L Plan would
reduce the total vegetation removal required
from approximately 111 acres to 68 acres.
The vegetation removal in the Critical Area
would be reduced from approximately 47
acres to approximately 5 acres and the
vegetation removal in ESAs would be
reduced from approximately 34 acres to
approximately 21 acres.
With the reduction in vegetation removal
included through implementation of the M&L
Plan, the 7,000-Foot ASDA and Maximum
ASDA sub-alternatives are carried forward
for further consideration.
3.2.1.4 No Action Alternative
The No Action Alternative would not include
the actions needed to address the RSA,
ROFA and Part 77 deficiencies. As a result,
MTN would no longer be eligible for federal
funding.
Without federal funding, other
needed improvements would not be feasible.
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Table 3.2.2
Marking and Lighting Plan Actions
Primary
Action

Related Actions
On-Airport

Runway 15
End
Off-Airport

MANG Side
On-Airport
Transitional
Surfaces
Civilian
Side

On-Airport
Runway 33
End
Off-Airport

• Remove trees that are obstructions to the Part 77 34:1 approach
surface, 20:1 TSS and 18:1 departure OCS (replace with low growth
trees) ~39.4 acres1
• Remove trees that are obstructions to the 20:1 TSS and 18:1 departure
OCS (replace with low growth trees) ~17.6 acres and 3 isolated trees
• Lower the AMTRAK catenary lines/poles to the 20:1 TSS (lower 25’ to
63’ MSL)
• Mitigate off-airport Part 77 34:1 approach surface obstructions through
use of obstruction lighting
o Install 4 lights on top of the lowered AMTRAK catenary poles
o Install 6 spherical marker balls on the lowered AMTRAK catenary
lines
• Remove all trees within the AWOS critical area (clear cut) ~ 3.6 acres
• Outside CBCA: Remove 1 isolated tree2
• Inside CBCA: Mitigate Part 77 7:1 transitional surface obstructions
through use of obstruction lighting
o Install 8 lights on the same horizontal plane as the highest edge of
the prominent obstruction closest to the landing area
• Outside CBCA: Remove trees that are obstructions to the Part 77 7:1
transitional surface ~ 5.9 acres
• Inside CBCA: Remove 7 isolated trees2 and mitigate Part 77 7:1
transitional surface obstructions through use of obstruction lighting
o Install 4 lights on the same horizontal plane as the highest edge of
the prominent obstruction closest to the landing area
• Remove trees that are obstructions to the Part 77 50:1 approach
surface, 34:1 TSS, and 16:1 departure OCS ~1.1 acres and 1 isolated
tree2
• Remove trees that are obstructions to the 34:1 TSS or the 16:1
departure OCS ~17 isolated trees
• Obstructions to the Part 77 50:1 approach surface are within the CBCA
and will remain

Trees which are projected to be lesser penetrations to Part 77 than the lowered AMTRAK catenary poles and
trees within wetlands could be mitigated with obstruction lighting rather than be removed completely, if allowed by
the FAA.

1

Removal of on-airport isolated trees is not identified in the M&L Plan. These isolated trees have been identified by
MAA as potential obstructions and would be removed or maintained to below Part 77 surfaces.

2

Alternatives
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3.2.2 Runway Grade
The existing Runway 15-33 longitudinal
centerline grade does not meet FAA
standards. In order to meet FAA standards,
the grade of the runway would be adjusted
by adding asphalt overlays, with an average
depth of 6.5 inches.
Sub-alternatives were considered consisting
of variations on the runway typical section.
The typical section includes the runway and
runway shoulders, if provided. The existing
runway section at MTN consists of 180 feet
of full strength pavement and no runway
shoulders. The previous ALP conditional
approval letter from the FAA states, “The
FAA has also determined that future AIP
funding is limited to a runway with a 100 foot
width…” 3
Therefore, the MDOT MAA
considered sub-alternatives to provide a
100-foot wide runway.
Three runway section sub-alternatives were
identified:
•

a 100-foot wide runway with 20-foot
wide paved shoulders (remove 40
feet of pavement);

•

a 100-foot wide runway with 20-foot
wide turf shoulders (remove 80 feet
of pavement); and

•

a 150-foot wide runway with 15-foot
wide paved shoulders (no pavement
removal required).

The runway section sub-alternatives with the
paved shoulders are preferred because they
would likely require less pavement removal.
The runway section alternatives are
illustrated in Figure 3.2-7.
No Action Alternative
The No Action Alternative would be to leave
the runway pavement as is. As a result, the
Alternatives

runway grade
standards.

would

not

meet

FAA

3.2.3 Jet Blast Protection
Runway blast pads are needed to protect
against soil erosion and foreign object debris
(FOD). For Runway 15-33, a C-III runway,
the runway blast pad must extend the full
width of the runway and shoulders for 200
feet beyond the runway end. The only
alternative is to build compliant blast pads.
Therefore, the alternative to construct 200foot long blast pads was the only action
alternative carried forward. The blast pads
on either runway end would be constructed
in coordination with the threshold relocation
and displacements, as appropriate.
As required by CEQ, the No Action
Alternative was also carried forward. With
the No Action Alternative, a blast pad would
not be constructed and the effects of jet blast
on soil erosion would not be minimized.

3.3 Taxiway
Alternatives to meet standards for taxiway
geometry and to improve taxiing efficiency
were considered.
Additionally, due to the relocation of the
runway thresholds, Taxiways A and E need
to be relocated so access to the relocated
runway ends is maintained.

3.3.1 Taxiway Geometry Alternatives
Taxiway geometry that results in angled
taxiways, large expanses of pavement or
direct access from an apron to the runway is
not recommended. Therefore, the taxiway
geometry alternative included removing the
existing angled taxiways and direct access
taxiways,
and
constructing
new
perpendicular taxiways.
The existing
Taxiways B, C, J and S would be removed.
3-12
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To
replace
these
taxiways,
new
perpendicular Taxiways C and J would be
constructed.
Taxiway C would be
constructed in approximately the same
location as the existing Taxiway C to provide
access to the terminal area and the MANG.
Taxiway
J
would
be
constructed
approximately 4,100 feet from the future
displaced Runway 33 threshold to
accommodate arriving aircraft able to exit the
runway in the mid-field area. Figure 3.3-1
illustrates the existing and proposed taxiway
geometry.
Several MTN taxiway intersections do not
provide adequate taxiway edge safety
margin (TESM). Therefore, the taxiway
geometry alternative includes providing
pavement fillets at the deficient intersections.

3.3.2 Taxiway Efficiency Alternatives
An airport’s taxiway system should allow for
non-circuitous taxiing routes to and from the
runway and other airport facilities. As
illustrated on Figure 3.3-2, the taxiing route
to and from the Runway 15 end is circuitous
and inefficient because Taxiway F does not
extend all the way to the Runway 15 end.
The only taxiway efficiency alternative
considered was to extend Taxiway F to the
Runway 15 end. Use of the existing fulllength parallel Taxiway T was not considered
as an alternative because civilian aircraft
would have to cross the runway to use
Taxiway T. An associated action needed as
a result of the Taxiway F extension is the
relocation of the anemometer. A detailed
discussion of the anemometer relocation is
included in section 3.4, NAVAIDs.

Alternatives

3.3.3 Taxiway Pavement Alternatives
Alternatives to remedy the poor condition of
the Taxiway T pavement were considered.
One action alternative was identified by
consulting the MTN Pavement Management
Program (PMP). The objective of the PMP is
to identify pavement deficiencies and
feasible remedies. The PMP is thus an
appropriate source to define an alternative
that meets the need to repair Taxiway T.
Appendix A, Attachment 2, provides the PMP
report. 4
The
PMP
included
the
recommendations for Taxiway T:

following

•

Overlay two to four inches by milling
and
overlaying
the
existing
pavement; and

•

Break and seat with overlay (nine
sections).

No other reasonable action alternatives were
identified. Building an entirely new taxiway
would be more expensive than repairing the
existing taxiway and would disturb additional
vegetated area.
Closing Taxiway T is
unacceptable because it is needed for the
MANG to serve their intended mission.
Therefore, the alternative to rehabilitate and
reconstruct Taxiway T was the only action
alternative retained for consideration.
Note that the Taxiway T rehabilitation is
independent of the need to lower
approximately 3,700 feet of Taxiway T on the
Runway 15 end and a portion of the MANG
apron to address a ground penetration to
Part 77 (as described in Section 3.2.1).
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Figure 3.3-1
Taxiway Geometry

Figure 3.3-2
Taxi Routes With and Without Taxiway F

Legend
Taxi Route Without Taxiway F

Alternatives

Taxi Route With Taxiway F
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3.3.4 Taxiway Relocations
Alternative
With the relocation of both ends of Runway
15-33, the taxiways providing access to the
runway ends (Taxiways A and E) must also
be relocated to maintain runway end access.
The existing Taxiways A and E pavement
would be removed following the relocation of
the runway ends and taxiways.

3.3.5 No Action Alternative
The No Action Alternative would not improve
taxiway geometry or airfield efficiency.
Furthermore, Taxiway T would not be
repaired.

3.4 NAVAIDs
Several NAVAIDs must be relocated. Some
NAVAIDs must be relocated because they
are currently located in the RSA/ROFA.
Others must be relocated due to the
proposed changes in the runway thresholds
or because they are displaced by other
proposed development. In addition, one new
NAVAID, an approach lighting system (ALS),
is needed to enhance safety.

3.4.1 NAVAID Relocation
Alternatives
The windsocks, glide slope, a localizer, the
AWOS, REILs, PLASIs, and an anemometer
must be relocated.
In identifying
alternatives, removal as opposed to
relocation was considered. However, these
NAVAIDs are recommended for MTN to
serve its intended role in the national and
state airport systems. Visual Glide Slope
Indicators (VGSI), REILs and wind cones are
considered fundamental facilities and
recommended for all airports included in the
national airport system. 5 In addition, the
Maryland State System Plan recommends

Alternatives

that reliever airports provide the following
facilities: wind cones, REILs, VGSI, weather
reporting and precision approach capability. 6
A PLASI is a type of VGSI, weather reporting
facilities include AWOSs and anemometers,
and precision approach capability may be
provided by glide slopes and localizers.
Therefore, removal of the windsocks, glide
slope, localizer, AWOS, REILs, PLASIs
and/or the anemometer was eliminated from
further consideration and the alternatives
were focused on possible locations for the
NAVAID. The locations of these NAVAIDs
are driven by FAA guidance and siting
criteria. Therefore, the alternatives briefly
discussed in the following paragraphs are
generally limited to the proposed action and
no action.
Windsocks
The windsocks are currently located within
the RSA and therefore must be relocated.
According to FAA guidance, windsocks, “…
must be located near the runway end so that
pilots have an unobstructed view during
either landing or takeoff operations. The
preferred location is on the left side of the
runway when viewed from a landing
aircraft.” 7 The windsock must be outside the
RSA. The windsock must also be located
outside of the ROFA unless there is a
documented need to be within the ROFA.
The preferred location for the windsock is
between 0 feet and 1,000 feet from the
runway end. 8 The windsock may be located
within ± 500 feet of the preferred location.
The proposed location for the Runway 15
windsock is outside the ROFA and
approximately 1,000 feet from the landing
threshold. The proposed location for the
Runway 33 windsock is within the ROFA and
approximately 1,000 feet from the landing
threshold.
Taxiway F precludes the
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installation of the windsock outside of the
ROFA. A Modification of Standards (MOS)
would need to be requested from the FAA to
allow for the construction of the Runway 33
end windsock within the ROFA.

Runway 15 Localizer

Runway 33 Glide Slope and AWOS

The Runway 15 localizer is located within the
ROFA and does not meet FAA standards.
The localizer (LOC) must be relocated as it
does not need to be in the ROFA to serve its
intended function.

The Runway 33 glide slope and the AWOS
are co-located in the ROFA. Neither NAVAID
needs to be in the ROFA to serve its intended
function. Therefore, both must be relocated.
Additionally, the proposed Runway 33
displaced landing threshold would require
the relocation of the Runway 33 glide slope.

The LOC antenna is usually sited on the
extended runway centerline, outside the
RSA between 1,000 to 2,000 feet beyond the
stop end of the runway. 9 The proposed
location is 1,000 feet beyond the Runway 33
end on a pier structure in Frog Mortar Creek.
See Figure 3.4-1.

The lateral distance of the relocated glide
slope and AWOS from the runway was
dictated by the width of the ROFA.
Therefore, the relocated Runway 33 glide
slope and the AWOS would need to be at
least 400 feet from the runway centerline.
The distance between the existing glide
slope and landing threshold was used to site
the relocated glide slope longitudinally.
Thus, the distance between the displaced
landing threshold and the relocated glide
slope would be approximately the same as
the distance between the existing landing
thresholds and glide slope.

Runway End Identifier Lights (REILs)

The proposed relocation of the glide slope
and the AWOS would require the removal of
Taxiway D. Aircraft on Taxiway D would
degrade the glide slope signal. Taxiway D
would not be relocated or replaced.
Additionally, the relocation of the AWOS
would require the removal of vegetation
within a 500-foot radius of the relocated
AWOS structure. The trees within this radius
are also Part 77 obstructions and would be
removed as a part of that project if not for this
AWOS relocation.

The REILs must be relocated because of the
proposed runway end relocation. According
to FAA guidance, REILs are optimally
located 40 feet from the runway edge and in
line with the runway threshold lights. 10 The
proposed locations for the Runway 15 and
Runway 33 REILS are the optimum
locations.
Pulsating Light Approach Slope Indicators
(PLASIs)
The proposed displaced landing thresholds
would require the relocation of the PLASIs
and replacement with Precision Approach
Path Indicator (PAPI) as the PLASIs are
outdated. The distance between the existing
PLASIs and landing threshold was used to
site the relocated NAVAIDs. Thus, the
distance between the displaced landing
threshold and the relocated NAVAIDs would
be approximately the same as the distance
between the existing landing thresholds and
NAVAIDs.
Anemometer
The anemometer would be displaced by the
proposed extension of Taxiway F. The

Alternatives
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proposed location for the anemometer is in
the same general area but outside of the
Building Restriction Line (BRL). The BRL is
placed on an ALP to identify suitable building
area locations on airports.

3.4.2 Approach Lighting System
(ALS) Alternatives
The FAA encourages airport operators to
consider an ALS to enhance the safety of
instrument procedures. 11
In addition,
pilots/tenants have requested an ALS
because the approach over water to Runway
33 is very dark at night. Therefore, the MDOT
MAA is proposing to install an ALS for
Runway 33.
The different types of ALSs were reviewed in
order to identify potential alternatives. The
type of ALS required/recommended depends
on the visibility minimums associated with
the particular approach. The published
landing minimums for the ILS approach to
Runway 33 are 250 feet height above the
threshold (HAT) and one mile visibility. The
recommended ALSs include omnidirectional
approach lights (ODALS), medium intensity
approach light system (MALS), as well as
high intensity simplified short approach
lighting system (SSALS), and short approach
lighting system (SALS). 12 Figure 3.4-2
shows the typical layout of each of these
approach lighting systems.
ODALS consist of seven omnidirectional
flashing light assemblies. Two of the lights,
the REILs, are located 40 feet to the left and
right of the runway edge and in line with the
threshold lights.
The five remaining
sequenced flashing approach lights are
spaced 300 feet apart beginning at a location
of 300 feet out from the threshold line and in
line with the runway centerline.

Alternatives

MALS, SSALS and SALS are all more
complex lighting systems than the ODALS.
They all include at a minimum a threshold
light bar and nine other five-light bars. As a
result, these systems cost much more than
the ODALS.
However, the MALS, SSALS or SALS offer
the flexibility to upgrade the ALS in the event
a precision approach is obtainable. This is
because the required approach lighting for a
precision approach is an augmented version
of the MALS, SSALS, or SALS. A MALSR,
SSALSR, and SALSR are simply a MALS,
SSALS, or SALS augmented by runway
alignment indicator lights (RAILS). A RAILS
is a line of sequenced flashers that lead up
to the MALS, SSALS or SALS. A MALSR,
SSALSR, or SALSR are required equipment
for a precision approach with visibility
minimums of less than ¾ mile and HAT of
200 feet. If the subject approach becomes a
precision approach it would only be
necessary to add RAILS instead of having to
remove the ODALS and installing an entirely
new ALS.
Equipment enhancements may allow for the
development of a precision ILS approach to
Runway 33. Therefore, given that the MALS,
SSALS or SALS could be converted
relatively easily to accommodate a precision
approach, and that the medium intensity
MALS would be less intrusive than the high
intensity SSALS or SALS, the MDOT MAA
identified the MALS as their preferred
alternative for an ALS. Also, according to the
FAA, “The MALS is beneficial … where the
surrounding terrain is devoid of lighting and
does not provide the cues necessary for
proper aircraft attitude control.” 13
As shown in Figure 3.4-2, the MALS typically
extends 1,400 feet from the runway
threshold. At MTN, the MALS would start at
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the Runway 33 displaced threshold and
extend 1,400 feet with the final light bar in
Frog Mortar Creek. Therefore, the final light
bar would be supported along with the
relocated localizer on a pier in Frog Mortar
Creek, as shown in Figure 3.4-1.

3.4.3 No Action Alternative
Existing NAVAIDs would not be relocated
with the No Action Alternative. Therefore,
several NAVAIDs would continue to be
located in the RSA/ROFA and future federal
funding would be jeopardized. Additionally,
the anemometer and a new ALS would not
be installed and safety would not be
enhanced.

3.5 ATCT
Several alternatives were considered to
address the need to provide improved
visibility from the ATCT to the Runway 33
threshold. Alternatives included modifying
the existing ATCT and constructing a new
ATCT.

3.5.1 Modify the Existing ATCT
Alternative
The tower cab of the existing ATCT would
have to be raised to provide improved
visibility of the Runway 33 threshold. The
tower structure, constructed in the 1940s,
has outlived its useful life. 14 Thus, the
existing ATCT would not likely be structurally
capable of supporting additional height.
Furthermore, the existing ATCT is a historic
resource and physically altering it may result
in an adverse environmental impact.
Therefore, the alternative to modify the
existing ATCT was eliminated from further
consideration.

Alternatives

3.5.2 Relocate the ATCT Alternative
Sites for a new ATCT were evaluated in
ATCT Site Selection Studies completed in
2003, 2004, and 2017. See Appendix A,
Attachments 3, 4 and 5 for these three ATCT
studies. See Appendix B for a summary of
the studies and an analysis of the ATCT
sites.
Nine preliminary ATCT sites were identified
and evaluated in the 2003 ATCT Study by
applying the siting requirements in FAA
Order 6480.4, Airport Traffic Control Tower
Siting Criteria. The 2003 Study identified a
preferred site (Site 3) located in the midfield
area. In 2004, FAA concurred with the Site 3
location at a tower height of 134 feet AGL.
The 2017 ATCT Study further analyzed three
of the preliminary ATCT sites analyzed in the
2003 ATCT, and ultimately Site 3 was
recommended for development.
The
proposed tower would provide completely
unobstructed views of all controlled airport
surface areas and maximum visibility of
airborne traffic at a lower height (108’ AGL)
than assessed in 2004.
As a result of the recommendations in the
ATCT studies, as well as the FAA
concurrence with Site 3 in 2004, and again in
2018, Site 3 is retained for detailed
environmental study, as shown in Figure
3.5-1.

3.5.3 No Action Alternative
The No Action Alternative is to leave the
ATCT as is. As a result, the need to improve
the visibility from the ATCT to the Runway 33
threshold will not be addressed. Regardless,
per CEQ regulations, the No Action
Alternative was carried forward for detailed
analysis.
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3.6 General Aviation/Landside
Facilities
Current T-hangar space does not meet
existing demand and the existing T-hangars
in the midfield area are nearing the end of
their useful life. Inadequate facilities are
available to accommodate future corporate
entities that desire to base their corporate
aircraft at MTN. In addition, current tenants
need modifications to the pier at the
Strawberry Point Complex.

3.6.1 Redevelop the General
Aviation/Landside Facilities
Alternatives
Redevelopment alternatives for GA and
associated landside facilities were explored
as part of a previous ALP update. Initially,
multiple concepts were identified and
evaluated based on the following goals:
•

eliminate deficiencies
hangar storage;

in

aircraft

•

maximize development potential for
high revenue hangars; and

•

accommodate the projected year
2025 facility requirements.

The concepts subsequently evolved into
three alternatives with various apron, Thangar, and corporate hangar layouts.
Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 are illustrated on
Figures 3.6-1, 3.6-2 and 3.6-3, respectively
The alternatives were then compared based
on their ability to meet evaluation criteria.
The evaluation criteria and results are
provided in Table 3.6.1. This table shows
that Alternative 3 met more of the evaluation
criteria than the other alternatives. With 36
corporate hangar sites, Alternative 3
provided the most potential for increased
revenue. This layout allows the existing T-

Alternatives

hangar tenants to remain during new Thangar construction and provides for easy
phasing as demand materializes. Also,
Alternative 3 separates the jet and piston
aircraft better than the other alternatives.
Separating larger jet aircraft from smaller
piston aircraft allows for more efficient layout
of hangar clusters, as well as apron and
taxilane sizes tailored to similar aircraft. The
alternative, fully integrating all types and
sizes of aircraft would require oversizing all
hangar depths and taxiway/lane dimensions
to the largest aircraft to be accommodated.
Therefore, Alternative 3 was selected as the
preferred alternative.
After selection as the preferred alternative,
Alternative 3 was refined and is illustrated in
Figure 3.6-4, as it is shown on the June 2020
ALP.
The proposed general aviation/landside
facilities development for Phase I, as
reflected in the June 2020 ALP update
includes the following:
•

Demolish existing pavement and 48
existing T-hangars from the midfield
area to support future development;

•

Relocate/reconstruct 16 T-hangars in
the midfield area located southwest
of the proposed midfield corporate
development;

•

Discontinue use of the existing
helipad in the midfield aircraft
tiedown area and relocate the
existing helipad in the Strawberry
Point Complex ramp to better
accommodate flight paths into and
out of MTN;

•

Develop five corporate hangars,
FBO,
associated
apron,
and
connector taxilane in the midfield
area;
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•

Remove existing fuel tanks and
above ground pipeline, and demolish
existing hangars (buildings 26 and
27) and aircraft storage (buildings 28
and 29) in the Strawberry Point
Complex to accommodate future Thangars;

•

Develop 63 T-hangars, associated
apron and corporate aircraft storage
area in the Strawberry Point
Complex;

•

Reconfigure existing midfield access
roads, and establish ingress/egress
and automobile parking to support
future corporate and GA facilities;

•

Construct additional parking to
accommodate
existing
hangar
buildings 1-3; and

•

Reconstruct or
sections
of
fencing.

As previously stated, it is appropriate to
limit the range of the alternatives to the
proposed action/preferred alternative
and the No Action Alternative when there
are no unresolved conflicts concerning
use of available resources.
The
evaluation
of
the
general
aviation/landside alternatives showed
that Alternatives 2 and 3 would minimize
environmental
impacts
in
the
environmentally sensitive forested area
west of the runway as compared to
Alternative 1. Both Alternative 2 and 3
would result in approximately the same
increase in impervious surface and
wetland impacts in the forested area west
of the runway. As a result, it was
concluded that there would be no
unresolved conflicts concerning use of
available resources. Therefore, only the
modified Alternative 3 proposed Phase I
general aviation/landside development
and the No Action Alternative were
carried forward for detailed analysis.

relocate existing
security/perimeter

Table 3.6.1
Summary of Landside Alternatives Evaluation
Evaluation Criteria

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Meets FAA design standards







Maximizes revenue generating potential







Maximizes implementation flexibility







Maximizes constructability







Minimizes environmental impacts







Separates jets and piston aircraft operations







Optimizes existing and future ATCT line of sight







Provides multiple aircraft taxi/flow options







Provides convenient corporate hangar auto access







Maintain potential for second FBO [sic]







 = Criteria met or exceeded

 = Criteria partly met

 = Criteria not adequately met

Source: Martin State Airport, Airport Layout Plan Update, HNTB Corporation and Wilbur Smith Associates, 2011.

Alternatives
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3.6.2 Strawberry Point Pier
Modification Alternatives
The Baltimore County Police Marine Team
and Maryland Natural Resources Police
currently use the pier at MTN for mooring
their boats and staging their law enforcement
and emergency response operations. The
Baltimore County Police Marine Team and
Maryland Natural Resources Police needs at
least two additional boat slips and the
Baltimore
County
Department
of
Environmental Protection and Sustainability
needs a new boat slip.
Therefore, a
minimum of three additional boat slips are
needed.
Alternatives to modify the existing pier
without increasing waterward encroachment
were considered. Alternatives 1 and 2
featured two additional slips on the west side
of the existing pier as illustrated on Figure
3.6-5. Alternative 3 included four additional
slips on the east side of the existing pier as
shown in Figure 3.6-5.
Alternatives 1 and 2 were eliminated from
further consideration because:

No Action Alternative, the demand for future
facilities would go unanswered. Furthermore,
even current demand could not be supported
as the deteriorated T-hangars would not be
replaced and the existing slips at the
Strawberry Point Pier would be insufficient to
accommodate the existing tenants.

3.7 Wildlife Hazards
Wildlife hazards pose safety threats to aviation
activities. MDOT MAA completed a WHA to
assess wildlife hazards and attractants within
and surrounding the Airport. The WHA was
approved by the FAA on February 25, 2016.
MDOT MAA then developed a WHMP, the
WHMP was accepted by the FAA on April 26,
2017. As part of its safety efforts, MDOT MAA
intends to implement and maintain the WHMP
in accordance with 14 CFR part 139.337(e).

3.7.1 Implement Elements of the
WHMP
Components of the WHMP were identified to
reduce wildlife hazards at the Airport,
including (See Appendix E, Attachment 11,
for the 2017 FAA-approved WHMP):

•

Water depths were insufficient for
safe maneuvering given wind and
tidal influences; and

•

Partial replacement of the existing
perimeter fence with an 11-foot high
fence;

•

The existing pier layout only allowed
for the addition of two slips. A
minimum of three additional boat
slips are needed.

•

Eliminating ponding areas; and

•

Removing trees that present wildlife
hazards within the AOA.

Therefore, only Alternative 3 and the No
Action Alternative were carried forward for
detailed analysis.

3.6.3 No Action Alternative
The No Action Alternative is to leave the
general aviation/landside facilities and the
Strawberry Point Pier as they exist. With the
Alternatives

Replacing the existing perimeter fence with
an 11-foot high fence would reduce wildlife
hazards Airport-wide. The fence would be
installed in phases in response to funding.
As shown on Figure 3.7-1, Phase 1 fence
replacement would begin along Eastern
Blvd, continue along Wilson Point Road past
the terminal buildings, and proceed east
along Strawberry Point Road, around the
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Runway 33 approach and stop beyond the
recently constructed Lockheed Martin
treatment facility off Lynbrook Road.
The elimination of ponding water at the
Airport would reduce wildlife attractants.
Stormwater ponds must be designed to drain
within 48 hours to meet FAA AC 150/53205D, Airport Drainage Design.
Grading
around the airfield must eliminate ponding of
water, and ditches throughout the airfield
should be cleared and maintained to
enhance drainage.
Wildlife hazards in the existing wooded
blocks would be reduced by removing trees
closest to the runway, outside the
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area. Exposed
wetlands in tree removal areas would be
filled.
The remaining trees would be
managed as a thinned stand by removing
non-woody vegetation and woody vegetation
with a diameter less than three inches or
shorter than ten feet throughout.
This
approach would maintain the forest canopy
and not alter the structure of the forest stand
with respect to dominant and co-dominant
species. The overall functions and values of
the forest stand would remain the same with
the exception of providing cover for
mammalian species that could pose a threat
to the safety of the traveling public. In
addition to removing trees that present
wildlife hazards within the AOA on the west
and east sides of the Airport, USDA-WS
recommends that the entirety of forest
stands beyond the AOA on the east side of
the Airport (within MAA property) be
managed as thinned stands, as illustrated in
Figure 3.7-1 (See Appendix E, Attachment
14 for USDA-WS recommendation).
The trees to remain on the Airport on either
side of the runway are considered
obstructions to the Part 77 transitional
surface as well as potential wildlife
Alternatives

attractants. The removal of these trees
would be considered a significant impact,
therefore, obstruction lighting is proposed
within these forested areas to minimize
obstruction removal impacts. In order to
resolve the wildlife attractant concern,
portions of the remaining forested areas
nearest the airfield would be confined by the
in-kind replacement 15 of an existing
perimeter fence with an 11-foot fence to
minimize access by mammalian species to
the airfield.

3.7.2 No Action Alternative
The No Action Alternative would be to
continue with existing wildlife management
techniques at the Airport. The new perimeter
fence would not be installed, and trees would
not be removed to reduce wildlife attractants.
Existing wildlife hazards would remain at the
Airport.

3.8 Property Acquisition for
NEPA Review (Non-Airport
Component)
MDOT MAA purchased properties at 1313
and 1315 Wilson Point Road (Parcel ID 1-03233230) on December 7, 2017. MDOT MAA
identified an additional property available for
purchase - a portion of Parcel ID 19-00014055 (a 12.78-acre parcel located across
Wilson Point Road from the Airport entrance)
currently owned by Lockheed Martin. MDOT
MAA is including these properties in this EA
(see Figure 3.8-1) for environmental review
so that future reimbursement, under the
Airport Improvement Program (AIP) or
Passenger Facility Charge (PFC) funding
programs,
may
be
applied
for
use/development of the site for mitigation
purposes, such as for potential forest
conservation.
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3.8.1 NEPA Review of Properties
Alternative

Table 3.1.2 summarizes the results of the
identification and screening of alternatives.

NEPA review of the properties at 1313 and
1315 Wilson Point Road and the property
across from the Airport entrance are
considered in this EA. The properties at 1313
and 1315 Wilson Point Road contain an
abandoned church and residential building
located along Stansbury Creek that was
owned by the Episcopal Diocese of
Maryland. The MDOT MAA proposes to
demolish the existing structures in order to
clear the land for open space or for other
possible mitigation for environmental
impacts.
Additionally, the abandoned
buildings could become an attractive
nuisance creating the potential for the
congregation of unwanted individuals and
would require maintenance and upkeep if left
standing.

As explained at the beginning of this
Chapter, the retained alternatives were
combined into three overall airport
alternatives, the Minimum Action Alternative,
the Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative and the
No Action Alternative.
These three
alternatives were retained for further
consideration and are described in detail in
the following sections.

There are no structures on the property
across from the Airport entrance proposed for
acquisition and the property is mostly paved.
While the specific use of these properties is
unknown, MDOT MAA is considering them for
potential future use and/or possible mitigation
for environmental impacts.

3.9.1 Minimum Action Alternative
The Minimum Action Alternative, illustrated in
Figure 3.9-1, includes the actions required to
meet standards and to maintain the maximum
runway pavement determined eligible for FAA
funding. The NEPA review of two parcels is
also included in this alternative as it is needed
to allow MDOT MAA to potentially seek FAA
reimbursement at a later date for acquisition
of these parcels.
The actions included in the Minimum Action
Alternative are listed in Table 3.9.1.

3.8.2 No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, the MDOT
MAA would not be able to seek future
reimbursement under AIP or PFC funding
programs, for use/development of the
parcels for mitigation purposes.

3.9 Alternatives Recommended
for Further Consideration
Various potential alternatives were identified
to meet the needs at MTN.
These
alternatives were screened and either
eliminated from further consideration or
carried forward for environmental evaluation.
Alternatives
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Table 3.9.1
Minimum Action Alternative
Airport
Component

Actions
Primary

Related
• Relocate the Runway 15 end approximately 291 feet from the
existing runway end.
• Displace the Runway 15 landing threshold by approximately
225 feet from the relocated runway end.

Runway 15-33

7,000-Foot ASDA
Relocate and
displace runway
ends to achieve
7,000 feet of ASDA
and compliant
RSAs.
(7,330 feet of
runway available for
civil aircraft use).

• Relocate the Runway 33 end approximately 480 feet from the
existing runway end.
• Displace the Runway 33 landing threshold by approximately
290 feet from the relocated runway end.
• Re-mark pavement.
• Relocate runway lighting.
• Construct blast pads on both runway ends.
• Relocate Taxiways A and E to align with the relocated runway
ends and remove existing Taxiways A and E pavement.
• Construct two new short Taxiway segments to provide access
to the Strawberry Point Complex.
• Acquire Runway 15 Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) property
interest.
• Revise LDA RWY 33, RNAV (GPS) RWY 33, RNAV (GPS)
RWY 15, LOC RWY 15, and VOR OR TACAN RWY 15
procedures as needed to account for the runway shift.

Overlay runway – 100-foot wide with 20-foot wide turf shoulders.
Implement M&L Plan to address on- and off-airport obstructions to airspace surfaces (See
Table 3.2.2).
Address on-airport man-made objects that penetrate Part 77 surfaces in accordance with
the ALP. This includes lowering approximately 3,700 feet of Taxiway T on the Runway 15
end and a portion the MANG apron to address a ground penetration to Part 77.
Extend Taxiway F to the Runway 15 end.
Relocate Taxiways C and J and remove existing taxiway pavement.
Taxiways

Remove Taxiways B and S pavement.
Rehabilitate/Reconstruct the remainder of Taxiway T beyond the area lowered due to
proximity to Part 77 penetrations.
Add taxiway fillets.
Relocate Runway
33 Glide Slope and
AWOS.

NAVAIDs
Relocate Runway
15 offset localizer.

Alternatives

Remove trees within a 500-foot radius of the AWOS.
Remove Taxiway D.
Construct pier structure in Frog Mortar Creek to support localizer
antenna and MALS light bar.
Grade/fill the localizer critical area to meet clearance standards
and signal requirements.
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Table 3.9.1
Minimum Action Alternative
Airport
Component

Actions
Primary

Related

Install MALS off the
Runway 33 end.

Construct pier structure in Frog Mortar Creek to support light bar
and localizer antenna.

Relocate PLASIs or install PAPIs on both runway ends.
Relocate the REILs for both runway ends.
Relocate the windsocks for both runway ends.
Relocate the anemometer.
Wildlife
Hazards

Replace the existing perimeter fence with an 11-foot high fence.
Eliminate ponding areas by improving stormwater design and/or grading.
Remove trees outside the CBCA and fill exposed wetlands. Manage remaining trees as a
thinned stand.

Non-Airport
Component
Available
parcels

Actions
Two parcels near the Airport could be used to allow for potential future use and/or
possible mitigation.

Source: ALP and HNTB analysis, 2021.

3.9.2 Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative
The Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative is
illustrated in Figure 3.9-2. This alternative
includes the Phase I development identified
on the MTN ALP and summarized in Table
3.9.2.
The MDOT MAA identified this
alternative as their preferred alternative
because it addresses all of the existing and
anticipated near-term needs at MTN.

Alternatives

3-25

[

[

[

[

[

[
[

[

[

[

[

[

[

[

[

Over
la yRunwa y

[

*
Rec onstr
uc t MANG Apr
on to
TieI
ntoLower
ed Ta xiwa yT

RWY 15-33 DECLARED DISTANCES (FT)
15
33
TORA
7,430
7,430
TODA
7,430
7,430
ASDA
7,100
7,100
LDA
6,775
6,710

[

Reloc a teTa xiwa yJ

[

[

[

[

(
!

(
!

(
!

(
!

Reloc a teRunwa yLig h ting *
(
!

[

[

[

[

[

#

(
!

[

(
!

[

(
!

[

LowerTa xiwa yT

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

[

[

[

Reloc a teGlid eS lope

[

[

[

MANG

[

*
Pr
oper
tyI
nter
est

AWOS Cr
itic a lAr
ea *

[

[

LowerS tr
eet S ig ns/
Lig h t Poles

[

*
New Bla st Pa d

[

[

Reloc a teRunwa y15End

Reh a b ilita te/
Rec onstr
uc t Ta xiwa yT

[

[

[

[
[

Displa c eRunwa y15Th r
esh old

[

*
Reloc a tePLAS I

[

Reloc a teWind soc k

Am
tr
a k/
MA
RC

Environmental Assessment for Phase I Improvements

#[
[

(
!

(
!

[

(
!

[
[

[

[

[

[

[

[
[

[

[
[

Mid f
ield GADevelopm ent

[

[

[

[

New THa ng a r
sa nd
Assoc ia ted Apr
on
Rec onf
ig ur
eExisting
Mid f
ield Ac c essRoa d

[

[

[

Reloc a teRunwa yLig h ting

[

Reloc a teTa xiwa yC

[

[

[

[

[

[

[

[

[

[

Extend Ta xiwa yF

Ad d itiona l
Pa r
king
Pr
oper
tyAc quisition

[

[

[

[

[

Reloc a teAnem om eter
*

H

New Bla st Pa d *

Reloc a teTa xiwa yE*
Frog Mortar Creek

[

[

[

[
[

[

[

S tr
a wb er
r
y
Point
Com plex

#
# *
*

(
!

Reloc a teLoc a lizer
I
nsta llMALS

#*
*
#
*
#*
#

[

*
Reloc a te
Ta xiwa yA

####
#
#
#

[

Ea
ste
r
nB
lvd

Reloc a te
Wind soc k

[

[

#
*

Reloc a teATCT

*
Reloc a te
Runwa yLig h ting

LowerCa tena r
yLines

Displa c eRunwa y33Th r
esh old
Reloc a teRunwa y33End

[

[

(
!

*
Reloc a tePLAS I

[

(
!
(
!!
(
(
!

Reloc a teAWOS
[

#
*

(
!
!
(
(
!

[

#
*

!
(
(
!

[

Pr
oper
tyAc quisition

Reloc a te/
Rec onstr
uc t THa ng a r
s

Reloc a teHelipa d *

Mod if
yPier

New Cor
por
a teAir
cr
af
t S tor
age
Rem oveExisting FuelTa nks
a nd Ab oveGr
ound Pipeline*
Dem olish Existing Ha ng a r
s*

Wilson Point Roa d

Repla c eExisting Per
im eterFenc ewith 11’Fenc e
New Cor
por
a teHa ng a r
s
(
I
nc lud esNew S ec tionsofS ec ur
ity/
Per
im eterFenc ing )

LEGEND

RUNWAY 1533I
MPROVEMENTS
RUNWAY THRESHOLD DISPLACEMENT (SEE MARKINGS)
RUNWAY END RELOCATION (SEE MARKINGS)
FULL-LENGTH REHABILITATION
TAXI
WAY I
MPROVEMENTS

LANDS I
DEFACI
LI
TI
ES
NEW PAVEMENT

NAVAI
DS
(
!

RELOCATION

GENERALAVI
ATI
ONFACI
LI
TI
ES
NEW STRUCTURE
NEW PAVEMENT

*

OBS TRUCTI
ONS
ON-AIRPORT VEGETATION REMOVAL
OFF-AIRPORT VEGETATION REMOVAL

NEW/REHABILITATED/RECONSTRUCTED PAVEMENT
PAVEMENT REMOVAL

FOREST THINNING

MAN-MADE OBSTACLE MITIGATION

#
*
*
#

AIRPORT PROPERTY LINE
[

[

[

EXISTING PERIMETER FENCE

[

[

[

REPLACE EXISTING PERIMETER FENCE
FUTURE RPZ

OFF-AIRPORT ISOLATED TREE REMOVAL

PROPERTY INTEREST

AWOS VEGETATION REMOVAL

PIER MODIFICATION

LIGHTED SPHERICAL MARKER BALL

Sources: MDOT MAA (Aerials - 2018, June 2020 ALP)

CONNECTED ACTION

ON-AIRPORT ISOLATED TREE REMOVAL

MARKI
NG &LI
GHTI
NG PLAN
OBSTRUCTION LIGHT

Fig ur
e3.
92
S ponsor
'
sPr
ef
er
r
ed Alter
na tive

PROPERTY ACQUISITION
CHESAPEAKE BAY CRITICAL AREA

´

0

500

1,000

Feet
2,000

Martin State Airport Final Environmental Assessment
for Phase I Improvements

Table 3.9.2
Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative
Airport
Component

Actions
Primary

Related
• Relocate the Runway 15 end approximately 291 feet from the
existing runway end.
• Displace the Runway 15 landing threshold by approximately
225 feet from the relocated runway end.
• Relocate the Runway 33 end approximately 380 feet from the
existing runway end.
• Displace the Runway 33 landing threshold by approximately
390 feet from the relocated runway end.
• Re-mark pavement.
• Relocate runway lighting.

Runway 15-33

Maximum ASDA
Relocate and displace
runway ends to
achieve 7,100 feet of
ASDA and compliant
RSAs. (7,430 feet of
runway available for
civil aircraft use)

Overlay runway

• Construct blast pads on both runway ends.
• Relocate Taxiways A and E to align with the relocated runway
ends and remove existing Taxiways A and E pavement.
• Construct two new short Taxiway segments to provide access
to the Strawberry Point Complex.
• Acquire Runway 15 Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) property
interest.
• Revise LDA RWY 33, RNAV (GPS) RWY 33, RNAV (GPS)
RWY 15, LOC RWY 15, and VOR OR TACAN RWY 15
procedures as needed to account for the runway shift.
150-foot wide with 15-foot paved shoulders.

Implement M&L Plan to address on- and off-airport obstructions to airspace surfaces (See
Table 3.2.2).
Address on-airport man-made objects that penetrate Part 77 surfaces in accordance with
the ALP. This includes lowering approximately 3,700 feet of Taxiway T on the Runway 15
end and a portion the MANG apron to address a ground penetration to Part 77.
Extend Taxiway F to the Runway 15 end.
Relocate Taxiways C and J and remove existing taxiway pavement.
Taxiways

Remove Taxiways B and S pavement.
Rehabilitate/Reconstruct the remainder of Taxiway T beyond the area lowered due to
proximity to Part 77 penetrations.
Add taxiway fillets.
Relocate Runway 33
Glide Slope and
AWOS.

NAVAIDs
Relocate Runway 15
offset localizer.

Alternatives

Remove trees within a 500-foot radius of the AWOS.
Remove Taxiway D.
• Construct pier structure in Frog Mortar Creek to support
localizer antenna and MALS light bar.
• Grade/fill the localizer critical area to meet clearance
standards and signal requirements.
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Table 3.9.2
Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative
Airport
Component

Actions
Primary
Install MALS off the
Runway 33 end.

Related
Construct pier structure in Frog Mortar Creek to support light bar
and localizer antenna.

Relocate PLASIs or install PAPIs on both runway ends.
Relocate the REILs for both runway ends.
Relocate the windsocks for both runway ends.
Relocate the anemometer.
ATCT

Construct a new
ATCT on the Civilian
side of the airfield
(Site 3).
Develop five corporate
hangars, FBO,
associated apron,
connector taxilane and
vehicular
access/parking in the
midfield area.

General
Aviation
/Landside
Facilities

Develop 63 Thangars, associated
apron and corporate
aircraft storage area in
the Strawberry Point
Complex.

The existing ATCT shell remains in place.
• Demolish existing pavement and 48 existing T-hangars from
the midfield area.
• Relocate /reconstruct 16 T-hangars in the midfield area
located southwest of the proposed midfield corporate
development.
• Discontinue use of the existing helipad in the midfield aircraft
tiedown area and relocate existing helipad in the Strawberry
Point Complex ramp to better accommodate flight paths into
and out of MTN.
Remove existing fuel tanks and above ground pipeline and
demolish 30 existing hangars and aircraft storage in the
Strawberry Point Complex to accommodate future T-hangars.

Modify the pier located at the Strawberry Point Complex.
Construct additional parking to accommodate existing hangar buildings 1-3.
Reconstruct or relocate existing sections of security/perimeter fencing.
Replace the existing perimeter fence with an 11-foot high fence.
Wildlife
Hazards

Eliminate ponding areas by improving stormwater design and/or grading.
Remove trees outside the CBCA and fill exposed wetlands. Manage remaining trees as a
thinned stand.

Non-Airport
Component
Available
parcels

Actions
Two parcels near the Airport could be used to allow for potential future use and/or possible
mitigation.

Source: ALP and HNTB analysis, 2021.

Alternatives
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3.9.3 No Action Alternative
Consideration of the No Action Alternative is
required by NEPA per CEQ regulations. This
alternative serves as a basis of comparison
with other alternatives considered for
detailed analysis. The No Action Alternative
represents MTN in its current state without
any proposed project action(s). The Airport
would remain as is and none of the
improvements included in the Sponsor’s
Preferred Alternative would be implemented.
The No Action Alternative is illustrated in
Figure 3.9-3. The No Action Alternative
would not meet the purpose and need for the
Sponsor’s
Preferred
Alternative.
Regardless, the No Action Alternative was
retained for detailed environmental analysis
as required by CEQ regulations.

Alternatives
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Endnotes

1

Amtrak reviewed and approved the concept for lowering the catenary poles included in this Draft EA in March 2017.
MDOT MAA is currently negotiating the reimbursable agreement with Amtrak for design.

2

FAA, AC 150/5300-13A, Change 1, Airport Design, 2/26/14, p. 58.

3

FAA, Terry J. Page, Martin State Airport, Airport Layout Plan letter to Mr. Wiedefeld (MAA) dated 7/7/11.

4

AECOM, 2015-16 Martin State Airside Pavement Management Program Final Report, September 2016, p. 9-6.

5

FAA, Order 5090.3C, Field Formulation of the National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS), 12/04/00, pp.
21-22.

6

Maryland Aviation Administration, Maryland Aviation System Plan, 2008, p.7

7

FAA, AC 150/5340-30H, Design and Installation Details for Airport Visual Aids, 7/21/14, p. 49.

8

FAA, AC 150/5340-30H, Design and Installation Details for Airport Visual Aids, 7/21/14, p. 191.

9

FAA, AC 150/5300-13A, Change 1, Airport Design, 2/26/14, p. 199.

10

FAA, AC 150/5340-30G, Design and Installation Details for Airport Visual Aids, 7/21/14, p. 55.

11

FAA, AC 150/5300-13A, Change 1 Airport Design, 2/26/14, p. 89.

12

FAA, AC 150/5300-13A, Change 1, Airport Design, 2/26/14, p. 90.

13

FAA, AC 150/5340-30H, Design and Installation Details for Airport Visual Aids, 7/21/14, p. 54.

14

HNTB Corporation and Wilbur Smith Associates, Martin State Airport, Airport Layout Plan Update, February 8,
2011, p. 3-25.

15

The existing perimeter fence will be replaced in-kind with an 11-foot fence with the exception of the existing fence
located within the AWOS Critical Area. The fence will be relocated to remain outside the AWOS Critical Area.
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Chapter 4:
Affected Environment
This chapter describes the existing
conditions of environmental resources
potentially affected by the Proposed Action.
The first step in describing the affected
environment is to establish the geographic
area where potential impacts are expected to
take place by identifying an appropriate
study area. This chapter includes a brief
description of each applicable study area,
followed by a description of each of the
potentially affected resource categories.

4.1 Study Area
The study area is the geographic area where
the potential impacts of the alternatives
retained for further study are analyzed. The
extent of the study area depends upon the
environmental resource being evaluated and
whether the direct or indirect impacts are
being considered.
Therefore, for the
purposes of this EA, two general study areas
were identified; the Noise Study Area and the
Direct Study Area. The Noise Study Area
illustrated in Figure 4.1-1 was defined as the
area where the noise is 65 decibel (dB) DayNight Average Sound Level (DNL) or greater
as a result of any of the Alternatives. The
Direct Study Area illustrated in Figure 4.1-2
was defined by the limits of disturbance of
all Alternatives. In some cases, these
general Study Areas were not used because
of specific resource requirements. In cases
where neither of these two Study Areas were
applicable, the criteria used to define the
specific study area is described in the section
addressing the associated resource.

Affected Environment

4.2 Air Quality
This section contains summary information
pertaining to existing air quality conditions in
the area surrounding MTN, including: the
regulatory agencies involved in the
management of air quality; current air quality
regulatory requirements, standards and
criteria; the latest monitoring data; and
existing airport emissions.

4.2.1 Regulatory Background
On the federal level, the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) establishes the
guiding principles and policies for protecting
air quality conditions throughout the nation.
USEPA’s primary responsibility in this area
includes promulgating the National Ambient
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) 1 which
define outdoor levels of air pollutants that are
considered safe for public health, welfare
and the environment. Under the federal
Clean Air Act (CAA), USEPA’s other
responsibilities include the approval of State
Implementation Plans (SIPs), as well as the
establishment of emission standards for
mobile and stationary sources.
Additionally, on the federal level, FAA is the
primary agency involved in, and responsible
for, ensuring that air quality impacts
associated with proposed airport projects
adhere to the reporting and disclosure
requirements of NEPA as well as the General
Conformity rule of the CAA.
Regionally, Maryland is part of the Ozone
Transport
Commission
(OTC). 2
This
organization is comprised of 13-states
4-1
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working together to advise the USEPA on
transport issues and tasked to develop and
implement regional solutions to the groundlevel ozone problem in the Northeast and
Mid-Atlantic regions.
On the state level, the Maryland Department
of the Environment (MDE) is the primary
authority for ensuring that the federal (and
state) air quality regulations are met. MDE is
responsible for air quality monitoring
throughout the state as well as the
development and implementation of the SIP.
The permitting of stationary sources, the
regulation of mobile sources, and emission
reduction programs are also under the
jurisdiction of MDE.
The
local
Metropolitan
Planning
Organization (MPO) and the Baltimore
Metropolitan Council (BMC), assists the
MDE with SIP development and compliance
with Transportation Conformity regulations
as they pertain to air quality. MDOT is
involved in air quality management of
Maryland’s surface transportation facilities
by means of coordination with the BMC and
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in
the
development
of
Transportation
Improvement Plans (TIPs) and adherence to
the Transportation Conformity rules.

4.2.2 Regulatory Requirements,
Standards and Criteria
There are an assortment
requirements, standards
pertaining to air quality. The
are briefly discussed within
subsections.
4.2.2.1

of regulatory
and criteria
most relevant
the following

Federal and State Standards

The federal CAA requires the USEPA to
establish and periodically review NAAQS to
protect public health, welfare and the
environment. NAAQS have been established
for six principal pollutants called “criteria” air
pollutants. These pollutants are comprised
of: ozone (O3); carbon monoxide (CO);
nitrogen dioxide (NO2); sulfur dioxide (SO2);
lead (Pb); and particulate matter equal to or
less than 10 micrometers (coarse
particulates or PM10), and particulate matter
equal to or less than 2.5 micrometers (fine
particulates or PM2.5). States have the
prerogative to issue more stringent
standards than those listed in the CAA,
however, Maryland has opted to retain the
NAAQS. These standards are summarized
in Table 4.2.1.

Finally, the Baltimore County Department of
Environmental Protection and Sustainability
manages, protects, and enhances the
natural resources of Baltimore County and
the health of its citizens with the assistance
of
the
Baltimore
County
Advisory
Commission on Environmental Quality
(BCACEQ). The BCACEQ facilitates
communication
between
the
County
government
and
its
residents
on
environmental needs, programs, and
legislation.

Affected Environment
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Table 4.2.1
National Ambient Air Quality Standards
Pollutant
Carbon Monoxide (CO)

Averaging Period
1-hour

Standards

8-hour

9 ppm

8-hour

1

0.070 ppm

1-hour

2

0.10 ppm

Ozone (O3)
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)
Sulfur dioxide (SO2)
Coarse Particulate matter (PM10)
Fine Particulate matter (PM2.5)
Lead (Pb)

35 ppm

Annual

0.053 ppm

1-hour

3

0.075 ppm

3-hour

4

0.5 ppm

24-hour

150 µg/m3

24-hour5

35 µg/m3

Annual6

12 µg/m3

3-month7

0.15 µg/m3

Notes: ppm = parts per million; and µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter.
(1) Standard based on the annual fourth-highest daily maximum 8-hour concentration, averaged over three years.
(2) Standard based on the 98th percentile of 1-hour daily maximum concentrations, averaged over three years.
(3) Standard based on the 99th percentile of 1-hour daily maximum concentrations, averaged over three years.
(4) The SO2 3-hour standard is a “secondary” standard.
(5) Standard based on the daily 98th percentile, averaged over three years.
(6) Standard based on annual mean, averaged over three years.
(7) Corresponds to a rolling three-month average over three years of monitoring data.
Source: USEPA, https://www.epa.gov/criteria-air-pollutants/naaqs-table, accessed 7/22/20.

4.2.2.2

Attainment/Nonattainment Status

Baltimore County is currently designated by
the USEPA to be “in attainment” for CO, Pb,
NO2, and PM10. The attainment designation
means that pollutant levels are either below or
meet the NAAQS for these criteria pollutants.
An
area
with
measured
pollutant
concentrations that exceed the NAAQS is
designated as a “nonattainment” area. Once
a nonattainment area meets the NAAQS and
the additional re-designation requirements in
the CAA, the USEPA re-designates the area
as a “maintenance” area.
Ozone
nonattainment areas are further classified as
extreme, severe, moderate, or marginal; and
PM are either classified as moderate or
serious. Notably, an area is designated as
unclassifiable when there is lack of sufficient
data to form the basis of an attainment status
determination.

Affected Environment

Baltimore County is currently designated as
a moderate nonattainment area with respect
to the 2008 8-hour O3 standard 3; marginal
nonattainment for the 2015 8-hour O3
standard; and nonattainment for the 2010
SO2 standard. Baltimore County was within
a PM2.5 maintenance area for the 1997
standard, however the 1997 standard was
revoked on October 24, 2016, as shown in
Table 4.2.2. Therefore, MDE is no longer
required to make conformity determinations
for the 1997 PM2.5 NAAQS.
Because of this status, certain air quality
conformance activities with respect to O3,
and SO2 must be performed to achieve
attainment status, as discussed in the
Environmental Consequences chapter.
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Table 4.2.2
Baltimore County
Attainment/Nonattainment Designations
Pollutant
Carbon monoxide (CO)
Lead (Pb)
Nitrogen dioxide (NO2)
Ozone (O3),
1-Hour (1979)
Ozone (O3),
8-Hour (1997)
Ozone (O3),
8-Hour (2008)
Ozone (O3),
8-Hour (2015)
Particulate matter (PM10)
Particulate matter (PM2.5)
(1997)
Sulfur dioxide (SO2)
(2010)

Status
Attainment
Attainment
Attainment
Revoked on June
15, 2005
Revoked on April
6, 2015
Nonattainment
(Moderate)
Nonattainment
(Marginal)
Attainment
Revoked on
October 24, 2016
Nonattainment

Note: Attainment = areas that meet NAAQS;
Nonattainment = areas that do not meet the
NAAQS; and Maintenance = areas that were once
nonattainment but currently meet the NAAQS.
Source: USEPA Greenbook,
https://www.epa.gov/green-book, accessed 7/22/20.

4.2.2.3

General Conformity
Requirements

The General Conformity Rule of the federal
CAA prohibits federal agencies (including the
FAA) from permitting or funding projects that
do not conform to an applicable SIP. The
General Conformity Rule applies only to
areas that are designated “nonattainment” or
“maintenance.”
As a means of demonstrating conformity with
the SIP, project-related emissions of the
applicable
“nonattainment/maintenance”
pollutants are compared to de minimis level
thresholds. If the emissions exceed the
thresholds,
a
formal
Conformity
Determination is required to demonstrate
that the action conforms to the applicable
SIP. Conversely, if project-related emissions
are below the de minimis levels the project is
automatically assumed to conform to the
SIP. MTN currently resides within the
nonattainment areas for O3 and SO2, and
Affected Environment

therefore is subject to the applicable de
minimis levels listed in Table 4.2.3. As
shown, these thresholds apply to SO2, as
well as nitrogen oxides (NOx) and volatile
organic compounds (VOCs), which are the
two primary precursors to O3 formation.
Table 4.2.3
General Conformity de minimis Levels
Pollutant
O3
SO2

Tons/Year
100 for NOx and 50 for VOCs
100

Note: O3 – ozone, PM2.5 - particulate matter less
than 2.5 micrometers, and SO2 - sulfur dioxide.
Source: USEPA, De Minimis Levels,
https://www.epa.gov/general-conformity/deminimis-emission-levels, accessed 7/22/20.

4.2.2.4

Transportation Conformity
Requirements

The CAA also contains a Transportation
Conformity Rule that functions similarly to
the General Conformity Rule. The
Transportation Conformity Rule restricts
federal funding to highway or transportation
projects that do not conform to an applicable
SIP. The responsibility of transportation
conformity determination is vested in the
FHWA
and
state
Department
of
Transportation (DOT). The proposed
improvements to MTN are not subject to the
Transportation Conformity Rule because the
projects are not regionally significant, they
are not funded under U.S.C. Title 23 or the
Federal Transit Act and they do not require
approval by FHWA or FTA.
4.2.2.5

National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA)

In addition to the General Conformity Rule
requirements,
NEPA
also
requires
environmental review of federally-funded
projects that have the potential to affect the
environment. Therefore, for disclosure
purposes under NEPA an operational and
construction emissions inventory of the
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proposed improvements at MTN are
presented
in
the
Environmental
Consequences section of this EA.
4.2.2.6

State Implementation Plans

As previously stated, the CAA requires
individual states to develop, update and
maintain a SIP that demonstrates
compliance with the NAAQS. Common
features of a SIP include attainment
timeframes and milestones, area-wide
emissions inventories and budgets, as well
as emission control and mitigation strategies
that are to be employed to achieve
attainment. SIPs may be revised by the state
with
EPA
approval.
The
federally
enforceable SIP for the State of Maryland is
compiled under 40 CFR Part 52 Subpart V.
Section 110(a) of the CAA requires that
within three years of the promulgation of a
NAAQS, a state must adopt and submit such
a plan to the EPA.
Maryland’s Air Quality Planning Program
(AQPP) is responsible for writing SIPs and
regulations to reduce emissions of “criteria”
air pollutants in order to achieve the NAAQS.
It is also the responsibility of the AQPP to
implement federal, regional, local, and state
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reduction
programs, which include the implementation
of Maryland’s GHG Reduction Act of 2009
and 2016, as well as the involvement in the
Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative (RGGI).
In September 2019, MDE submitted an 8hour O3 Transport SIP to EPA detailing the
implementation,
maintenance
and
enforcement of the 0.70 ppm 8-hour O3
NAAQS. 4,5 The emission control strategies
target significant NOx reductions from power
plant sources under the MDE Healthy Air Act,
as well as increased controls on VOC
emissions resulting from solvent and paint
use and fuel storage.
Affected Environment

In March 2008, MDE issued its PM2.5 SIP for
the Baltimore nonattainment area, which
included emissions inventories for years
2002 and 2009. The emissions-control
measures proposed in the SIP include
modifications to existing stationary sources,
motor vehicle inspection and maintenance
programs, and Tier 2 emissions standards
for construction equipment. 6
Since the nonattainment designation of the
PM2.5 NAAQS in 2005, the air quality has
improved due to permanent and enforceable
emissions reductions. In May 2013, the MDE
submitted to the USEPA a request to redesignate
Baltimore
County
from
nonattainment to maintenance for the 1997
PM2.5 NAAQS per the provisions under § 107
of the CAA. MDE also requested that the
USEPA concurrently approve, as a revision
to the SIP, the related §175A maintenance
plan. 7
On June 17, 2013, the MDE submitted a
demonstration (i.e., Rate of Progress) to
improve air quality in the Baltimore region to
meet the 1997 8-hour NAAQS for O3. The
Plan consists of two Rate of Progress
demonstrations, for the periods 2002 through
2008 and 2008 through 2011; and an
attainment demonstration for 2012. The Plan
presents revised emissions inventories for
2002, 2008, 2011, and 2012 based on the
MOVES2010a model for estimating on-road
vehicle emissions. 8
On December 16, 2014, USEPA approved
Maryland’s request to re-designate the
Baltimore County nonattainment area to
maintenance for the 1997 PM2.5 NAAQS. 9
On October 24, 2016, the 1997 PM2.5
NAAQS was revoked in attainment and
maintenance areas. 10 Since MTN is located
within a maintenance area for the 1997 PM2.5
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NAAQS, MDE is no longer required to make
conformity determinations for PM2.5.

4.2.3 Air Quality Monitoring Data
The MDE maintains an air quality monitoring
network composed of approximately 25
monitoring stations throughout Maryland as
part of its permanent, state-wide air
monitoring program. These monitoring
stations
measure
concentrations
of
pollutants in the ambient (i.e., outdoor) air to
gauge compliance with the NAAQS. For the
years 2017 through 2019, air quality
monitoring data collected at stations closest
to MTN are shown in Table 4.2.4. For ease

of reference, the applicable NAAQS for each
monitored pollutant is included. As shown,
concentrations of Pb, CO, NO2, SO2, PM10,
and PM2.5 are below the NAAQS for the most
current
three
years.
Notably,
O3
concentrations have not met the 8-hour
NAAQS for the most current three years.

4.2.4 Airport Air Emissions
This section provides a brief description of
the airport air emission sources associated
with the proposed improvements at MTN as
well as an emission inventory of the existing
conditions. The existing conditions reflects
2016 aircraft operations.

Table 4.2.4
Air Quality Monitoring Data in the MTN Area (2017-2019)
Site Name & ID

Averaging
Period

NAAQS

8-hour
1-hour
3-hour1
1-hour2
Annual
1-hour3
8-hour4
Annual5
24-hour6

PM10

Pb

Pollutant
CO

Essex
600 Dorsey Avenue
Baltimore County
024-005-3001
(3 miles WSW of MTN)

SO2
NO2
O3
PM2.5

Oldtown Fire Station
1100 Hillen Street
Baltimore (City) County
024-510-0040
(10 miles WSW of MTN)
Howard University's
Beltsville Laboratory
12003 Old Baltimore Pike
Prince George’s County
024-033-0030
(30 miles SW of MTN)

Year
2017

2018

2019

9 ppm
35 ppm
0.5 ppm
0.075 ppm
0.053 ppm
0.10 ppm
0.070 ppm
12 µg/m3
35 µg/m3

1.3
1.5
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.05
0.074
8.9
23

1.3
1.9
0.02
0.01
0.01
0.04
0.073
8.0
19

2.1
2.9
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.04
0.072
7.9
23

24-hour

150 µg/m3

33

39

53

Rolling 3month average

0.15 µg/m3

0.01

n/a

n/a

Note: NAAQS = National Ambient Air Quality Standards; ppm = parts per million; and µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter.
(1) The SO2 3-hour standard is a “secondary” standard.
(2) Standard based on the 99th percentile of 1-hour daily maximum concentrations, averaged over three years.
(3) Standard based on the 98th percentile of 1-hour daily maximum concentrations, averaged over three years.
(4) Standard based on the annual fourth-highest daily maximum 8-hour concentration, averaged over three years.
(5) Standard based on annual mean, averaged over three years.
(6) Standard based on the daily 98th percentile, averaged over three years.
Source: USEPA AirData – Monitor Value Reports, July 2020, https://www.epa.gov/outdoor-air-quality-data.
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4.2.4.1

that would be affected by the proposed
improvements at MTN, which are aircraft. As
described in Section 1.1.4, the 2016 base
year data was subsequently compared with
actual 2017 through 2020 data for the
issuance of this EA. It was determined that
the current operation levels were still
consistent with levels used to represent the
2016 base year. It is therefore viable to
continue to use 2016 data to represent
existing operational conditions at MTN. The
results of the inventory are summarized in
Table 4.2.6 and are presented in units of
tons per year (tpy) by pollutant (i.e., CO,
VOCs, NOx, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5). See
Appendix D, Criteria Pollutants and
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory
Assumptions and Methodology, for
additional details on the emissions inventory.

Sources of Emissions

Project-related air emissions associated with
MTN consist of aircraft and construction
activities. Table 4.2.5 summarizes these
emissions
sources,
their
general
characteristics, and pollutants emitted.
4.2.4.2

Emissions Inventory

In general terms, an emissions inventory is a
quantification of the amount of pollutants
emitted from a source over a period of time.
The amount is calculated by applying
emission
factors
(i.e.,
grams
of
pollutant/operation) to source activity levels
(i.e., number of aircraft operations).
For disclosure purposes, an emission
inventory for existing year 2016 was
prepared for the primary emission sources

Table 4.2.5
MTN Sources of Emissions
Source

Pollutant

Characteristic

Aircraft

CO, VOC,
NOx, PM,
SO2

Exhaust products of fuel combustion that vary greatly depending on
aircraft engine type, power setting, and period of operation. For
airport air quality assessments, these emissions are confined to the
typical landing and take-off cycle (i.e., landing, take-off, climb-out,
and taxi/delay periods).

Construction
Activities

CO, VOC,
NOx, PM,
SO2

Construction activities represent temporary sources of emissions
primarily associated with the exhaust from construction equipment,
dust generated during construction, demolition, and land clearing
activities, and evaporative emissions from asphalt paving operations.

Source: KB Environmental Sciences, Inc., 2017.

Table 4.2.6
Criteria Pollutant Emissions Inventory (2016)
Emission Source
Aircraft

Pollutant (tpy)
CO

VOC

NOx

SOx

PM2.5

PM10

421

13

7

2

<1

<1

Note: Although lead (Pb) is a criteria pollutant, it was not evaluated because the proposed project would have no
impacts on lead emissions.
Source: KB Environmental Sciences, Inc., 2017.
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4.3 Biological Resources
Fish, wildlife, and plant communities within
and adjacent to the Direct Study Area are
described in the following sections.

4.3.1 Fish
A variety of estuarine fish species would be
expected to occur within the abutting Frog
Mortar and Stansbury Creeks and their
perennial tributaries within the MTN property.
Frog Mortar and Stansbury Creeks flow into
the Middle River where, according to
Maryland Department of Natural Resources
(MDNR) estuarine investigations, the
following species were documented: white
perch (Morone americana), yellow perch
(Perca flavescens), pumpkinseed (Lepomis
gibbosus),
American
gizzard
shad
(Dorosoma cepedianum), Atlantic silverside
(Menidia menidia), spottail shiner (Notropis
hudsonius), bay anchovy (Anchoa mitchilli),
striped killifish (Fundulus majalis), alewife
(Alosa
pseudoharengus),
mummichog
(Fundulus heteroclitus), and inland silverside
(Menidia beryllina). 11
MTN and the
surrounding area are designated as having
poor anadromous fish spawning habitat
suitability due to the presence of few species
and/or low uses by anadromous species.
Anadromous fish species such as Atlantic
salmon spend most of their life in saltwater
habitats but are born in freshwater systems
and return there to spawn. Conservation
priority for MTN and surrounding area
habitats
is
low;
management
recommendations
include
conserving
remaining and reconstructing degraded
habitats. 12
Waterbodies surrounding the Direct Study
Area are designated as essential fish habitat
(EFH) for several species as well as
submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV), which

Affected Environment

are both protected habitat as described in
detail in Section 4.3.4. The following fish
species and associated life stages are listed
on National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, National Marine Fisheries
Service (NOAA Fisheries) EFH mapper for
the waterbodies within the Direct Study Area:
Little Skate (eggs, juveniles, adult); Atlantic
Herring (eggs, larvae, juvenile and adult); Red
Hake (eggs, larvae, juvenile and adult);
Windowpane Flounder (eggs, larvae, juvenile
and adult); Winter Skate (eggs, juvenile,
adult); Clearnose Skate (eggs, juvenile and
adult); Bluefish (juvenile and adult); Atlantic
Butterfish (eggs, larvae, juvenile and adult);
Scup (juvenile and adult); Summer Flounder
(eggs, larvae, juvenile and adult); and Black
Sea Bass (juvenile and adult).
While prey species for managed fish
populations may not have specific EFH
designations of their own, impacts to these
species should be taken into consideration
because they are food source for species
with EFH designations.
Table 4.3.1 indicates the species with EFH
designations for the waterbodies within the
Direct Study Area (within the mixing
water/brackish salinity zone), (Appendix E,
Attachment 4).

4.3.2 Wildlife
The MTN airfield is managed in a way to be
the least attractive to wildlife species that can
be hazardous to flight operations. Therefore,
the airfield is maintained as turfgrass with
little to no trees or shrubs, weedy areas, or
tall grass. Boundaries of forest habitats and
turf grass are abrupt with no transitional zone
to minimize edge habitat. The most suitable
wildlife habitat in the vicinity of the
development area occurs within the forested
areas along the perimeter of MTN and north
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of Eastern Boulevard; the wetlands in the
Direct Study Area; and along the banks of the
tidally influenced Stansbury Creek and Frog
Mortar Creek.
Common mammals found on or near MTN
include white-tailed deer (Odocoileus
virginianus), red fox (Vulpes vulpes), gray fox
(Urocyon
cinereoargenteus),
raccoon
(Procyon
lotor),
opossum
(Didelphis
virginiana),
striped
skunk
(Mephitis
mephitis), groundhog (Marmota monax),
beaver (Castor canadensis), eastern gray
squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis), eastern
chipmunk
(Tamias
striatus),
eastern
cottontail (Sylvilagus floridanus), and several
bat and small rodent species.
Numerous bird species occur on or near
MTN. European starlings (Sturnus vulgaris),
rock pigeons (Columba livia), and house
sparrows (Passer domesticus) are invasive,
non-migratory species that use developed

areas on MTN.
Numerous migratory
songbird and birds of prey species use the
forested, wetland, and edge habitats on and
off the Airport. Waterfowl and wading bird
species use the riparian areas bordering
MTN and the larger wetlands with open water
on MTN as habitat.
Many reptile and amphibian species would
be expected to occur in the lesser developed
areas on or in the vicinity of MTN. Common
species expected to be found within forested
and wetland habitats include eastern box
turtle (Terrapene carolina carolina), eastern
ratsnake (Pantherophis alleghaniensis),
eastern garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis
sirtalis), northern green frog (Lithobates
clamitans melanota), southern leopard frog
(Lithobates sphenocephalus utricularius),
wood frog (Lithobates sylvaticus), and
eastern
American
toad
(Anaxyrus
americanus americanus).

Table 4.3.1
EFH Designations for Frog Mortar Creek1
Species

Eggs

Larvae

Juveniles

Adults

Windowpane flounder

X

X

X

X

Summer Flounder

X

X

X

X

Little Skate

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

2

Winter Skate

2

Clearnose Skate
Atlantic Herring
Red Hake

2

2

2

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X2

Bluefish
Atlantic butterfish

X2

X2

X

X

Black sea bass2

X

X

Scup

X

X2

2

Note: 1 Designations indicated for life stages found in the mixing water/brackish salinity zone of
the waterbodies adjacent to the Airport based on NOAA Fisheries EFH mapper.
2 Based on coordination with NOAA Fisheries and review of Fisheries Management Plans, these
species or specific life stages are unlikely to be present at the site based on local conditions
(e.g., depth, salinities, etc.).
Source: Essential Fish Habitat Mapper. http://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/resource/map/essentialfish-habitat-mapper
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4.3.3 Plant Communities
The majority of land at MTN is maintained
grass kept at a height of 6 to 12 inches; areas
around runway and taxiway marker lights is
cut to 3 inches for visibility. 13 As previously
mentioned, scrub/shrub and transitional or
edge
habitats
are
prevented
from
14
establishing on MTN. Forest stands in the
Direct Study Area occur primarily along the
perimeter of the Airport beyond the airfield
and to the north of Eastern Boulevard (onand off-airport properties).
The wetlands present within the Direct Study
Area contain additional plant community
types. Wetlands occurring within the Direct
Study Area are discussed in Section 4.15.1,
Wetlands.

4.3.4 Federally-Protected Species
and Habitat
Federally-protected
species
include
endangered, threatened, proposed, and
candidate species protected by the
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 USC
1531 et seq.). Critical habitat, also protected
under the Endangered Species Act, is
defined as a specific geographic area that
contains features essential for the
conservation of a threatened or endangered
species and that may require special
management and protection. Other federally
protected species/habitat include migratory
birds, protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty
Act (MBTA) (16 USC 703–712), bald eagles
(Haliaeetus leucocephalus), protected by the
MBTA and the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act (16 USC 668-668d) and EFH
protected by the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation
and
Management
Act
(Magnuson-Stevens Act or MSFCMA)
(Public Law 94-265). Additional discussion
of EFH is found in Section 4.3.4.4.

Affected Environment

4.3.4.1

Federally-Listed Threatened and
Endangered Species

Under Section 7(a) of the Endangered
Species Act, federal agencies are required to
consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) or NOAA Fisheries, as
appropriate, regarding federally-listed rare,
threatened and endangered (RTE) species
or their habitats in the proposed project area.
The USFWS was consulted via their
Information, Planning, and Conservation
online system (IPaC) on March 28, 2019.
Through the IPaC, the USFWS provides a list
of threatened, endangered, and proposed
species, designated critical habitat, and
candidate species that may occur within the
boundaries of a specific study area. See
Appendix E, Biological Resources
(Attachment 3) for the USFWS Official
Species List, generated through the IPaC
system. One threatened mammal, the
Northern
Long-eared
bat
(Myotis
septentrionalis) (NLEB) was included on the
USFWS Official Species List for the Direct
Study Area due to the project area being
located in the zone of white-nose syndrome,
a cutaneous infection caused by a
psychrophilic fungus. 15 No critical habitat
was identified within the Direct Study Area.
The USFWS determined it was not prudent
to designate any critical habitat for the NLEB.
No other plant or animal species were listed,
and no refuge lands or fish hatcheries were
located within the project area.
The Direct Study Area includes tidally
influenced waters that are tributary to the
Chesapeake Bay, and projects affecting tidal
waters have the potential to impact NOAA
Trust Resources. NOAA Trust Resources
within the Direct Study Area include
Essential Fish Habitat (EFH), Habitat of
Particular Concern (HAPC) (including
Submerged Aquatic Vegetation (SAV)),
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anadromous species fish species and
potentially two species of federally
endangered sturgeon. Based on mapping,
the federally endangered shortnose sturgeon
(Acipenser brevirostrum) and the federally
endangered Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser
oxyrinchus oxyrinchus) could be present
within the Direct Study Area; no designated
critical habitat for either of these species is
present. MDOT MAA consulted with NOAA
Fisheries Habitat Conservation Division
(HCD) and NOAA Fisheries Protected
Resource Division (PRD) in July 2021. See
Chapter 5, Section 5.2.2 for details on the
consultation with NOAA Fisheries HCD and
PRD.
4.3.4.2

Migratory Birds

The MBTA prohibits anyone from taking,
possessing,
importing,
exporting,
transporting,
selling,
purchasing,
or
bartering, any migratory bird, or the parts,
nests, or eggs of such a bird except under
the terms of a valid federal permit. MTN has
a current federal depredation permit to take
all migratory birds except eagles and
threatened or endangered species. 16 MDNR
allows the take of these species under the
federal permit without obtaining an additional
state permit. 17
Migratory bird species protected by the
MBTA are listed in 50 CFR 10.13. The vast
majority of birds occurring within Baltimore
County are listed in 50 CFR 10.13 and thus
are protected by the Act, with a few
exceptions. Birds occurring in Baltimore
County that are not protected by the Act
include house sparrows, European starlings,
rock pigeons, resident game birds (e.g.,
northern bobwhite [Colinus virginianus], wild
turkey [Meleagris gallopavo], and crows
[Corvus spp.]), domestic ducks and geese,
and other exotic birds. 18

Affected Environment

In North America, general migratory
pathways, or flyways, between winter feeding
grounds and summer breeding grounds occur
along coastlines, major rivers, and mountain
ranges. MTN lies at the northern portion of
the Chesapeake Bay within the Atlantic
Flyway migration zone. In the US, the Atlantic
Flyway generally spans between the Atlantic
coast to the east and the Appalachian
Mountains to the west. The Atlantic Flyway is
the most densely populated of the four
flyways in North America and many habitats
in this region are threatened by development
and urban sprawl. The Airport’s geographic
location, in combination with the presence of
several wetlands on and adjacent to Airport
property, makes MTN attractive to many
species of migratory waterfowl, shorebirds,
and wading birds. 19
4.3.4.3

Bald Eagles

The bald eagle was removed from the federal
endangered species list in 2007. However,
in addition to the MBTA, bald eagles are
afforded protection by the Bald and Golden
Eagle Protection Act. The Act prohibits the
“take” of bald eagles without a permit,
including their parts, nests, or eggs. The Act
defines “take” as “pursue, shoot, shoot at,
poison, wound, kill, capture, trap, collect,
molest or disturb.” “Disturb” is further defined
as “to agitate or bother a bald or golden eagle
to a degree that causes, or is likely to cause,
based on the best scientific information
available, 1) injury to an eagle, 2) a decrease
in its productivity, by substantially interfering
with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering
behavior, or 3) nest abandonment, by
substantially
interfering
with
normal
breeding, feeding, or sheltering behavior.” 20
This definition also covers impacts that result
from human-induced alterations initiated
around a previously used nest site during a
time when eagles are not present, if, upon
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the eagle's return, such alterations agitate or
bother an eagle to a degree that interferes
with or interrupts normal breeding, feeding,
or sheltering habits, and causes injury,
death, or nest abandonment. 21
Table 4.3.2 shows the typical timing of
nesting activities and bald eagle sensitivity
during these nesting phases to human
disturbance.
The Direct Study Area and its vicinity contain
bald eagle habitat. Bald eagles often live
near water sources and nest in large trees,
usually at the edge of a wooded area. 22
There is an active bald eagle nest near the
shoreline of the wooded area north of
Stansbury Creek. The approximate nest
location, along with a 660-foot buffer is
shown in Figure 4.3-1. 23 There has been
bald eagle activity and an active nesting pair
at MTN through 2018. While there has been
no activity reported in the nest in 2019,
eagles are still present at the Airport.

The
USFWS
National
Bald
Eagle
Management
Guidelines
recommend
establishing a buffer between an activity and
the bald eagle nest, maintaining forested or
natural areas between the activity and the
nest, and avoiding certain activities during
the breeding season. 24
The protective
buffers and other USFWS management
recommendations are based on the activity
type and organized into Categories A
through H in the guidelines. Activities under
the proposed action are applicable to
Categories A, B, and C. Table 4.3.3 shows
the USFWS buffer recommendations based
on each category.
MDOT MAA has an Eagle Depredation
permit issued by the USFWS which allows
MDOT MAA or designated USDA Wildlife
Services employees to harass bald eagles
posing a threat to human safety at MTN.

Table 4.3.2
Bald Eagle Nesting Chronology and Sensitivity to Human Disturbance
Activity

Time Period for
Chesapeake
Bay Region

Sensitivity

Results of Disturbance

Courtship and Nest
Building

Late October to
Late January

Most sensitive period; likely to
respond negatively

Nest abandonment

Egg laying and
Incubation

Early January to
Late April

Very sensitive period

Nest and territory abandonment

Very sensitive period
(incubation and early nestling)

Less likely to abandon nest near
and after hatching; however,
unattended eggs and young as a
result of flushing are susceptible
to negative impacts

Hatching and
Nestling Period

Fledging Young
(Nestlings 8 weeks
through fledging)

Early February to
Early July

Early May to
Early August

Moderately sensitive period
(Nestling period 4 to 8 weeks)

Very sensitive period

Nestlings 8 weeks and older may
flush from the nest prematurely
due to disruption, resulting in
fledgling mortality

Source: USFWS National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines, May 2007.
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Table 4.3.3
USFWS Guidelines for Avoiding Disturbance to Bald Eagle Nests
Buffer Recommendations
Category

Category A

Category B

Category C

Activities
Building construction, 1 or 2
stories, with project footprint
of 0.5 acres or less;
construction of roads, trails,
canals, power lines, and
other linear utilities;
alteration of shorelines or
wetlands.
Building construction, 3 or
more stories; building
construction, 1 or 2 stories,
with project footprint of more
than 0.5 acres.
Timber operations and
forestry practices (clear
cutting, removal of overstory
trees, selective thinning).

If there is no similar activity
within 1 mile of the nest
660 feet (if activity visible from
nest). Landscape buffers are
recommended.
330 feet (if activity not visible from
nest). Clearing, external
construction, and landscaping
between 330 feet and 660 feet
should be done outside breeding
season.

If there is similar activity
closer than 1 mile from nest

660 feet or as close as
existing tolerated activity of
similar scope. Landscape
buffers are recommended.

330 feet, or as close as
existing tolerated activity of
similar scope. Clearing,
external construction and
landscaping within 660 feet
should be done outside
breeding season.

660 feet

• Avoid clear cutting or removal of overstory trees within 330 feet
of nest at any time.
• Avoid timber harvesting operations during the breeding season
within 660 feet of nest.

Source: USFWS National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines, May 2007.

4.3.4.4

Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) and
Habitat Areas of Particular
Concern (HAPC)

The Magnuson-Stevens Act (Public Law 94265), as amended provides for protection of
EFH. EFH is defined as “those waters and
substrate necessary to fish for spawning,
breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity.” 25
Fishery Management Plans identify EFH and
include actions to conserve and enhance the
EFH. The MSA also mandates that NOAA
Fisheries coordinate with federal agencies to
further the conservation and enhancement of
EFH. Federal agencies must consult with
NOAA Fisheries on any action that might
affect EFH and include NOAA Fisheries
recommendations for conservation into
project design plans.
Affected Environment

A subset of EFH is Habitat Areas of
Particular Concern (HAPC), which are
considered to be areas that are either rare,
stressed by development, are ecologically
important for species managed at the federal
level, or are vulnerable to degradation due to
anthropogenic causes. Submerged Aquatic
Vegetation (SAV) beds are considered to be
HAPC for adult and juvenile summer
flounder.
In addition to designation as HAPC for adult
and juvenile summer flounder, SAV provides
the following ecological service to the Bay:
•

Generates food and habitat for
waterfowl, fish, shellfish and
invertebrates;
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•

Releases oxygen;

•

Attenuates wave action that erodes
shorelines;

•

Removes sediment from the water
column improving water clarity; and

•

Absorbs excess nutrients. 26

The Virginia Institute of Marine Science
(VIMS) has mapped SAV beds in the
Chesapeake Bay annually since 1984 using
aerial photography. 27 Figure 4.3-2 shows
how the coverage of SAV along Frog Mortar
Creek has changed between 2014 and 2018.
In addition, 2017 VIMS data for the Upper
Bay Zone, Middle River Segment (MIDOH)
includes observations of specific species.
The typical species observed include, but are
not limited to: Ceratophyllum demersum
(coontail), Elodea canadensis (American
waterweed), Hydrilla verticillate (hydrilla),
Myriophyllum
spicatum
(Eurasian
watermilfoil),
Najas
minor
(brittle
waternymph), Potamogeton crispus (curlyleaf pondweed), Stuckenia pectinate (sago
pondweed),
Potamogeton
perfoliatus
(claspingleaf pondweed), Potamogeton
pusillus (small pondweed), Vallisneria
americana (eel grass), Zannichellia palustris
(horned pondweed).
4.3.4.5

Vernal Pool Habitat

Several palustrine forested (PFO) wetland
systems on MTN contain viable vernal pool
habitat. Vernal pools are small, isolated
systems under forest cover. The vernal pool
ecosystem is unique in that it is critical for the
life cycle of many amphibian and invertebrate
species. Many reptiles, small mammals, and
birds also use vernal pools for a source of
food or refuge. Fallen detritus such as leaves,
branches, and any growing vegetation in and
around the edges of the vernal pool provide

Affected Environment

sufficient organic material to provide food and
cover. 28 Table 4.3.4 identifies the PFO
wetland systems with the potential for viable
vernal pool habitat, as identified in the June
2017 wetland delineation report. Figure 4.3-2
indicates the locations of the vernal pool
habitat.
Table 4.3.4
PFO Wetlands with Vernal Pool Habitat
Wetland

Vernal Pool Acreage

WPA

0.23

WPB

0.04

WPD

0.01

WPF

0.40

WPG

0.18

WPH*

0.21

WPJ

0.36

WPM

0.03

Note: * Wetland with multiple vegetative cover types.
Source: Chesapeake Environmental Management,
Inc., Wetland Delineation Report, Martin State Airport
for Maryland Aviation Administration, June 2017.

4.3.5 State-Protected Species and
Habitat
MDNR protects state-listed rare, threatened,
and endangered species as well as forests,
Forest Interior Dwelling Bird Species, and
Tidal Waters and SAV.
4.3.5.1

State-Listed Rare, Threatened,
and Endangered Species

State-listed
rare,
threatened,
and
endangered species are protected by the
Maryland Nongame and Endangered
Species Conservation Act (Annotated Code
of Maryland 10-2A).
MDOT MAA has
consulted with MDNR Wildlife and Heritage
Service (MDNR WHS) to identify the
presence of any state-listed species. By
letter dated July 16, 2019, MDNR WHS
stated that there are no state records for rare,
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threatened, or endangered species within
the boundaries of the Direct Study Area;
however, MDNR remote analysis suggest
that forested area on the property contains
FIDS bird habitat (Appendix E, Attachment
5). 29
In 2015, the NLEB was listed as a federally
threatened species. By email dated April 11,
2019, MDNR WHS confirmed that there are
no known hibernacula or maternity roosts in
the vicinity of the MTN project area
(Appendix E, Attachment 8). 30
The bald eagle (once both federally- and
state-listed, and has since been delisted),
the least tern (Sternula antillarum), statelisted as threatened, and upland sandpiper
(Bartramia longicauda), state-listed as
endangered, were observed by a USDA
Wildlife Services specialist on or near the
Airport during the WHA conducted from
October 1999 to August 2000. 31 Wildlife
Services personnel determined these
individuals as transient to the area because
appropriate breeding habitat does not
exist. 32 Least terns nest on bare sandy areas
or sparsely vegetated areas and typically
forage in bays, lagoons, estuaries, rivers,
and lakes along the coast. 33
Upland
sandpipers inhabit grasslands, fallow fields,
and meadows often associated with
pastures, farms, or airports. Territories
include perches such as fence posts or a
few, scattered small trees or shrubs. 34
During the most recent 2014 WHA, accepted
by the FAA on 2/25/16, only the bald eagle
was observed at the Airport, and no least
terns or upland sandpipers were observed.
As described in Section 4.3.4.3, there has
been bald eagle activity and an active
nesting pair at MTN through 2018. While
there has been no activity reported in the

Affected Environment

nest in 2019, eagles are still present at the
Airport.
4.3.5.2

Forest Resources

The Maryland Forest Conservation Act
(FCA),
enacted
in
1991,
requires
identification of existing forest stands,
protection of the highest priority forest
stands, and establishment of areas where
new forests can be planted. Prior to the
approval of any public or private
construction, grading, or sediment control
activity on areas 40,000 square feet or
greater, applicants must submit a Forest
Stand Delineation (FSD) and a Forest
Conservation Plan for approval by MDNR’s
Forest Service.
An FSD was conducted during October and
November 2013, February 2014 and January
2015. The boundaries of the forest stands
are shown in Figure 4.3-3 and Table 4.3.5
lists their general characteristics. The intent
of the FSD was to delineate forest resources
within the entire Direct Study Area.
However, no private property owners would
allow access to their property. Therefore, the
FSD only included Airport property.
The FSD characterized and quantified
existing forest cover, delineated forest stand
boundaries and rated forest stands
according to retention priority. A forest stand
is defined as “a grouping of trees with similar
characteristics (such as species, age, or
condition) that can be distinguished from
adjacent groups.” 35 Specimen trees are
trees with a diameter at breast height (DBH)
equal to or greater than:
•

30 inches, or

•

75 percent of the DBH of the current
State of Maryland champion tree of
that species.
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Table 4.3.5
Forest Stand Characteristics in the Direct Study Area
Forest
Stand

Forest Cover Type

Retention Priority
Rating

Number of
Specimen Trees

Size
(acres)

FS-1

Sweetgum – Tulip poplar

Priority 1

0

2.61

FS-2

Red maple

Priority 1

5

16.08

FS-3

Mixed Deciduous

Priority 1

0

0.81

FS-4

Black cherry - Maple

Priority 1

0

14.35(1)

FS-5

Eastern white pine

Priority 1

0

0.54

FS-6

Eastern white pine

Priority 1

0

0.80

FS-7

Mixed Deciduous

Priority 1

3

2.33

FS-8

Mixed Deciduous

Priority 1

4

19.44

FS-9

Mixed Deciduous

Priority 1

2

16.11

FS-10

Mixed Deciduous

Priority 1

0

2.13

FS-11

Mixed Deciduous

Priority 1

0

2.24

FS-12

Mixed Deciduous

Priority 1

4

8.78

FS-13

Black cherry - Maple

Priority 1

5

10.27

FS-14

Red maple

Priority 1

3

19.10

FS-15

Pin oak - Sweetgum

Priority 1

1

20.32(1)

FS-16

Mixed Deciduous

Priority 1

0

1.25(1)

FS-17

Red maple

Priority 1

5

0.07(1)

Notes:
1 Forest stand extends beyond the limits of the Direct Study Area. Acreage specified is for the portion of the forest
stand within the limits of the Direct Study Area only.
Source: Chesapeake Environmental Management, Inc. Martin State Airport Forest Stand Delineation Report for
Maryland Aviation Administration, June 2015.

Seventeen forest stands were identified
within the Direct Study Area. The majority of
the forest stands are deciduous forests.
General characteristics include the forest
cover type, retention priority rating, number
of specimen trees, and size of forest. Each
forest stand was assigned a forest cover type
using the Society of American Foresters
Forest Cover Types of the United States and
Canada. 36 Forest stands were also assigned
retention priority ratings per the State Forest
Conservation Manual. Priority ratings are
based on forest structure and the presence
of sensitive features such as wetlands, 100‐

Affected Environment

year floodplains, streams, stream buffers,
large contiguous areas of forest, specimen
trees, and steep slopes. Retention priority
ratings range from 1 to 4: 1 (high), 2
(moderate), 3 (low), and 4 (disturbed).
Forty specimen trees were identified within
the Direct Study Area: 32 specimen trees
within the delineated forest stands, and eight
specimen trees outside of the delineated
forest stands. Figure 4.3-3 shows their
locations and Table 4.3.6 provides the
species, diameter and health condition of
each specimen tree. The majority of these
specimen trees are located in the forested
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tracts on either side of Strawberry Point
Road and in the southeastern forested area
on MTN. Other specimens are scattered in
the forested areas on the northern side of the
runway and to the north of Eastern oulevard.
The most prevalent species of specimen
trees include southern red oak (Quercus
falcata), white oak (Quercus alba), and
willow oak (Quercus phellos).
As shown on Figure 4.3-3, a portion of the
Direct Study Area, on the northern side of
Eastern Boulevard, is within an existing
Baltimore County Forest Conservation
Easement (FCE). Trees within an FCE may
not be cut or removed without written

permission from Baltimore County. The
existing FCE would have to be amended to
conduct vegetation removal activities.
The FSD was submitted to the MDNRForest Service for review and was approved
on October 19, 2015. On December 22,
2020, MDNR approved a one-year extension
of the FSD through October 29, 2021. The
FSD, approval letter, and extension approval
letter may be found in Appendix E, Biological
Resources (Attachments 1 and 2). An update
of the FSD began in September 2021 and will
be submitted for MNDR review and approval
prior to permitting and construction of EA
projects. 37

Table 4.3.6
Specimen Trees
Tree ID

Forest Stand

Species

DBH(1) (inches)

Health

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

FS-08
N/A
N/A
FS-08
FS-08
FS-08
FS-14
FS-14
FS-02
FS-02
FS-02
FS-02
FS-02
FS-07
FS-07
FS-07
FS-12
FS-09
FS-13
FS-13
FS-13
FS-13
FS-13
FS-14
FS-15

Eastern white pine
Willow oak
Willow oak
Willow oak
Willow oak
Black cherry
Loblolly pine
Red maple
Willow oak
Sweetgum
Willow oak
Southern red oak
White oak
Willow oak
Willow oak
Tulip poplar
Chestnut oak
Willow oak
Willow oak
Southern red oak
Southern red oak
Southern red oak
Chestnut oak
Willow oak
Red maple

34.0
32.5
33.0
34.5
32.9
34.0
33.1
33.0
53.4
35.0
32.0
32.6
31.7
32.8
41.5
30.5
34.2
37.7
33.5
44.5
30.0
41.0
33.0
30.4
33.3

Fair
Good
Poor
Good
Good
Fair
Good
Good
Fair
Fair
Fair
Good
Good
Good
Fair
Fair
Good
Good
Good
Good
Good
Good
Good
Poor
Good

Affected Environment
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Table 4.3.6
Specimen Trees
Tree ID

Forest Stand

Species

DBH(1) (inches)

Health

28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
100
101
102
103
104

N/A
N/A
N/A
FS-09
FS-12
FS-12
FS-12
N/A
N/A
N/A
FS-17
FS-17
FS-17
FS-17
FS-17

Willow oak
Willow oak
Southern red oak
Willow oak
White oak
White oak
White oak
Southern red oak
White oak
Southern red oak
Willow oak
Willow oak
Northern red oak
Sweetgum
Northern red oak

31.7
35.8
30.0
31.0
37.4
41.3
31.7
31.7
33.4
30.8
35.5
30.2
31.2
30.9
33.0

Good
Good
Good
Good
Good
Good
Good
Good
Good
Good
Good
Good
Good
Good
Good

Note: 1 DBH = diameter at breast height; the diameter measured at 4.5 feet from the ground.
N/A = not applicable (specimen tree falls outside of a delineated forest stand).
Source: Chesapeake Environmental Management, Inc. Martin State Airport Forest Stand Delineation Report
for Maryland Aviation Administration, June 2015.

4.3.5.3

Forest Interior Dwelling Species

Forest Interior Dwelling Species (FIDS)
require large forest areas to breed
successfully
and
maintain
viable
populations.
Populations of FIDS are
declining in Maryland and throughout the
eastern United States. Designated FIDS
habitat is afforded special protection under
the Critical Area Law in Maryland. By letter
to MDOT MAA dated October 30, 2013,
MDNR
strongly
encouraged
the
conservation
of
FIDS
habitat
and
recommended potential guidelines to
incorporate into site design to minimize the
project’s impacts on FIDS and other native
forest plants and wildlife. 38
MDNR classifies forested areas as either
Potential FIDS Habitat (Class 3), High
Quality Potential FIDS Habitat (Class 2), or
Potential FIDS Core Areas (Class 1). This
classification is based on several factors
Affected Environment

including extent, species composition (which
can vary by physiographic province), and
presence of streams. To be considered
Potential FIDS Habitat (Class 3) an area of
contiguous forest must be at least 50 acres
in size and either have 10 acres of forest
interior habitat or a forested stream corridor
at least 450 feet long averaging 300 feet in
width. High Quality Potential FIDS Habitat
(Class 2) on the Coastal Plain can either be
about 100 acres in size with at least 25
percent forest interior and 50 percent
deciduous or mixed forest containing riparian
forest at least 200 meters by 300 meters in
size or an approximate 500-acre or larger
area with at least 25 percent forest interior
regardless of composition or presence of a
stream. Potential FIDS Core Areas (Class 1)
are tracts of contiguous forest with a
minimum of 500 acres of forest interior
habitat; on the Coastal Plain, species
composition must be at least 50 percent
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deciduous or mixed forest. As shown on
Figure 4.3-4, the forested area north of
Eastern Boulevard contains FIDS Class 3
habitat.
4.3.5.4

Tidal Waters and Submerged
Aquatic Vegetation (SAV)

In Maryland, impacts to tidal wetlands and/or
tidal waters, including impacts to SAV beds,
require a Tidal License (permit) from MDE
Wetlands and Waterways and USACE. Due
to the estimated size of impact within Frog
Mortar Creek, an individual permit from these
agencies would be required; the project
would not be eligible for approval under the
Maryland State Programmatic General
Permit (MDSPGP-5).
SAV are bay grasses that establish in
shallow water and provide habitat for many
aquatic organisms that inhabit the
Chesapeake Bay. Refer to Section 4.3.4.4
for a detailed description of the functions and
values SAV provides as well as the species
composition of SAV in and adjacent to the
Direct Study Area. Figure 4.3-2 shows how
the coverage of SAV along Frog Mortar
Creek has changed between 2014 and 2018.
MDNR is responsible for protecting SAV
from disruption in Maryland. A permit is
required for any projects that collect or
remove SAV.
As outlined in Natural
Resources Article 4-12213, applicants must
submit to MDNR a description of (1) why the
removal of SAV is necessary, (2) the
proposed method of removal, (3) a plan
showing the site at which the activity is
proposed, and (4) the extent of SAV to be
removed. 39

4.4 Climate
Research has shown that the increase in
atmospheric greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions is affecting the Earth’s climate.
Affected Environment

These conclusions are based upon a
scientific record that includes substantial
contributions from the United States Global
Change Research Program (USGCRP), a
program mandated by Congress in the
Global Change Research Act to “assist the
Nation and the world to understand, assess,
predict, and respond to human-induced and
natural processes of global change.” 40
In 2009, based primarily on the scientific
assessments of the USGCRP, as well as the
National Research Council (NRC) and the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC), the USEPA issued a finding that it
was reasonable to assume that changes in
our
climate
caused
by
elevated
concentrations of GHG in the atmosphere
endanger the public health and public welfare
of current and future generations.
The Climate, Energy and Environment Policy
Committee (CEEPC) was created by the
Council of Governments (COG) Board on
April 8, 2009 through Resolution R18-09 as
its principal policy adviser on climate change,
energy, green building, alternate fuels, solid
waste and recycling policy issues, and other
environmental issues as the board may
assign. CEEPC is responsible for managing
implementation of the National Capital
Region Climate Change Report adopted by
the COG Board in 2008. This responsibility
includes development of a regional climate
change strategy to meet the regional
greenhouse gas reduction goals adopted by
the board. On March 23, 2017, the CEEPC
published the Regional Climate and Energy
Action Plan that is used as a tool to help the
region achieve its regional greenhouse gas
emission reduction goals. The plan puts forth
recommended actions for local governments
aimed at reducing the carbon impact of the
built environment, energy, and transportation
sectors, while increasing resiliency and
improving education and outreach. 41
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For disclosure purposes, a GHG emissions
inventory for existing year 2016 was
prepared for the primary emission sources
that would be affected by the proposed
improvements at MTN, which are aircraft. As
described in Section 1.1.4, the 2016 base
year data was subsequently compared with
actual 2018 data for the issuance of this EA.
It was determined that the 2018 operation
levels were still consistent with levels used to
represent the 2016 base year. It is therefore
viable to continue to use 2016 data to
represent existing operational conditions at
MTN. The results of the inventory are
summarized in Table 4.4.1.
Table 4.4.1
Greenhouse Gas
Emissions Inventory (2016)
Emissions
Source
Aircraft

Pollutant
CO2e (MT)
4,091

MT = metric tons
CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalents
Source: KB Environmental Sciences, Inc., 2017.

4.5 Coastal Resources
MTN is within Maryland’s designated coastal
zone. In addition, a portion of MTN is within
the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area.

4.5.1 Maryland’s Coastal Zone
Maryland’s designated coastal zone includes
the counties that border the Chesapeake Bay.
Thus, Baltimore County, including MTN, is
located within Maryland’s coastal zone.
Pursuant to the Coastal Zone Management
Act (CZMA) of 1972, the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)
approved the Maryland Coastal Zone
Management Program (CZMP) in 1978. Any
federal activities that have the potential to
affect any land or water use, or natural
resources in Maryland’s designated coastal
Affected Environment

zone must be conducted according to the
enforceable policies of the CZMP.

4.5.2 Chesapeake Bay Critical Area
The Chesapeake Bay Critical Area (Critical
Area or CBCA) is defined as all the land
within 1,000 feet landward from the tidal
waters and adjacent wetlands of the
Chesapeake Bay and its tributaries. MTN is
located on a peninsula on the western shore
of the Chesapeake Bay. Three tidal
waterbodies, Frog Mortar Creek, Stansbury
Creek, and Dark Head Creek, border the
southern half of the Airport property;
therefore, a large portion of the Airport
property bordering these waterbodies is
within the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area.
The Chesapeake Bay Critical Area
Protection Act (Critical Area Act) of 1984
created the Critical Area Commission (CAC)
to regulate activities within the Critical Area
to meet the following goals: minimize
adverse impacts to water quality; conserve
fish, wildlife, and plant habitat; and establish
land use policies for development in the
Critical Area to accommodate growth while
minimizing adverse environmental impacts.
To implement the Critical Area Act, the CAC
established the Critical Area Criteria
(Criteria) included in Title 27 of the Code of
Maryland Regulations Subtitles 01 through
03 (COMAR 27.01-27.03). COMAR 27.01
outlines criteria for local Critical Area
program development. COMAR 27.02
outlines criteria for State projects on private
or locally held land, or on State-owned land
within the Critical Area. State agencies
proposing development on State-owned
lands must coordinate directly with the
Commission. Therefore, MDOT MAA must
comply with Subtitle 2.
The Criteria can apply to all or a portion of
the land within the Critical Area. Criteria that
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apply to the entire Critical Area include
restricted uses. For example, solid waste
collection and disposal facilities are generally
not permitted in the Critical Area.
Other Criteria apply to specific land use
classifications
or
designated
habitat
protection areas.

and the quality of runoff from these areas has
not been substantially altered or impaired. 44
Critical Area regulations applicable to
development in LDAs are provided in
COMAR 27.01.02.04. The focus of the
regulations is on maintaining or improving
water quality and conserving natural
habitats.

4.5.2.1

4.5.2.2

Land Use Designations

The
Criteria
associated
with
new
development or redevelopment in the Critical
Area varies based on the designated land
use. Land uses for areas within the Critical
Area that are not owned by the State are
classified into three types of areas: Intensely
Developed
Areas
(IDAs),
Limited
Development Areas (LDAs), and Resource
Conservation Areas (RCAs). The off-airport
residential properties to the southeast of
MTN are designated as LDAs. Regulations
concerning land use differ for State-owned
lands, as the Commission classifies them as
either an IDA or “areas not designated as
IDA.” Portions of MDOT MAA-owned
property at MTN are designated as an IDA.
Figure 4.5-1 shows the Critical Area
designated land uses near MTN.
IDAs are areas where residential,
commercial, institutional, and industrial land
uses predominate and there is relatively little
natural habitat. Regulations state that if
development is required within the Critical
Area, it should occur within the IDA. 42 The
focus of policies and standards for new
development or redevelopment in IDAs is on
improving water quality through stormwater
management (SWM), the use of permeable
surfaces, reduction of impervious surfaces,
and the preservation of existing natural
vegetation. 43
LDAs are areas currently developed at low
and moderate intensity. They also contain
areas of natural plant and animal habitats,
Affected Environment

Habitat Protection Areas

Habitat Protection Areas are designated
areas that receive special protection within
the Critical Area because they provide
habitat for fish, wildlife, and plant species that
are significant to the Chesapeake Bay
ecosystem. 45 These areas include the
Critical Area Buffer, nontidal wetlands and
their associated buffers, habitats of
threatened and endangered species and
species in need of conservation, significant
plant and wildlife habitats, and anadromous
fish spawning areas. 46 COMAR 27.02.05.09
– 27.02.05.13 outlines the regulations
pertaining to these Habitat Protection Areas
for state or local projects.
Habitat Protection Areas present in the
Direct Study Area include the Critical Area
Buffer and nontidal wetlands. Habitats of
threatened and endangered species and
species in need of conservation, significant
plant and wildlife habitats, and anadromous
fish spawning areas are not present in the
Direct Study Area. Refer to Section 4.3 for
more information regarding biological
resources.
The Critical Area Buffer is defined as the land
at least 100 feet directly adjacent to the
State’s tidal waters, tidal wetlands, and
tributary streams. The Buffer encompasses
areas 100 feet landward of mean high water,
the landward edge of tidal wetlands, and the
edge of tributary streams. The Buffer is
expanded beyond 100 feet in areas where
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there are adjacent sensitive resources such
as steep slopes, hydric soils, highly erodible
soils, nontidal wetlands, or Nontidal
Wetlands of Special State Concern (WSSC).
The Direct Study Area includes areas of
steep slopes, hydric soils, highly erodible
soils and nontidal wetlands. No WSSC exist
within the Direct Study Area. In the case of
contiguous steep slopes (slopes of 15
percent or greater), the Criteria require that
the Buffer be expanded 4 feet for every 1
percent of slope or to the top of the slope,
whichever is greater. For highly erodible soils
on slopes less than 15 percent and hydric
soils, the Criteria require that the Buffer be
expanded to the landward edge of these
resources or to 300 feet, whichever is less.
In the case of contiguous nontidal wetlands,
the Buffer is expanded to the upland
boundary of the nontidal wetland. 47
Figures 4.5-2 and 4.5-3 illustrate the limits of
the Critical Area and Critical Area Buffer
within the Direct Study Area. Approximately
330 acres of the Direct Study Area occurs
within the Critical Area. Within the Direct
Study Area, approximately 54 acres of onairport property and 0.5 acres of off-airport
property occur within the Critical Area Buffer.
Unless no negative impact to water quality,
plant, fish, or wildlife habitat would occur, no
disturbance to, or new development within
the Buffer is permitted except for waterdependent facilities, shore erosion control
measures, or activities for which a property
owner has obtained a variance. In general,
trees that are located within the Buffer
cannot be removed unless they are dead,
dying, diseased, or creating a hazard to
people or property. The cutting or removal of
natural vegetation in the Buffer is not allowed
unless a property owner obtains approval of
a Buffer Management Plan from the local
government or the Commission.
Affected Environment

The majority of the nontidal wetlands on the
main Airport campus occur within the Critical
Area (approximately 16.5 acres). These
wetlands are primarily in the forested areas
on the Airport property. The provisions of
COMAR 26.23 (Nontidal Wetlands) apply to
nontidal wetlands in the Critical Area.
Regulated activities within nontidal wetlands
in the Critical Area require a permit from
MDE. See Section 4.15.1, Wetlands, for the
locations and descriptions of nontidal
wetlands within the study area.
4.5.2.3

Memorandum of Understanding

A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
between the CAC and MDOT was
established on December 1, 2003 and was
updated on March 14, 2019. The purpose of
the MOU is to define the process by which all
MDOT modal agencies conduct and gain
approval for development in the Critical Area.
Within the MOU are “Exhibits” pertaining to
each MDOT agency which outline conditions
for general CAC approval of that agency’s
project types.
The MOU Exhibit A2,
Conditions for General Approval of Maryland
Aviation Administration Projects, was
updated and approved on April 7, 2021.
Exhibit A2 divides development activities into
categories and outlines the conditions for
general approval of MDOT MAA activity
types. See Appendix J, Attachment 4 for
Exhibit A2 of the MOU.
On October 6, 2021, the CAC approved an
amendment to the 2019 MOU to indicate
reporting requirements for all MDOT modal
agencies if and when hazardous materials or
contamination is discovered within the
Critical Area. This amendment is awaiting
final approval and signatures from MDOT but
does not modify the approved MOU Exhibits.
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4.6 Department of Transportation
Act: Section 4(f) Resources
Section 303(c), Title 49 USC, commonly
referred to as Section 4(f) of the Department
of Transportation Act of 1966, states that the
“…Secretary of Transportation will not
approve a project that requires the use of any
publicly-owned land from a public park,
recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl
refuge of national, state, or local significance
or land from a historic site of national, state,
or local significance as determined by the
officials having jurisdiction thereof, unless
there is no feasible and prudent alternative to
the use of such land…and [unless] the
project includes all possible planning to
minimize harm resulting from the use.” 48
Section 6(f) of the Land and Water
Conservation Fund Act of 1965 affords a
level of protection comparable to that
provided by the DOT Act for Section 4(f)
lands. The Land and Water Conservation
Fund Act of 1965 established a federal
program to provide funding to states for the
acquisition of land and development of
facilities to assist in ongoing land and water
conservation activities. No property acquired
or developed with assistance from the Land
and Water Conservation Fund Program can
be converted to other than public outdoor
recreation uses, “unless NPS [the National
Park Service] approves substitution property
of reasonably equivalent usefulness and
location and of at least equal fair market
value”. 49
The extent of the study area for Section 4(f)
and 6(f) resources was established by
considering the term “use.” “Use” in the
context of Section 4(f) encompasses both
physical use as well as constructive use.
Constructive use involves an indirect impact
of such magnitude that it severely impacts
important features, activities or attributes
Affected Environment

associated with a Section 4(f) resource. 50
Constructive use may result from noise,
access restrictions, vibration and visual
effects. 51 Constructive uses due to noise
and vibration do not apply as Stansbury
Estates and Planter’s Paradise are
considered eligible for historic status on the
basis of architectural characteristics. The
Proposed Action includes tree removal which
could cause visual effects. Thus, the study
area for Section 4(f)/6(f) resources was
expanded beyond the Direct Study Area to
include areas where the views may change
for Section 4(f) resources.
Views from and to areas of proposed
construction and vegetation removal were
assessed to define the extent of the Section
4(f)/6(f) study area, shown on Figure 4.6-1.
Section 4(f)/6(f) resources within this study
area were identified.
Section 4(f) resources include public parks
and recreation areas, as well as historic sites.
Two parks, Turkey Point Park and Wilson
Point Park, and four historic resources: the
Glenn L. Martin Airport; Glenn L. Martin
Company Plant # 2; Planter’s Paradise; and
Stansbury Estates, Aero Acres and Southern
Victory Villa Subdivisions, are within or
adjacent to the Section 4(f)/6(f) Study Area.
Refer to Figure 4.6-1 for the locations of these
Section 4(f) resources.
Turkey Point Park is located approximately
one-mile south of the Airport across Middle
River. Portions of the park along the shoreline
include sight lines north to the Airport.
Wilson Point Park (Photo 1), the Baltimore
County's newest waterfront park, is a 25-acre
park located on Dark Head Creek, adjacent to
the Section 4(f)/6(f) Study Area and features
the following amenities: 52
•

Athletic Fields

•

Boat Ramps
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•
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•
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•

Restrooms

•

Shoreline

irreversible conversion of farmland to
nonagricultural uses…” 54
The term
“farmland,” as defined by USDA in the FPPA
“does not include land already in or
committed to urban development or water
storage (i.e., airport developed areas),
regardless of its importance as defined by
NRCS [Natural Resource Conservation
Service].” 55
The USDA NRCS Web Soil Survey shows
that approximately 8 percent of the Direct
Study Area is considered to be “areas of
prime farmland,” including areas considered
prime farmland if drained or irrigated. Only 1
percent of the Direct Study Area is
considered to be “farmland of statewide
importance.” However, there are no prime
farmland soils on the main Airport campus,
as shown in Figure 4.7-1.

Photo 1: Wilson Point Park Walking Paths

The four historic sites within and adjacent to
the Section 4(f)/6(f) Study Area are
described in Section 4.9 Historical,
Architectural, Archaeological, and Cultural
Resources.
Section 6(f) resources are those properties
that were acquired or developed with
assistance from the Land and Water
Conservation Fund Program. Based on the
US Department of the Interior NPS listing of
Land and Water Conservation Fund grants
for Baltimore County, there are no Section
6(f) resources with the Section 4(f)/6(f) Study
Area. 53

4.7 Farmlands
The Farmland Protection Policy Acts (FPPA)
of 1980 and 1995 regulates the conversion
of important farmland to non-agricultural
uses. The purpose of the FPPA is “to
minimize the extent to which federal
programs contribute to the unnecessary and
Affected Environment

4.8 Hazardous Materials, Solid
Waste, and Pollution
Prevention
According to the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA), a hazardous waste is
defined as “a solid waste, or combination of
solid waste, which because of its quantity,
concentration, or physical, chemical, or
infectious characteristics may (a) cause, or
significantly contribute to, an increase in
mortality or an increase in serious
irreversible, or incapacitating reversible,
illness; or (b) pose a substantial present or
potential hazard to human health or the
environment when improperly treated,
stored, transported, or disposed of, or
otherwise managed.”
A hazardous
substance is defined under Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation,
and Liability Act (CERCLA) 42 U.S.C.
9601(14) by reference to certain other
statutes that designate or list substances as
hazardous or toxic. Hazardous materials are
defined in 49 C.F.R. 172.01 as substances
4-24
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or materials capable of posing an
unreasonable risk to health, safety and
property when transported in commerce and
include hazardous wastes, hazardous
substances, and petroleum and natural gas
substances and materials.
In order to identify the potential sources of
hazardous materials within and adjacent to
the Direct Study Area, a review of all publicly
available regulatory data and previously
completed environmental investigations was
performed in accordance with the processes
described in American Society for Testing
and Materials (ASTM) Standard 1527-13. 56

4.8.1 Regulatory Data Review
A database review of publicly available
regulatory data was performed to identify the
presence of potentially contaminated sites
within or adjacent to the Direct Study Area.
The files reviewed include information
regarding on-site usage, storage, and/or
release of hazardous materials or regulated
wastes. In addition to the regulatory files,
historical
mapping
(including
aerial
photographs, topographic maps, and
Sanborn® Fire Insurance maps) was
reviewed to determine previous land usage
within or adjacent to the Direct Study Area.
Database Review
According to the state and federal databases
reviewed, there were multiple properties
identified (including MTN) as having currently
or previously stored, handled, or disposed of
hazardous materials.
MTN was listed as being a generator of
various hazardous wastes since 1984. There
were no significant violations identified
associated with the site.
MTN was listed as having numerous historic
and existing underground storage tanks
Affected Environment

(USTs) and ASTs that have been in use
since 1984. Due to the removal of many of
these tanks, and several small documented
spills or releases from tanks, there have
been numerous MDE Oil Control Program
(OCP) cases associated with the site. One
open OCP case was identified related to a
heating oil tank closure in 2012. At the time
of this report, the case remains open and is
unresolved. A total of thirteen closed OCP
cases were identified related to various
vehicle accidents, fuel transfer accidents,
UST closures, etc. All closed cases have
been resolved and no further action is
required.
There were also numerous records identified
associated with the MANG facility; however,
the records are associated with issues that
have taken place outside of the Direct Study
Area.
In addition to the records identified within the
Direct Study Area, there were multiple
records identified within the adjacent
properties. These properties include the
Lockheed Martin Middle River Complex
(located immediately west of the Airport), the
Middle River Volunteer Ambulance Rescue
Company (located at 2000 and 2002 Leland
Avenue), and the Long Beach Marina
(located at 800 Chester Road). As further
described below and in Section 5.7.4, the
proposed projects are not anticipated to
impact these adjacent properties or the
MANG facility.
Historical Aerial Photograph Review
Historical aerial photographs (including
photos from 1957, 1959, 1964, 1966, 1970,
1979, 1982, 1989, 1994, 1998, 2005, 2007,
2009, and 2011) were reviewed to determine
current land usage or changes in land usage
at the study area.
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Historical Topographic Map Review
Historical topographic maps (including maps
from 1893, 1901, 1908, 1947, 1949, 1951,
1969, 1974, 1985, and 1998) were reviewed
to determine current land usage or changes
in land usage at the Direct Study Area.
Sanborn® Fire Insurance Map Review
According to the Sanborn® Library
Collection, there was no mapping identified
associated with the Direct Study Area.

4.8.2 Previous Investigations
Numerous investigations have taken place at
or near MTN.
In 1985, MDE performed an aerial flyover of
the site and observed the presence of
approximately
200
55-gallon
drums
containing hazardous wastes improperly
stored behind one of the facility’s
maintenance buildings.
MDOT MAA
removed the drums upon notification from
MDE.
In 1989, a preliminary assessment was
performed by MDE that identified several
areas that were previously used to store and
dispose of hazardous materials at the
Airport.
Interviews with the previous
landowners and historical mapping indicated
that a sand pit previously located under the
existing Taxiway T and several adjacent
surface ponds, were used to dump spent
battery acid, acid-type strippers, various
acidic solutions, dredge spoils, and
construction debris that had been
accumulated at the Airport.
At the time of the 1989 assessment, the
Airport was under the jurisdiction of the
federal RCRA program and no existing
evidence of dumping or disposal of
hazardous wastes were obvious. Therefore,
the EPA issued a “No Further Remedial
Affected Environment

Action Planned” determination. Additional
areas of concern (AOCs) were identified
after this determination (see Section 4.8.4,
Areas of Concern), and further investigations
were required.
The investigations performed at MTN
between 1991 and 2016 have identified
several areas that have been considered to
contain a potential source of contamination
to subsurface soils and groundwater in the
area. These AOCs are related to the
historical operations and facilities that have
been in existence at the site since the 1930s.
In 1991, four corroded drums containing
dried zinc chromate paint were encountered
during the installation of underground utilities
in the vicinity of Taxiway T. MDOT MAA
removed the drums upon discovery. Due to
the discovery of the drums, additional
geophysical investigations were performed
that detected the presence of numerous
anomalies, indicative of buried metals in the
vicinity of Taxiway T.
In 1994, a Preliminary Site Investigation was
performed on behalf of MDOT MAA that
identified significant soil and groundwater
contamination related to elevated detections
of petroleum products, metals, and
chlorinated solvents (mainly trichloroethene).
In 1997, MDE met with MDOT MAA to
discuss
the
necessary
additional
investigations that were required to properly
delineate the existing soil and groundwater
contamination at the Airport. Based on these
discussions, MDOT MAA (with cooperation
from the MANG and Lockheed Martin),
developed plans to further investigate these
AOCs.
In 1999, MDE conducted additional
investigations, to re-assess the AOCs and
previous findings that were previously
designated as requiring no further remedial
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action by the EPA. Based on their review, it
was determined that further investigations
would be required in these areas.
Since that time, MDOT MAA and Lockheed
Martin
have
performed
numerous
investigations to characterize the existing
soil and groundwater contamination at MTN.
Investigations were performed across the
entire Airport, but the main AOC was related
to the area where the previous dumping in
the vicinity of Taxiway T had occurred. In
2015, the Dump Road Area and Taxiway
Tango Combined Soil and Waste Remedy
Feasibility Study was completed. See
Appendix F, Hazardous Materials.
The Dump Road Area (DRA) consists of the
mowed grass areas surrounding Taxiway T
and Runway 15-33, the heavily wooded
areas in the northern, eastern and southern
portions of the site, and open meadows in the
east-central and southeastern portions of the
site, as illustrated in Figure 4.8-1. The
investigations determined that there are
three main potential sources for this
contamination. The three areas include the
area of the previously encountered buried
drums, an area where elevated petroleum
hydrocarbons were identified, and the infield
area adjacent to Taxiway T. Based on
historical soil sampling data, the extent of
impacted soil and waste footprint is shown on
Figure 4.8-1. Trichloroethene (TCE) was
detected at several soil sample locations
(DR-A31 and DR-A39) to the southeast and
east of the “Drum Area”, respectively, as
labeled on Figure 4.8-2. This area is likely
the source of TCE detected at soil sample
locations, including DR-A31 and DR-A39.
The drums were removed from the site in
1988. Additional source areas of TCE in the
vicinity of Taxiway T have not yet been
removed.

Affected Environment

Lockheed Martin developed a groundwater
remediation strategy in 2016 to contain and
remediate the groundwater in the vicinity of
the “Dump Road Area.” A groundwater
remediation system was constructed and
began continuous operation in December
2017. The system pumps groundwater from
multiple extraction wells to a main treatment
location, where multiple technologies are
utilized to remove contaminants from the
groundwater before the treated water is
released into Frog Mortar Creek under a
NPDES permit.
Additionally, Lockheed
Martin samples and tests the surface water
in Frog Mortar Creek in accordance with
permit requirements. 57

4.8.3 Site Inspection
Due to the numerous investigations that have
been performed at the site, there were no
additional site inspections of the Airport
property performed to inventory existing
conditions. As summarized in Section 4.8.2,
these investigations were prompted by the
initial discovery of buried drums containing
hazardous waste at the site. As the various
regulatory agencies (MDE, EPA, and FAA)
reviewed the data associated with this
discovery, they had requested additional
investigations that expanded outside of the
original area of drum discovery. Based on this
new data that was obtained, specific areas of
concern were targeted due to the previous
land usages or observations made during the
implementation
of
various
airport
maintenance and improvement activities.
Therefore, all of the site inspection data
related to the Airport property and discussed
within this document was obtained from the
previous investigations that have been
performed at the site between 1985 and 2016.
However, a non-intrusive visual inspection
was performed in the vicinity of the off-airport
areas, to identify any potential hazardous
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Figure 4.8-1
Extent of Impacted Soil and Waste in the Dump Road Area
Source: Tetra Tech, Inc. Dump Road Area and Taxiway Tango
Combined Soil and Waste Remedy Feasibility Study,
December 2015.
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DR-A39

DR-A31

Figure 4.8-2
Trichloroethene Source Areas in the Dump Road Area
Source: Tetra Tech, Inc. Dump Road Area and Taxiway Tango
Combined Soil and Waste Remedy Feasibility Study,
December 2015.
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material impacts associated with the
proposed tree removal activities located
outside of the Airport property boundary. All
inspections were performed from the study
area or areas of public access and right-ofway.
The inspections did not observe significant
AOCs that may impact the proposed work in
these areas. The existing commuter railroad
(Amtrak/MARC) tracks were identified north
of the Airport. These railroad tracks may be
considered a recognized environmental
condition (REC) due to the potential
contaminants (polychlorinated biphenyl
[PCB]
containing
fluids,
creosote
compounds, and degreasers) that are
commonly associated with routine railroad
operations.
Additionally, several polemounted transformers were observed within
the public right-of-way, adjacent to the
properties located outside of the Airport
property boundary. These pole-mounted
transformers may be a potential source of
contamination due to the unknown PCB
content of the transformers.

4.8.4 Areas of Concern
Based on the analysis of previous and
current land uses, reviews of information
obtained from government agency sources
and from previous investigation reports, and
observations made in the field during site
inspections, there is a potential for the
existence of hazardous materials adjacent to
and within the Direct Study Area associated
with the AOCs as described below (See
Figure 4.8-3). Additional details regarding
the AOCs are contained in Appendix F.
According to the previous investigations that
have been performed at MTN, there were
three RECs identified in the vicinity of the
Main Terminal area (AOCs #1, 2, and 3) and
five RECs identified in the vicinity of the
Affected Environment

Greater Strawberry Point area (AOCs #4, 5,
6, 7, and 8) related to historic land usage and
existing fuel storage.
According to the previous investigations that
have been performed in the Strawberry Point
area and the Compass Rose area, it was
determined that the physical and chemical
data found no significant contamination
existed and there was no further
characterization required. For the Greater
Strawberry Point area, the long-term remedy
under consideration includes natural
attenuation and land-use controls. Lockheed
Martin is currently working with the MAA,
MDE, and the local community in order to
obtain approval for these remediation
approaches at the Greater Strawberry Point.
According to the previous investigations that
have been performed in the DRA, the entire
area should be considered an AOC due to
the reported concentrations of petroleum and
chlorinated VOCs in the soil and
groundwater (AOC #9). These detections
indicate the likely presence of dense nonaqueous phase liquids (DNAPL) in the DRA,
which can remain in the subsurface for long
periods of time and will slowly release
dissolved phase contaminants to the
surroundings. An Interim Remedial Action of
groundwater extraction and treatment is
being implemented, as described previously.
The remediation strategy for contaminated
soil and sediment in the DRA is under review.
According to the previous investigations that
have been performed in the MANG area,
there are multiple AOCs associated with
residual contamination related to previous
land usage. However, most of the AOCs are
located outside of the Direct Study Area,
while the remaining AOCs have been
addressed in the section summarizing the
DRA.
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According to the limited data available for
review, there were two AOCs identified near
off-airport properties located north of the
Airport and one AOC identified near offairport properties located south of the
Airport. The existing Amtrak/MARC railroad
tracks have been identified as a REC due to
the potential contaminants (PCB containing
fluids,
creosote
compounds,
and
degreasers) that are commonly associated
with routine railroad operations (AOC #10).
The remaining RECs are associated with
existing
pole-mounted
transformers
observed within the public right-of-way, due
to the unknown PCB content of the
transformers (AOC #11 and 12).

4.8.5

Solid Waste

Solid waste is generated by air and ground
operations at MTN and may include nonhazardous scrap metal, paper, aluminum,
plastic, textiles, tires, construction and
demolition debris, and natural wood wastes.
Solid waste generated at the Airport and from
construction projects is properly disposed of
at a permitted solid waste facility, or recycled,
if possible.
MDE encourages waste diversion through
recycling and source reduction activities.
Under Maryland’s Recycling Act, state
facilities are required to recycle 20 percent of
the total waste generated. As a State facility,
activities at MTN are subject to this recycling
requirement. Additionally, State facilities
were required to implement a recycling plan
to reach a 30 percent recycling rate by July
1, 2014. 58
MDOT MAA maintains an active recycling
program for non-hazardous solid waste at
MTN, operated by the Office of Maintenance.
Solid waste is collected in separate trash and
recycling containers located around the
Airport property. In March 2003, MES began
Affected Environment

conducting monthly inspection reports of
calculated tonnage figures for waste at MTN.
Based on the monthly inspections MTN has
achieved a recycling rate of 35.4 percent
year to date for 2017. 59

4.8.6 Pollution Prevention
The Federal Pollution Prevention Act (PPA)
of 1990 encourages pollution prevention (P2)
through source reduction, and recycling,
treatment,
and
disposal
in
an
environmentally safe manner. The PPA
defines source reduction as any practice
which “(i) reduces the amount of any
hazardous
substance,
pollutant,
or
contaminant entering any waste stream or
otherwise released into the environment
(including fugitive emissions) prior to
recycling, treatment, or disposal; and (ii)
reduces the hazards to public health and the
environment associated with the release of
such
substances,
pollutants,
or
contaminants. The term includes equipment
or technology modifications, process or
procedure modifications, reformulation or
redesign of products, substitution of raw
materials,
and
improvements
in
housekeeping, maintenance, training, or
inventory control (42 USC 13102 (5)(A)).”
While there are no specific Maryland
regulations mandating P2 practices, the
Maryland Hazardous Waste Facilities Siting
Board supports reduction, recovery, and reuse practices to reduce the generation of
hazardous wastes in the state (COMAR
14.14.05B(1)). Additionally, MDOT MAA
maintains an active recycling program to
reduce the amount of solid waste entering
nearby landfills. 60
MTN has a history of participating in P2
efforts which continue today. MDOT MAA
has formed a P2 team to identify and
implement P2 measures, which encourages
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method of construction, or that
represent the work of a master, or that
possess high artistic values, or that
represent
a
significant
and
distinguishable
entity
whose
components may lack individual
distinction; or

Airport tenants to reduce material waste. The
P2 team includes MDOT MAA employees
and tenant representatives. 61

4.9 Historical, Architectural,
Archaeological, and Cultural
Resources
Historical, architectural, archaeological, and
cultural resources are protected by the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966
(54 U.S.C. 300,101 et seq.), as amended.
Section 106 of this Act requires Federal
agencies to consider the impacts of a
proposed action on properties listed, or
eligible for listing, in the National Register of
Historic Places (National Register or NRHP).

4.9.1 National Register
The National Register is “…the official list of
the Nation’s historic places worthy of
preservation.” 62 A property must be
associated with an important historic context
and retain its related features to qualify for
the National Register. The NPS, who
maintains the National Register, developed
the National Register criteria for evaluation.
These criteria are applied to determine
whether a property is eligible for listing on the
National Register. The National Register
criteria for evaluation are “The quality of
significance
in
American
history,
architecture, archeology, engineering, and
culture is present in districts, sites, buildings,
structures, and objects that possess integrity
of location, design, setting, materials,
workmanship, feeling, and association and
(a)

that are associated with events that
have made a significant contribution to
the broad patterns of our history; or

(b)

that are associated with the lives of
persons significant in our past; or

(c)

that
embody
the
distinctive
characteristics of a type, period, or

Affected Environment

(d)

that have yielded, or may be likely to
yield,
information
important
in
prehistory or history.” 63

4.9.2 Section 106 Process
The Section 106 process, as defined in 36
CFR Part 800, Protection of Historic
Properties, is the process used by federal
agencies to consider the effects of a
proposed action on historical, architectural,
archaeological and cultural resources. The
Section 106 process includes the following
basic steps:
1. Initiate the Section 106 process
o Determine whether the proposed
action is an undertaking
o Begin consultation
2. Identify historic properties
o Establish the area of potential
effect (APE)
o Review APE for properties on or
eligible to be on the NRHP
3. Assess adverse effects
4. Resolve adverse effects
Steps 1 and 2 are completed as part of
establishing the affected environment for
potential
historical,
architectural,
archaeological, and cultural resources. Step
3 and, if required, Step 4 are completed in
analyzing environmental consequences.
Thus, the remainder of this section describes
the actions taken to complete Steps 1 and 2.
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Chapter 5: Environmental Consequences,
Section 5.8, addresses Steps 3 and 4.
4.9.2.1

Initiate the Section 106 Process

The first step in initiating the Section 106
process is to determine if the Proposed
Action would be considered an undertaking
and whether it has the potential to effect
historic resources. The proposed action at
MTN is an undertaking because it involves
federal approval of the ALP, federal funding
decisions, and other federal actions. The
proposed action also has the potential to
affect historic resources because MTN itself
is eligible for listing as a historic district on the
National Register.
Once it is determined that the proposed
action would be an undertaking, consultation
with the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT),
Maryland’s State Historic Preservation
Office, begins. The MHT was invited to and
attended an agency scoping meeting for the
EA on October 24, 2013.
4.9.2.2

Identify the Area of Potential
Effect

The first step in identifying historic properties
is to establish the APE. The APE is the study
area
for
historical,
architectural,
archaeological and cultural resources. As
such, it includes the area where the
alternatives may cause changes in the
character or use of a historic resource. The
potential impacts of the alternatives are
considered in determining the boundaries of
the APE.
Both direct and indirect impacts are
considered in developing the proposed
APEs. Direct impacts are expected in areas
of construction, demolition and obstruction
removal. Indirect impacts from aviation
noise are considered in determining the
indirect APE, as well as from vibration,
Affected Environment

increased erosion, or increased vehicular
traffic are not anticipated. However, no
indirect impacts are anticipated. To clarify,
changes in noise could occur because of the
change in location of the runway thresholds,
however because the historic structures and
neighborhoods, discussed in Section 4.9.2.3,
are considered eligible for historic status on
the basis of architectural characteristics, the
project-related noise would not substantially
impair the characteristics that led to eligibility
for or listing on the NRHP and thus the APE
for indirect effects does not incorporate noise
contours.
However, there is potential for indirect visual
impacts due to the proposed vegetation
removal and construction of new facilities.
Therefore, two APEs were identified; APEDirect Impact and APE-Visual Impact. The
APE-Direct Impact is considered as it relates
to archaeological resources and the APEVisual Impact as it relates to architectural
resources.
The APE–Direct Impact illustrated in Figure
4.9-1 encloses the outer boundary of all
potential ground disturbances from the
proposed action. The anticipated primary
ground disturbing activities include largescale vegetation removal, new pavement
installation, and new T-hangar construction.
Removal of existing paving is anticipated to
impact only previously disturbed soils
(primarily fills), and relocation of navigational
aids and individual tree removals are
anticipated to represent small, localized
disturbances.
The APE-Visual Impact, also illustrated in
Figure 4.9-1, includes visible areas that may
be affected by construction or an altered
landscape. Since visual effects due to air
traffic are not expected, a ground-level visual
impact APE was established. Views from
and to areas of proposed construction and
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vegetation removal were assessed to define
the extent of the APE-Visual Impact.

4.9.2.3

As a result of the view assessment, the
proposed APE-Visual Impact extends to the
edge of heavily wooded areas through which
there was no line of sight. The APE includes
a maximum visual APE based on the
Sponsor’s
Preferred
Alternative.
Photographs documenting the outer edge of
the APE-Visual Impact are presented in
Appendix
G,
Historic
Resources
(Attachment 4). FAA consulted with MHT on
the original proposed APEs and received
MHT concurrence on December 13, 2013.
Following additional project planning, slight
modifications were made to the proposed
APEs. FAA consulted with MHT on this
modification to the proposed APEs and
received MHT concurrence on September
16, 2019. See Appendix G, Attachment 2 for
MHT concurrences.

Table 4.9.1 lists the four Maryland Inventory
of Historic Properties (MIHP) resources
within the APE-Visual Impact. These
properties are depicted in Figure 4.9-1, and
include two properties that have been
determined eligible for the NRHP: the Glenn
L. Martin Airport (BA-2081) and the Glenn L.
Martin Company Plant No. 2 (BA-2824).

Historical resources, or historic properties,
as outlined in the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA), are any properties
including buildings, sites (both surface and
subsurface), structures, and objects listed or
determined eligible for listing on the National
Register. Defined in this way, there are two
historical resources which have been
identified within the APE-Direct and APEVisual. There are also several properties
which have not been evaluated for NRHP
eligibility, and thus may potentially be
eligible. These properties are discussed
below. For the purposes of discussion, the
term “archaeological resource” refers to
prehistoric and historical subsurface sites.
“Architectural resources” refers to standing
buildings, sites, structures, objects, or
districts.

Affected Environment

Identification of Architectural
Resources

Table 4.9.1
Architectural Resources within the APEVisual Impact
Name
Planter’s Paradise (BA-263)
Glenn L. Martin Airport and
Plant (BA-2081)
Glenn L. Martin Company Plant
No. 2 / Middle River Depot
(BA-2824)
Stansbury Estates, Aero Acres,
southern Victory Villa
subdivisions (BA-3286)

Status
Not
Evaluated
Determined
Eligible 1999
Determined
Eligible 1999
Not
Evaluated

Glenn L. Martin Airport and Plant
The Glenn L. Martin Airport and Plant (BA2081), which is partially situated within the
APE-Direct Impact, was determined eligible
for the National Register under Criterion A for
its role as “a key war production installation
during World War II, and as an important
flight testing and design facility;” under
Criterion B for the “association, direction and
personal involvement of aviator pioneer
Glenn L. Martin in the design, development
and manufacture of airplanes both
commercially and for the military at the
Martin Complex;” and under Criterion C “as
an important example of the work of Albert
Kahn and his design firm, who are
recognized as America’s premier industrial
designers
and
innovators
in
the
64
transformation of industrial architecture.”
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For the purposes of this EA the period of
significance (1929-1946) begins in 1929 with
the initial construction of Plant #1 through
1946, by which time all of the Kahn-designed
buildings were in place and when significant
World War II production had ceased. The
Airport and its resources have changed little
since the 1997 MIHP photographs were
taken.
Glenn L. Martin Company Plant No. 2
The Glenn L. Martin Company Plant No. 2
(BA-2824), now known as the Middle River
Depot, was built in 1941 for the production of
B-26 Marauder bombers. It was determined
eligible for the National Register under
Criterion A “due to the importance of the
Martin Middle River complex, which it is a
part, as a key war production installation
during World War II, and the chief facility for
the manufacture of the B-26 Bomber;” under
Criterion B “because of the association,
direction and personal involvement of aviator
pioneer Glenn L. Martin in the design,
development and manufacture of airplanes
both commercially and for the military at the
Martin Complex;” and under Criterion C for its
association with Albert Kahn and his design
firm, “who are recognized as America's
premier industrial designers and innovators in
the transformation of American industrial
architecture.” 65
Planter’s
Paradise
and
Stansbury
Estates, Aero Acres, southern Victory
Villa subdivisions
Two additional MIHP-listed resources,
Planter’s Paradise (BA-263) and Stansbury
Estates, Aero Acres, and southern Victory
Villa subdivisions (BA-3286) were identified
within the APE-Visual Impact. According to
the MIHP Form, Planter’s Paradise is an
unaltered example of Italianate rural
architecture in excellent condition.
The
house was built by, and home to, the
Affected Environment

Bauernschmidt family who owned the
American Brewing Company in Baltimore.
It is also noted that the neighborhoods
comprising BA-3286 contain examples of
Pierce-Cemesto houses built for Glenn L.
Martin Company employees in 1941-1942,
which are representative of an iconic housing
movement in the twentieth century.
Therefore, for the purposes of evaluating the
proposed action, FAA requested MHT
concurrence that these two resources (BA263 and BA-3286) can be assumed eligible
for listing, and therefore no NRHP
Determination of Eligibility was prepared.
MHT concurred with this eligibility
determination on August 4, 2020 (See
Appendix G, Attachment 5).
4.9.2.4

Identification of Archaeological
Resources

A Phase I Archaeological Identification
Survey report was completed in February
2015 within portions 66 of the proposed APEs.
See Appendix G, Attachment 1 and
Attachment 3 for the February 2015 Report
and MHT correspondence related to the
survey, respectively.
Table 4.9.2 provides information on the five
archaeological sites identified within the
APE-Direct Impact. Figure 4.9-1 shows the
locations of these sites.
Sites 18BA132, 18BA398, and 18BA587
have been previously evaluated and
determined not eligible for the National
Register, and thus no further discussion is
warranted on these sites.
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Table 4.9.2
Archaeological Resources within the
APE-Direct Impact
Site Name
Stansbury Creek
(18BA132)
18BA396
18BA397
18BA398

Status
Determined Not Eligible
1990 / Partially destroyed
No Determination/ Partially
destroyed
Described as carried in fills
by Otter et al. 1990.
Determined Not Eligible
1998

William H B
Johnson Site
(18BA587)

Determined Not Eligible
2015

Sites 18BA396 and 18BA397 were identified
during the 1989 Phase I survey by
Engineering Science, Inc. 67 Site 18BA396
was recorded as a scatter of historic
materials associated with a twentieth-century
structure known from historic maps. The
scatter was described as “a low density
scatter containing small amounts of
whiteware ceramics, building materials,
shells, and automatic machine bottle glass
fragments indicating that the artifacts were
deposited between 1910 and the present…
Soil profiles from this locus were varied and
may be the result of historic disturbance.” 68
Although no formal determination of eligibility
is on record, the available data suggests that
this site is unlikely to be eligible for the
National Register based on its recent age
and its disturbed character.
Site 18BA397 was explicitly listed as
redeposited materials in fills “…soil profiles
indicate the area was graded and filled
…where fill material was encountered, it
rests on top of subsoil strata.” 69 Again, no
formal determination of eligibility is on
record, but the information in the original
study strongly suggests that the site is not
eligible for the National Register based on its
lack of original context.
Affected Environment

Based on this information, FAA determined
that Sites 18BA396 and 18BA397 are not
eligible for listing on the NRHP. MHT
concurred with this determination on August
4, 2020 (See Appendix G, Attachment 5).
As such, no NRHP-eligible archaeological
resources are present within the APE-Direct
Impact.
4.9.2.5

Cultural Resources

Cultural resources, which include historic
resources, may be defined as the physical
evidence or place of past human activity. As
such, the definition includes the historical
resources discussed above, along with
landscapes or natural features of significance
to a group of people traditionally associated
with it. The only significant cultural resources
within the affected environment of the project
are those historic resources which have
already been discussed.
4.9.2.6

Summary

Four historical resources, all architectural
(above-ground) have been identified within
the APE-Visual Impact as NRHP-eligible or
assumed eligible: BA-263, BA-2081, BA2824, and BA-3286. These four resources
constitute the affected environment for
historical, architectural, archaeological, and
cultural resources.

4.10 Land Use
The following sections describe the land use
and zoning surrounding the Airport. Onairport land use is described in Section 1.1.2,
Existing Airport Facilities.

4.10.1 Surrounding Land Use
Existing land use in the Airport vicinity was
determined using Baltimore County land use
geographic information system (GIS) data.
Figure 4.10-1 illustrates the existing land
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use in the vicinity of MTN. The majority of
land uses surrounding the Airport are
residential and industrial, with pockets of
commercial interspersed throughout. North
of the Airport property across Eastern
Boulevard and the Amtrak/MARC line is
largely undeveloped forest area.
Directly to the west of the Airport, just south
of Eastern Boulevard and separated from the
Airport by Wilson Point Road, is the
Lockheed Martin Middle River Complex.
Adjacent to the Airport to the southwest, land
uses consist of multi-family and single-family
residential with several pockets of
commercial. This area also includes the
Middle River Volunteer Fire & Rescue
Company, Inc. and Wilson Point Park.
Southwest of the Airport, across Stansbury
Creek is the Wilson Point community, which
consists primarily of single-family residences
with pockets of commercial land use.
Across Frog Mortar Creek to the southeast
and east of the Airport is primarily singlefamily residential and includes the Long
Beach Estates, Bowleys Quarters and
Revolea Beach neighborhoods.
The
Parkside, Long Beach and Maryland Marinas
are among the commercial uses in this area.
Land uses to the north and northeast of the
Airport include industrial, commercial and
multi-family residential. The Martin State
Airport MARC Station and a former General
Services Administration (GSA) Depot are
located directly to the north of the Airport.

4.10.2 Airport Noise Zone
The Maryland Environmental Noise Act of
1974 provides for the protection of citizens
from the impact of transportation-related
noise. The aviation portion of the Act
requires MDOT MAA to adopt an Airport
Noise Zone (ANZ) and Noise Abatement
Affected Environment

Plan (NAP) that minimizes the impact of
aircraft noise on people living near MTN and
prevents incompatible land development
around the Airport.
MDOT MAA established an ANZ and NAP in
1977 for MTN. There have been several
updates to the ANZ and NAP, with the most
recent update in 2012. The current ANZ is
based on an assessment of aircraft noise
levels at MTN during 2012 and noise levels
anticipated in the years 2017 and 2022. As
Figure 4.10-2 illustrates, the DNL 65 dB
contour remains mostly on Airport property
with two exceptions:
1. An area on the northeast side of the
Airport near Runway 15 experiences
military maintenances run-ups of A-10
aircraft on the MANG ramp area; and
2. An area to the southeast of the Airport
near Runway 33 is dominated by
helicopter activity at the Maryland State
Police helipad. 70
The State uses the noise contours adopted
in the ANZ to restrict new development that
would be incompatible with the cumulative
noise exposure level acceptable for an area.
MDOT MAA regulates land use within the
ANZ. Anyone desiring to construct or modify
a structure or land use is required to obtain
an Airport Zoning Permit.
MDOT MAA has authority to approve or deny
zoning permits based on the location relative
to the ANZ and State-recognized Noise
Compatibility Standards. 71 For example, a
new housing development within the DNL 65
dB noise contour would exceed the
maximum limit for new residential land use of
DNL 65 dB.
MDOT MAA began the process of updating
the ANZ in 2020. No substantial changes are
anticipated and the forecast contours are
4-35
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expected to remain mostly on Airport
property.

4.10.3 Baltimore County Zoning
Apart from the ANZ, the Baltimore County
Zoning Ordinance and Map regulate
development within the Direct Study Area.
Figure 4.10-3 indicates the existing zoning
classifications for the area surrounding MTN.
MTN property, including MANG facilities, is
zoned as Manufacturing Heavy – Industrial,
Major (MH-IM). The Chesapeake Industrial
Park is also zoned MH-IM. This is the most
permissive industrial classification.
The
undeveloped forest area across Eastern
Boulevard to the north of MTN is zoned as
MH-IM-M43 (Manufacturing Heavy Middle
River Employment Center). While there are
industrial uses in this area, much of this land
is dense forest.
The neighborhoods near the Airport range
from low-density to high-density residential
zoning (3.5 to 16 dwelling units per acre).
The commercially-zoned properties nearby
range from Business Local (BL, small scale
commercial) to Business Major (BM, large
scale commercial) along Eastern Boulevard.
Business Maritime Marina (BMM) and
Business Maritime Boatyard (BMB)-zoned
properties are prominent along the
waterfront in residential neighborhoods to
the east and west of the Airport.

4.10.4 Proposed Land Use
The Baltimore County 2020 Master Plan
provides policies and guidelines for
sustaining
livable
communities
and
achieving
balanced
development
in
Baltimore County. The Proposed Land Use
Map in the 2020 Master Plan provides
general recommendations for land use,
based upon the policies provided in the
Master Plan. 72
Affected Environment

Transect-based planning was used to
develop the proposed land use maps in the
2020 Master Plan. Zoning categories, or
transects, are defined by identifying a range
of habitats from the most natural to the most
urban. Transects defined in the 2020 Master
Plan range from T-1 Natural Zone to T-6
Urban Core Zone and include T-M
Manufacturing Zone and T-Institutional
Zone. The proposed land use near MTN is
shown on Figure 4.10-4.
MTN is in the Master Plan’s proposed Middle
River Redevelopment Area. The Master
Plan emphasizes the area’s great potential
for future growth. The Master Plan describes
the area today as employment-oriented with
some residential development and states
that the area is among the largest
employment centers in the Baltimore
region. 73 The area is 10,000 acres in size
with an estimated population of 19,000. The
Master Plan proposes redevelopment in this
area largely due to the proposed
redevelopment along Route 7 and Route 40
corridors.
The Middle River Redevelopment Area is
divided into nine sub-areas; MTN is part of
the Martin State Airport Sub-Area, and is
situated
at
the
“…convergence
of
transportation options. The Martin State
Airport, east coast rail services, Route 43,
Route 702, I-95, and Eastern Boulevard.” 74
The Middle River Redevelopment Area
Proposed Land Use Map designates MTN as
“T-Institutional.” The adjacent Lockheed
Martin Middle River Complex and former
GSA Depot to the immediate west and east
of MTN as T-5 (Urban Center Zone), and the
area across Eastern Avenue to the north of
MTN as T-1 (Natural Zone). This area is also
identified as one of the County’s Community
Enhancement Areas, which are areas
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suitable for sustainable redevelopments that
are compact, mixed use, and walkable. 75
T-Institutional, the Airport’s proposed zone,
is intended to be incorporated into T-4
(General Urban Zone) and T-5 (Urban
Center Zone) transects. The T-4 Zone is
intended to be characterized by mixed-use,
but is primarily residential urban fabric. The
T-5 Zone includes higher density mixed-use
buildings that accommodate retail, offices,
townhouses, and apartments. 76
The 2020 Master Plan proposes the
following Actions for the MTN Sub-Area:
(1) Promote a mixed-use, transitoriented
development
(TOD)
surrounding a train station stop; and
(2) Support the State and County study
regarding the expansion of the
existing MARC station to improve use
of, and access to rail services. 77
The MDOT Office of Planning and Capital
Programming completed the Martin State
Airport MARC Station Study in July 2010.
The purpose of the study was two-fold:
•

Evaluate the feasibility of relocating
the existing MTN MARC Station
platform and expanding MARC
operations onto the adjacent former
GSA Depot property; and

•

Explore the potential for the MARC
station area to support TOD. 78

Based on a proposed future station platform
configuration, it was determined that, “The
relocation of the station platforms to the
northeast of the MD 43 bridge is feasible.” 79
In addition two TOD concepts were
developed that included the redevelopment
of the former GSA Depot: one with
development only south of the relocated
station platform and one with development
Affected Environment

on both the north and south sides of the
relocated station platform. The following
next steps were identified:
•

Determine whether the existing FCE
to the north of the site could be
transferred to another site;

•

Confirm the historic significance of
the former GSA Depot; and

•

Assess the potential for relocating
Maryland Aviation Museum to the
former GSA Depot. 80

As of 2017, the MTN MARC Station remains
in its existing location. In 2012, the MARC
storage facility was expanded to hold
additional cars. 81 MARC’s long-term plans
include expanding maintenance capacity
between 2020-2029 and constructing a
canopy at the existing station beyond 2030. 82

4.11 Natural Resources and
Energy Supply
The study area for this resource category is
comprised mostly of the MTN Airport
campus. Power, water, communications,
gas, sanitary system and closed storm drain
systems are all within the Airport property.
Areas located within the Direct Study Area
northwest of the Airport campus are currently
forested, undeveloped and not currently
using energy resources. Areas located
southeast of the Airport campus include
private residences and marinas.
Baltimore Gas and Electric (BGE) provides
natural gas and electricity to the Airport, and
the Baltimore County Bureau of Utility
Operations (Department of Public Works)
provides water services. BGE and Baltimore
County also provide power, water, and sewer
service to the remainder of the Direct Study
Area.
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There are no known deposits of valuable
natural resources located on or near the
Direct Study Area.
Natural resources
needed for Airport projects or construction
come from a variety of suppliers. Concrete
for larger projects involves setting up an onsite batch plant. Smaller projects use “ready
mix” concrete that is available from multiple
local suppliers.
Aggregates that are needed for Airport
projects are typically provided from LaFarge
quarry in Texas, Maryland and/or Savage
quarry in Jessup, Maryland. If fly ash is
needed as an additive to concrete, an out-ofstate source would be needed as fly ash is in
high demand and is not readily available
locally.
Asphalt is available locally from several
suppliers, including: P. Flanigan and Sons
(Baltimore,
Maryland);
Independence
Construction (Pennsylvania and Delaware);
Gray & Son, Inc. (Timonium, Maryland); and
Image
Asphalt
Maintenance,
Inc.
(Pasadena, Maryland).
Building materials needed for Airport projects
come from various suppliers with the most
recent building projects using steel provided
by Crystal Steel Fabricators in Delmar,
Delaware.

4.12 Noise and Noise-Compatible
Land Use
The FAA has developed specific guidance
and requirements for the assessment of
aircraft noise to comply with NEPA. This
guidance, specified in FAA Order 1050.1F,
Environmental Impacts: Policies and
Procedures, requires that aircraft noise be
analyzed in terms of the annual DNL metric.
In practice, this requirement means that DNL
noise levels are computed for the Average
Annual Day (AAD) of operations for the year
Affected Environment

of interest. DNL noise levels are calculated
by using FAA’s authorized noise model,
Aviation Environmental Design Tool (AEDT)
version 2c, which was the current version at
the time the analysis was completed. Noise
model development, methodology, and
operational data are described in Appendix
H, Noise.

4.12.1 Existing Conditions Noise
The 2016 existing noise conditions were
evaluated using AEDT version 2c. Several
inputs are required by AEDT. As described
in Section 1.1.4, the 2016 base year data
was subsequently compared with actual
2017 through 2020 data for the issuance of
this EA (see Section 1.1.4).
It was
determined that current operation levels
were still consistent with levels used to
represent the 2016 base year. It is therefore
viable to continue to use 2016 data to
represent existing operational conditions at
MTN. The following sub-sections describe
the necessary inputs. See Appendix H, for
additional details on the development of the
2016 noise contours.
4.12.1.1

AEDT Inputs

2016 Aircraft Operations and Fleet Mix
The base year fleet mix was developed
based on FAA’s Traffic Flow Management
Systems Counts (TFMSC) data and the FAA
2015 Terminal Area Forecast (TAF) with
adjustments to incorporate the most recent
available base year operations data. See
Appendix I, Fleet Mix Forecast, for the
detailed forecast. Information provided by
the Airport staff was also incorporated in the
fleet mix development. In summary for 2016,
the total number of estimated operations was
76,009, which is equivalent to 208.24 AAD.
The Airport accommodates significant
helicopter operations and is also home to the
MANG 175th Wing which operates A-10
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Thunderbolt II aircraft. Table 4.12.1 provides
the total number of 2016 aircraft operations
at MTN by operational category. The detailed
fleet mix for 2016 is provided in Appendix H.
2016 Runway Utilization
Runway use throughout the year for arrival
and departure operations at MTN has a
notable effect on the noise impact around the
Airport.
The runway utilization was
calculated from MDOT MAA’s radar data
from November 2015 to October 2016.
Helipad utilization was based on specific
helicopters and their associated helipads.
Refer to Section 1.1.2.1, Helipads, for
summary of existing helipad locations.
Table 4.12.2 provides the runway use and
Table 4.12.3 provides the helipad use for the
2016 Existing Conditions. Helipad locations
are illustrated on the Existing Condition noise
contour Figure 4.12-1.

2016 Flight Tracks
A four-week radar data sample was used to
refine representative arrival and departure
flight tracks. Aircraft were categorized into
three operation groups including jets,
propellers, and helicopters. The flight tracks
were refined by operation type (arrival and
departure), runway, and operation group.
Appendix H includes figures that provide the
AEDT departure and arrival flight tracks used
to develop the 2016 existing conditions noise
contour.
Table 4.12.1
2016 Total Operations Numbers

Operations
Category
Air Taxi
GA
Military
TOTALa

Number of
Operations
1,605
70,824
3,579
76,009

Notes:
(a) Totals do not add up due to rounding
Source: Based on FAA TFMSC data adjusted to
match FAA TAF data (to account for unavailable
TFMSC operations data).

Table 4.12.2
2016 Existing Condition Runway Use
Runway
15
33
15
33
15
33
15
33

Operation
Type
Arrival
Departure
Touchand-Go
Overall

Aircraft Category
Daytime

Nighttime

Piston

Turboprop

Jet

Military

Piston

Turboprop

Jet

Military

48.2%

42.2%

42.4%

44.4%

45.7%

45.0%

45.7%

44.4%

51.8%

57.8%

57.6%

55.6%

54.3%

55.0%

54.3%

55.6%

42.3%

37.8%

43.4%

44.4%

44.6%

45.0%

56.8%

44.4%

57.7%

62.2%

56.6%

55.6%

55.4%

55.0%

43.2%

55.6%

45.0%

-

-

100.0%

-

-

-

-

55.0%

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

45.2%

40.0%

42.9%

53.9%

45.2%

45.0%

51.7%

44.4%

54.8%

60.0%

57.1%

46.1%

54.8%

55.0%

48.3%

55.6%

Source: MAA Radar Data and HNTB Analysis, 2017.
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Table 4.12.3
2016 Existing Condition Helipad Use

Existing Condition
Day
Night Total
Baltimore City Police and Military
HBPD
26.8% 31.4% 26.8%
Maryland State Police
HSPD
Arrival
19.7% 23.6% 19.7%
Baltimore County Police and Civil
HCPD
53.5% 45.0% 53.5%
Baltimore City Police and Military
HBPD
26.8% 31.4% 26.8%
Maryland State Police
HSPD
19.7% 23.6% 19.7%
Departure
Baltimore County Police and Civil
HCPD
53.5% 45.0% 53.5%
Note: Helicopter operations mainly occur during the daytime hours (99.5%). Therefore, the
overall helipad utilization is driven by the daytime utilization. The overall utilization is slightly
different from the daytime utilization but it does not show up due to rounding.
User Group Description

Helipad

Operation Type

Sources: MAA and HNTB Analysis, 2017.

Engine Maintenance Run-ups
Aircraft maintenance engine run-ups can be
modeled in AEDT Version 2c, and depending
on their frequency and orientation, may
influence the size and location of noise
exposure contours. The MDOT MAA
provided detailed engine run-up logs for use
in the engine run-up contour modeling. Runup operations are permitted at the A-10 ramp
and trim pad. A total of three run-ups by A10 Thunderbolt II were modeled for the
existing noise conditions on an average
annual day.
Atmospheric Conditions
Default atmospheric conditions in AEDT were
applied in the noise model for BWI Marshall
Airport, as required by the FAA.
Terrain
Terrain data is used to account for effects that
variations in terrain have on noise
propagation. Terrain data was obtained from
the National Land Cover Database (NLCD)
developed by the U.S. Department of Interior.

Affected Environment

4.12.1.2

2016 Existing Conditions Noise
Contour

Federal guidelines in 14 CFR Part 150
establish the DNL 65 dB as the threshold of
non-compatibility for noise sensitive land
uses (e.g., homes, schools, places of
worship, etc.) Figure 4.12-1 shows the Year
2016 existing conditions noise exposure
contour.
The 65 DNL noise exposure
contour stays almost entirely within Airport
property to the east, west, and south. The
noise exposure contour stretches just north
beyond the Amtrak/MARC line, off airport
property.

4.12.2 Noise-Compatible Land Use
A noise sensitive area is “an area where noise
interferes with normal activities associated
with its use. Normally noise sensitive areas
include residential, educational, health, and
religious structures and sites, and parks,
recreational areas, areas with wilderness
characteristics, wildlife refuges, and cultural
and historical sites. For example, in the
context of noise from airplanes and
helicopters, noise sensitive areas include
such areas within the DNL 65 dB noise
contour.” 83 There are no noise sensitive land
uses within the 65 DNL noise contour, which
remains largely on Airport property.
4-40

Environmental Assessment for Phase I Improvements

Bowleys Quarters

AR

C

Former GSA Depot

k/M

Middle River

Maryland Marina

Parkside Marina

tra

Q
leys
Bow

Am

Martin State Airport
MARC Station

65 DNL
70 DNL

15

"
u

75 DNL

33

Revolea
Beach

Long Beach
Estates

HBPD

"
u

nB

lvd

"
u

ste
r
Ea

HCPD

Middle River Volunteer
Fire Company, Inc

Stansbury Creek
Wi

Wilson
Point Park

lso
n

Exempt Commercial

Agricultural

Industrial

Apartments

Residential

Commercial

Residential Condominium

Commercial Condominium
Exempt

i nt R d

ad Cree
k

LEGEND
2016 Existing DNL Noise Contour

Po

Wilson Point

Dark He

V
U

Frog
Mortar
Creek

HSPD

Lockheed Martin

150

Long Beach
Marina

"
u

Helicopter Operation Area

Figure 4.12-1
Noise Compatible Land Use
Sources: ESRI, USGS, MDOT MAA - Aerial 2018, Baltimore County

´

Transportation
Airport Property Line
Direct Study Area

0

375

750

Feet
1,500

Martin State Airport Final Environmental Assessment
for Phase I Improvements

Table 4.12.4 summarizes land use type
within the 2016 existing conditions noise
contours. Figure 4.12-1 illustrates the land
use and noise sensitive sites in the vicinity
2016 existing noise contour.
The majority of the land use within the 65+
DNL noise contour is Airport property (345.1
acres; 97.7 percent). Approximately 3.5
acres (1 percent) of the total land use in the
65+ DNL is considered Transportation land
use, and 4 acres (1 percent) of land use
within the 65+ DNL is over Water. There are
less than 0.5 acres each of Industrial,
Exempt, and Exempt Commercial land use
within the 65+ DNL.

4.13 Socioeconomics,
Environmental Justice and
Children’s Environmental
Health and Safety Risks
4.13.1 Demographics
U.S. Census Bureau’s 2017 American
Community Survey (ACS) 5-year estimates
at the Census tract level was used to develop
a profile of the population, housing and
employment characteristics in the Noise
Study Area.
MTN is located in the
unincorporated community and Censusdesignated place (CDP) of Middle River in
Baltimore County, Maryland.

Baltimore County is in northern Maryland
and part of the Baltimore-Washington
Metropolitan Area. The County has a total
area of approximately 680 square miles
(nearly 600 square miles of land) and is
primarily suburban in nature. Middle River is
located in eastern Baltimore County and has
a total land area of 7.78 square miles. 84
The Direct Study Area includes portions of
three Census tracts (CT): 4516, 4514.02 and
4518.02. The Noise Study Area lies within
CT 4516 and a small area of CT 4514.02
only. As illustrated in Figure 4.13-1, the
Airport property, Chesapeake Industrial Park
and the Wilson Point residential area to the
west of the Airport make up the majority of
CT 4516. CT 4514.02 is located just north of
Eastern Boulevard and includes the
undeveloped forest area included within the
Study Area. There are no residential land
uses (and thus no population) within the
Direct Study Area or Noise Study Area. CT
4518.02 includes the primarily residential
area to the east of the Airport and Frog
Mortar Creek. The Direct Study Area that
lies within CT 4518.02 includes isolated
areas where vegetation removal would
occur. For purposes of comparison, the
relevant CTs are compared to both Middle
River and Baltimore County.

Table 4.12.4
2016 Existing Conditions Noise Exposure (Acres)
65 to 70 DNL
173.9

70 to 75 DNL
103.3

Over 75 DNL
67.9

Total
345.1

Exempt

0.01

0

0

0.01

Exempt Commercial

0.3

0

0

0.3

Industrial

0.4

0

0

0.4

Transportation

3.5

0

0

3.5

Water

4.0

0

0

4.0

Total

182.1

103.3

67.9

353.3

Land Use Classification
Airport Property

Source: Baltimore County GIS data, HNTB analysis, 2017.
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As shown in Table 4.13.1, although the
Middle River population (25,654) only makes
up about three percent of Baltimore County’s
population (828,637), the demographic
profile of Middle River is very representative
of the County, with 39 and 41 percent
minority populations, respectively. The Black
or African American population comprises
the largest percentage of minority
populations in Middle River and Baltimore
County (26 percent and 28 percent,
respectively). Six percent of the Middle River
population and five percent of Baltimore
County’s population are Hispanic or Latino.
CT 4516, which includes MTN property and
the adjacent neighborhoods to the west, has

a population of 2,033, and CT 4518.02 which
includes neighborhoods to the east of the
Airport, has a population of 3,910. Both CTs
have very low minority populations, with an
estimated 7.2 percent and 8.8 percent,
respectively. Over 90 percent of both CT
4516 and CT 4518.02 populations are White.
CT 4514.02, which borders Eastern
Boulevard (and Airport property) to the north
has an estimated 5,268 people and has a
much more diverse population as compared
to the other two CTs, as well as Middle River
and Baltimore County, with 58 percent
minority population. Note that no residential
land use is within the Direct Study Area of
this CT.

Table 4.13.1
Study Area Demography by Census Tract (CT), Middle River and Baltimore County
Subject

Not Hispanic or Latino

Total
Population
Children,
Under 18 years
White
Black or
African
American
American
Indian &
Alaska
Native
Asian
Native
Hawaiian
and Other
Pacific
Islander
Other
Race
Two or
More
Races
Hispanic or
Latino
Total Minority

CT 4514.02

CT 4516

CT 4518.02

Middle River
(CDP)

Baltimore County

Est.

%

Est.

%

Est.

%

Est.

%

Est.

%

5,268

100%

2,033

100%

3,910

100%

25,654

100%

828,637

100%

1,430

27.1%

274

13.5%

490

12.5%

5,918

23.1%

179,025

21.6%

2,203

41.8%

1,887

92.8%

3,565

91.2%

15,606

60.8%

486,692

58.7%

2,283

43.3%

71

3.5%

59

1.5%

6,771

26.4%

228,044

27.5%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

139

0.5%

1,807

0.2%

46

0.9%

15

0.7%

146

3.7%

943

3.7%

48,863

5.9%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

48

1.2%

0

0.0%

343

0.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

1,928

0.2%

144

2.7%

36

1.8%

54

1.4%

633

2.5%

18,522

2.2%

592

11.2%

24

1.2%

38

1.0%

1,562

6.1%

42,438

5.1%

3,065

58.2%

146

7.2%

345

8.8%

10,048

39.2%

341,945

41.3%

Source: US Census Bureau, 2017 American Community Survey 5-year estimates (2013-2017).
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Table 4.13.2 provides the median household
income and poverty status for families in the
Study Area CTs, Middle River and Baltimore
County. The median household income in
the CTs surrounding the Airport are similar to
the median household income in Middle
River ($59,113), with CT 4516 having the
lowest median household income at
$55,324. The CTs all have median incomes
lower than Baltimore County ($71,810). The
percent of families below the poverty line is
8.3 percent for Middle River and 6.0 percent
for Baltimore County. The Study Area CTs
have slightly lower percentages of families
below the poverty line than Middle River. The
CTs, Middle River and Baltimore County
have comparable percentages of individuals
below the poverty line, ranging from 7.9
percent (CT 4514.02) to 10.6 percent (Middle
River).

and Baltimore County as a comparison.
According to the US Census Bureau, the CTs
adjacent to the Airport have high school
graduate or higher rates between 84.4
percent and 89.7 percent, similar to Middle
River’s overall graduation rate of 85.9
percent. The percent of population (25 years
and over) with a bachelor’s degree or higher
is between 18.5 and 23.3 percent in the
subject CTs, slightly higher than Middle River
(17.5 percent). Both the high school
graduate and bachelor’s degree attainment
rates are lower than that of Baltimore County
(91.1 percent high school and 37.8 percent
bachelor’s degree or higher).
The percent of labor force population
employed in the CTs near MTN is similar to
or slightly greater than that of Baltimore
County, with CT 4514.02 having the highest
employment rate (73.9 percent).
The
unemployment rates in the nearby CTs are
consistent with Middle River and Baltimore
County as well.

Table 4.13.3 provides the educational
attainment and employment rates of the CTs
adjacent to MTN, along with Middle River

Table 4.13.2
Median Household Income and Poverty Status by CT, Middle River
and Baltimore County
Subject
Number of Households
Average Household Size
Median Household Income
($)
Poverty Status
Number of families
Percent of families below
poverty line
Population for whom
poverty status is
determined
Number of individuals
below the poverty line
Percent individuals below
the poverty line

CT
4514.02
1,985
2.65

925
2.20

CT
4518.02
1,687
2.32

Middle
River
9,570
2.66

Baltimore
County
312,859
2.58

$57, 585

$55,324

$68,405

$59,113

$71,810

1,211

560

1,077

6,163

204,288

5.1%

7.1%

7.1%

8.3%

6.0%

5,268

2,027

3,910

25,306

807,987

414

208

345

2,681

73,560

7.9%

10.3%

8.8%

10.6%

9.1%

CT 4516

Source: US Census Bureau, 2017 American Community Survey 5-year estimates (2013-2017).
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Table 4.13.3
Educational Attainment and Employment by CT, Middle River and Baltimore County
Subject

CT
4514.02

CT 4516

CT
4518.02

Middle River

Baltimore
County

Educational Attainment
Population 25 years and over
Less than 9th grade
9th to 12th grade, no diploma
High school graduate (includes
equivalency)
Some college, no degree
Associate's degree
Bachelor's degree
Graduate or professional degree

3,541
3.2%
7.1%

1,583
2.1%
10.1%

3,092
4.4%
11.2%

17,471
3.9%
10.2%

573,263
3.2%
5.7%

38.9%

37.5%

37.0%

40.0%

26.6%

22.0%
5.5%
17.1%
6.1%

25.2%
6.5%
12.0%
6.5%

19.7%
7.1%
9.5%
11.0%

20.9%
7.5%
11.6%
5.9%

19.6%
7.0%
21.9%
15.9%

Percent high school graduate or higher
Percent bachelor's degree or higher

89.7%
23.3%

87.7%
18.5%

84.4%
20.6%

85.9%
17.5%

91.1%
37.8%

Employment Status
Population 16 years and over (Total)
In labor force (%)
Employed (%)
Unemployment rate (%)

3,887
80.4%
76.7%
4.6%

1,788
61.9%
56.7%
8.4%

3,451
64.0%
58.3%
8.2%

20,158
67.7%
63.3%
6.3%

670,033
66.6%
62.8%
5.5%

Source: US Census Bureau, 2017 American Community Survey 5-year estimates (2013-2017).

4.13.2 Environmental Justice
EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address
Environmental
Justice
in
Minority
Populations and Low Income Populations,
requires federal agencies to identify and
address the disproportionately high and
adverse human health or environmental
effects of their actions on minority and lowincome populations with the goal of
achieving environmental protection for all
communities.
In accordance with DOT Order 5610.2(a),
minority refers to people who classified
themselves as African American or Black,
Hispanic or Latino, Asian American,
American Indian or Alaskan Native, or Native
Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander.
Minority populations are defined as “any
readily identifiable group of minority persons
Affected Environment

who live in a geographic proximity, and if
circumstances
warrant,
geographically
dispersed/transient persons who will be
similarly affected by a proposed DOT
program, policy or activity.” 85
As shown in Table 4.13.1, CT 4516 and CT
4518.02 both have minority populations
much lower than Middle River and the
County, while CT 4514.02 has a much
greater minority population (58.2 percent)
than Middle River (39.2 percent) and the
County (41.3 percent). The Black or African
American population makes up the largest
percent of minority population in CT 4514.02
(43.3 percent), CT 4516 (3.5 percent),
Middle River (26.4 percent), and Baltimore
County (27.5 percent). The Asian population
makes up the largest percent of minority
population in CT 4518.02 (3.7 percent).
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As shown in Table 4.13.2, CT 4518.02 has a
higher median household income than the
other CTs and Middle River at $68,405. CTs
4516 and 4514.02 are similar to Middle River
($59,113), which are all lower than the
County’s
median
household
income
($71,810).

4.13.3 Children’s Environmental
Health and Safety Risks
EO 13045, Protection of Children from
Environmental Health Risks and Safety
Risks, directs federal agencies to identify
and assess disproportionate impacts to
children’s environmental health and safety
risks. EO 13045 states that, “‘Environmental
health risks and safety risks’ mean risks to
health or to safety that are attributable to
products or substances that the child is likely
to encounter or ingest (such as the air we
breathe, the food we eat, the water we drink
or use for recreation, the soil we live on, and
the products we use or are exposed to).”
Therefore, the assessment of potential air
quality, hazardous materials and water
quality impacts are pertinent to this category.
As summarized in Table 4.13.1, the
population of children (under 18 years old)
within the CTs are 12.5 percent (CT
4518.02), 13.5 percent (CT 4516), and 27.1
percent (CT 4514.02). Middle River and
Baltimore County have 23.1 percent and
21.6 percent, respectively, of population
under 18 years old.
There are no daycare facilities or schools
located within or adjacent to the Direct Study
Area, nor within the Noise Study Area.
Section 4.6, Department of Transportation,
Section 4(f) Resources includes a discussion
of the parks located within or adjacent to the
study areas.

Affected Environment

4.14 Visual Effects
Visual effects can be the result of light
emission impacts as well as impacts to the
aesthetics or visual character of a site. Visual
effects within the Study Area and adjacent
areas must be considered where light
emissions or the visual character of a site
may be impacted.

4.14.1 Light Emissions
An analysis of the impact of light emissions
on the surrounding environment is required
when proposed projects introduce new
lighting that may affect residential or other
sensitive land uses.
To evaluate the
potential for light emissions impact, the
extent to which any lighting associated with
an action would create an annoyance among
people, wildlife and land uses must be
considered.
The primary sources of existing light
emissions at MTN are from airfield and apron
lighting, navigational aids, landside facilities
such as terminal, hangar and parking facility
lighting, roadway and safety lighting, the
MANG facilities, and the Strawberry Point
complex.

4.14.2 Visual Resources and Visual
Character
Visual resources can include buildings, sites,
historic properties, and other landscape
features that are visually important. Visual
character refers to the visual makeup of an
environment, such as urban, open fields, or
mountains.
Visual, or aesthetic, impacts are inherently
more difficult to define than light emission
impacts because of the subjectivity involved.
Aesthetic impacts deal more broadly with the
extent that the development contrasts with
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the existing environment and whether nearby
communities
consider
this
contrast
objectionable. Therefore, the potential for
proposed development to contrast with the
surrounding environment must be assessed.
The existing visual character and visual
resources within and surrounding the Direct
Study Area are typical of an airport
environment.
Because MTN itself is eligible for listing as a
historic district on the NRHP, a ground-level
visual APE was established. The proposed
APE-Visual Impact extends to the edge of
heavily wooded areas through which there
was no line of sight. The APE includes a
maximum visual APE based on the
Sponsor’s
Preferred
Alternative.
Photographs documenting the outer edge of
the APE-Visual Impact, are presented in
Appendix G, Attachment 4.

4.15 Water Resources
4.15.1 Wetlands
Wetland regulations, identification and types
are discussed in this section.
4.15.1.1

Regulations

Federal and State of Maryland regulations
address activities conducted in waters of the
US (WOTUS), including jurisdictional
wetlands, to minimize reduction and
degradation of these resources and achieve
a no net loss of wetlands.

water quality certifications in the state of
Maryland. These certifications are expected
to be sought on an individual project basis to
ensure that all stormwater is treated prior to
being discharged to a receiving WOTUS.
Section 404 of the CWA (33 U.S.C. 1344)
regulates proposed discharges of dredged or
fill materials into WOTUS, including
jurisdictional wetlands. Wetlands are areas
characterized by hydric soils, hydrophytic
vegetation, and frequent flooding or
inundation during the growing season. They
are included in the broad definition of
WOTUS, which includes lakes, rivers,
streams, mudflats, sandflats, wetlands,
sloughs, prairie potholes, wet meadows,
playa lakes, and natural ponds.
The USACE, in its Regulatory Guidance
Letter 07-01, Clean Water Act Jurisdiction
Following the U.S. Supreme Court’s
Decision in Rapanos v. United States &
Carabella v. United States (December 2,
2008), and USACE and EPA Responses to
the Rapanos Decision (June 6, 2007),
established the basic guidance for
determining what is currently regulated as
WOTUS and wetlands. The agencies assert
jurisdiction over the following waters:
•

Traditional navigable waters (TNW);

•

Wetlands adjacent to TNW;

•

Non-navigable tributaries of TNW
that are relatively permanent where
the tributaries typically flow yearround or have continuous flow at
least seasonally (e.g., typically three
months); and

•

Wetlands that directly abut such
tributaries.

Federal Regulations
Section 401 of the Clean Water Act (CWA),
including the water quality certification
process, was updated on September 11,
2020. This act regulates activities that may
result in discharges (generally stormwater) to
WOTUS. MDE is responsible for issuing

Affected Environment

The agencies assert jurisdiction over the
following waters based on a fact-specific
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analysis to determine whether they have a
significant nexus with traditional navigable
waters:

degradation of wetlands, and to preserve
and enhance the natural and beneficial
values of wetlands.

•

Non-navigable tributaries that are not
relatively permanent;

•

Wetlands adjacent to non-navigable
tributaries that are not relatively
permanent; and

•

Wetlands adjacent to but that do not
directly abut a relatively permanent
non-navigable tributary.

On February 28, 2017, the President signed
an EO on Restoring the Rule of Law,
Federalism, and Economic Growth by
Reviewing the “Waters of the United States”
Rule, calling on the USEPA and Department
of the Army to review the Clean Water Rule.
The EO directs the agencies to interpret the
term “navigable waters” in a manner
consistent with the ruling in Rapanos v.
United States. On April 21, 2020, USEPA
and the Department of the Army published
the Navigable Waters Protection Rule to
define the scope of waters federally
regulated under the Clean Water Act. This
final rule took effect on June 22, 2020. 86

The agencies apply the significant nexus
standard as follows:
•

•

A
significant
nexus
analysis
assesses the flow characteristics and
functions of the tributary itself and the
functions performed by all wetlands
adjacent to the tributary to determine
if they significantly affect the
chemical, physical, and biological
integrity of downstream traditional
navigable waters.
Significant
nexus
includes
consideration of hydrologic and
ecologic factors.

The agencies typically do not assert
jurisdiction over the following features:
•

Swales or erosional features (e.g.,
gullies, small washes characterized
by low volume, infrequent or short
duration flow); and

•

Ditches (including roadside ditches)
excavated wholly in and draining only
uplands and that do not carry a
relatively permanent flow of water.

Executive Order 11990, Protection of
Wetlands, directs all federal agencies to
minimize the destruction, loss, and

Affected Environment

In light of the August 30, 2021 order of the
U.S. District Court for the District of Arizona
that vacates and remands the Navigable
Waters Protection Rule in the case of Pascua
Yaqui Tribe v. U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, the USEPA and USACE have
halted implementation of the Navigable
Waters Protection Rule.
State Regulations
The Maryland Nontidal Wetlands Protection
Act was enacted in 1991 to further protect
nontidal wetlands by regulating and
restricting all activities that could impact
nontidal wetlands or waters of the State.
Maryland law differs from federal law through
additional regulations of the 25-foot nontidal
wetland buffer and isolated wetlands. The
regulated nontidal wetland buffer is
increased to 100 feet for “Nontidal Wetlands
of Special State Concern.” These wetlands
are those designated by the State as having
exceptional ecological or educational value
of statewide significance. Although there are
nontidal wetlands within the Direct Study
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Area, no Nontidal Wetlands of Special State
Concern or the associated expanded 100foot buffer are present.
COMAR 26.23.01 definition of an isolated
wetland is a nontidal wetland that is not
hydrologically connected, through surface or
subsurface flow to streams, tidal or nontidal
wetlands, or tidal waters. MDE, through their
Wetland and Waterways Program, is
responsible for regulating and permitting use
of tidal and non-tidal wetlands and their
buffers and waterways in Maryland.
The Maryland Tidal Wetlands Act was
established in 1970 to restrict construction
and development actions in tidal wetlands.
Tidal wetlands are managed to provide
reasonable use while furnishing essential
resource protection. Licenses, issued by the
State’s Board of Public Works based on
recommendations from the MDE, are
required for projects in State tidal wetlands.
Permits are issued directly by MDE for
projects in private wetlands. A license or
permit must be obtained before a person fills,
dredges, or otherwise alters a tidal wetland.
4.15.1.2

Wetland Identification

MDOT MAA maintains a wetland inventory
for the MTN Airport Campus, which is
routinely re-verified by USACE and MDE
when projects require Section 404
authorization. The wetlands within the Direct
Study Area were identified either through
current delineation or where delineation was
not possible, by obtaining digital data.
Previous/Current Wetland Delineations
A wetland verification was conducted on
Airport property between November 2016
and April 2017. 87 The purpose of this
verification was to validate previous wetland
delineations (completed in 2006, 2010, and

Affected Environment

2011) and in some areas, modify previous
delineations per additional field observation.
Although the wetland verification was
competed in 2017, the conditions are
assumed unchanged as no major actions
have taken place in the drainage area that
would have altered the existing hydrology.
The wetland verification identified a total of
64 wetland systems on Airport property, 28
of which are topographically isolated from
navigable waterways. The remaining 36
systems are connected to tidal waters of
Frog Mortar Creek, Stansbury Creek or Dark
Head Creek, all of which drain to Middle
River. Sixteen streams were also identified
during the verification, including nine newly
delineated stream systems. See Appendix
J, Water Resources, for the 2017 Wetland
Delineation report.
Numerous wetlands and streams are
reflected in the wetland inventory and are
jurisdictional by either the USACE, MDE, or
both agencies. These wetlands are shown in
Figure 4.15-1. See Section 4.15.3, Surface
Waters, for a discussion of streams within the
Direct Study Area.
The wetland and stream delineation report
was completed in June 2017, including
review and field verifications with MDOT
MAA. It is understood that MDE and USACE
will make the final determination of the
jurisdictional status of the delineated
systems.
Digital wetland data was obtained for
properties within the Direct Study Area, but
off-Airport property, where access was
denied. The data was obtained from MDNR.
These wetlands are also shown on Figure
4.13-1.
Prior to applying for authorizations, both onand
off-airport
delineations
would
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necessarily be field verified. Agency reviews
of all delineated systems would be
performed.
4.15.1.3

Wetland Cover Types

Wetland cover types present within the
Direct Study Area include non-tidal wetlands:
palustrine emergent (PEM), palustrine scrubshrub (PSS), palustrine forested (PFO),
palustrine open water (POW), and palustrine
unconsolidated bottom (PUB); and tidal
wetlands: estuarine intertidal emergent
(E2EM). Table 4.15.1 lists the cover type,
size and jurisdictional status of the identified
wetlands. Table 4.15.1 also identifies if a
wetland is considered “isolated.” COMAR
26.23.01 definition of an isolated wetland is
“a nontidal wetland that is not hydrologically
connected, through surface or subsurface
flow to streams, tidal or nontidal wetlands, or
tidal waters.” MDE has jurisdiction over
isolated nontidal wetlands, as USACE does
not take jurisdiction of isolated wetlands if
significant nexus cannot be proved.
PEM wetlands are nontidal wetlands and
occur in both mowed and non-maintained
areas. Vegetation in emergent wetlands is
characterized by erect, rooted, herbaceous
hydrophytes that are present for most of the
growing season. Most non-maintained PEM
wetlands in the Direct Study Area are
dominated by common reed (Phragmites
australis), common rush (Juncus effusus),
broad‐leaf cattail (Typha latifolia), beaked
spikerush (Eleocharis rostellata), seedbox
(Ludwigia alternifolia), and straw-colored
flatsedge (Cyperus strigosus). 88
PSS wetlands are nontidal wetlands
dominated by woody vegetation less than 18
feet tall. Dominant species identified within
the PSS wetlands included saplings of
sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua), red
maple (Acer rubrum), black gum (Nyssa
Affected Environment

sylvatica),
persimmon
(Diospyros
virginiana),
common
buttonbush
(Cephalanthus
occidentalis),
eastern
baccharis (Baccharis halimifolia), coastal
sweet pepperbush (Clethra alnifolia), and
highbush
blueberry
(Vaccinium
corymbosum). The wetland mitigation site at
MTN, which abuts the northern extent of
Stansbury Creek, is composed of scrubshrub habitat dominated by common
buttonbush,
Olney’s
bulrush
(Schoenoplectus americanus), and eastern
baccharis. 89
PFO wetlands are nontidal wetlands and are
the most abundant cover type within the
Direct Study Area. They are mostly located
within the large tracts of forest north of
Eastern Boulevard and on either side of
Strawberry Point Road.
The forested
wetlands consist of willow oak (Quercus
phellos), red maple, pin oak (Quercus
palustris), black gum, and sweetgum in the
tree and sapling stratum. The shrub and
herbaceous stratum consist of sweetbay
magnolia (Magnolia virginiana), sweet
pepperbush, winterberry (Ilex verticillata),
highbush blueberry, common greenbriar
(Smilax rotundifolia), royal fern (Osmunda
regalis var. spectabilis), and cinnamon fern
(Osmundastrum cinnamomeum). 90
Some PFO wetlands at the Airport also
qualify as vernal pool habitat. A vernal pool
is a small seasonal body of water which
typically forms in depressions during the
winter and spring and becomes dry in the
summer. Vernal pool ecosystems are critical
for the life cycle of many amphibian and
invertebrate species. See Section 4.3,
Biological Resources, for a list of wetlands
with potential vernal pool habitat.
POW wetlands are nontidal wetlands and are
usually permanently flooded and are often
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surrounded by a PEM fringe cover type. The
dominant vegetation in the PEM fringe
consisted of a monoculture of common reed,
with scattered black willow (Salix nigra), red
maple, and silver maple (Acer saccharinum).
PUB wetlands are nontidal wetlands with low
vegetative cover and loose substrate
generally consisting of mud or organic
material.
Two wetlands at MTN were
previously classified as PUB but based on
recent (2016/2017) observations have been
redesignated as PFO.
E2EM wetlands are tidal wetlands defined as
emergent wetlands with a tidally flooded

substrate.
These wetlands include
transitional zones closer to uplands which
are often influenced by freshwater runoff.
They occur along the edges of the tidally
influenced Stansbury Creek and Frog Mortar
Creek. Monotypic stands of common reed
are the dominant cover type on MTN.
Common reed is an invasive tall grass with
low wildlife value. Pickerelweed (Pontederia
cordata), switchgrass (Panicum virgatum),
narrowleaf cattail (Typha angustifolia),
eastern baccharis, bulrushes (Scirpus spp.),
and
swamp
rosemallow
(Hibiscus
grandiflorus) are also observed within E2EM
wetlands on MTN. 91

Table 4.15.1
Jurisdictional Wetlands within the Direct Study Area
Wetland System
ID

Wetland Cover Type

Acreage

WPA
WPB
WPC
WPD
WPE
WPF
WPG
WPH
WPI
WPI2
WPJ
WPK
WPM
WPN
WPO
WPP
WPQ
WPR
WPS
WPU
WPV
WPW
WPX
WPZ
WPAA

PFO (VP)
PFO (VP)
PFO
PFO (VP)
PFO
PFO (VP)
PFO (VP)
PFO, PEM (VP)
PFO
PFO1E
PFO (VP)
PFO
PFO (VP)
PFO, E2EM, PUB
PFO, PSS
PFO
PEM
PEM
PFO
PEM
PEM, POW, PUB
POW
PFO, E2EM
E2EM
PFO

6.23
0.04
0.07
0.01
0.79
0.44
0.18
4.22
3.84
0.03
0.36
0.04
0.03
9.00
0.43
0.05
0.33
0.93
0.03
0.42
0.54
0.38
2.54
0.19
0.15

Affected Environment

Isolated
X
X
X

X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X

X

USACE/MDE
Jurisdiction(1)
USACE/MDE
MDE
MDE
MDE
USACE/MDE
USACE/MDE
MDE
USACE/MDE
USACE/MDE
USACE/MDE
MDE
MDE
MDE
USACE/MDE
MDE
MDE
MDE
MDE
MDE
USACE/MDE
USACE/MDE
MDE
USACE/MDE
USACE/MDE
MDE
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Table 4.15.1
Jurisdictional Wetlands within the Direct Study Area
Wetland System
ID

Wetland Cover Type

WPCC
PFO
WPDD
PFO
WPEE
PFO
WPGG
E2EM
WPII(2)
PEM
WPJJ
PFO
WPKK
PEM
WPLL
PEM
WPMM
PFO
WPNN
PEM, POW
WPOO
PEM
WPPP
PEM
WPQQ
PEM
WPRR
PEM
WPSS
PEM
WPTT
PEM
WPUU
E2EM
WPVV
PEM
WPWW
PEM
WPXX
E2EM
WPZZ
PEM
WPAAA
E2EM
WPBBB
PEM1E
WPDDD
PEM1A/ESEM5
Total Wetland Acreage
Note:

Acreage

Isolated

1.10
0.04
0.02
0.08
0.13
0.03
0.04
0.28
0.42
0.78
0.03
0.69
0.54
0.26
0.01
0.89
0.14
0.08
0.76
0.12
0.21
0.06
0.10
0.18
38.26

X
X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X

USACE/MDE
Jurisdiction(1)
MDE
MDE
MDE
USACE/MDE
N/A
MDE
MDE
MDE
MDE
USACE/MDE
USACE/MDE
MDE
MDE
MDE
USACE/MDE
MDE
USACE/MDE
MDE
USACE/MDE
USACE/MDE
MDE
USACE/MDE
MDE
USACE/MDE

(1)

Jurisdictional determination (JD) is subject to revalidation and confirmation of wetland delineation by
USACE/MDE.
(2)
Wetland II was drained in January 2012 to minimize wildlife hazard attractants to the Airport, leaving
the wetland significantly smaller.
Source: Chesapeake Environmental Management, Inc., Wetland Delineation Report, Martin State
Airport for Maryland Aviation Administration, June 2017.

4.15.2 Floodplains
Executive Order 11988 directs federal
agencies to “take action to reduce the risk of
flood loss, to minimize the impact of floods
on human safety, health, and welfare, and to
restore and preserve the natural and
beneficial values served by floodplains…” 92

Affected Environment

Department of Transportation (DOT) Order
5650.2, Floodplain Management and
Protection, contains DOT’s policies and
procedures for implementing Executive
Order 11988. Per DOT Order 5650.2,
“Federal agencies are directed to avoid
conducting, allowing, or supporting actions
on the base [100-year] floodplain unless the
agency [FAA] finds that base floodplain is the
only practical alternative location…” 93
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A portion of Martin State Airport is located
within the one percent annual chance and
0.2 percent annual chance floodplain
boundaries as shown on the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) Panel
2400100435G for Baltimore County,
Maryland and Unincorporated Areas, dated
May 5, 2014 (See Appendix J). Figure 4.152 shows the 100-year (one percent annual
chance flood) floodplain boundaries, the
100-year Coastal Flood Zone boundaries,
and the 500-year (0.2 percent annual chance
flood) floodplain boundaries. Within the
project area, the 100-year floodplain
elevations range from five to seven feet
(North American Vertical Datum (NAVD) 88).
The 500-year floodplain boundary, also
shown on Figure 4.15-2, designates the
boundary of the 0.2 percent annual chance
flood which is considered a moderate risk
(the risk of being flooded is reduced but not
removed) area.

of Estuarine and Marine Aquatic Life and
Shellfish Harvesting.
Water bodies
designated as Use II do not necessarily
support the shellfish harvesting use as some
waters may be tidal but too fresh to support
viable populations of shellfish.
Within the Use Class II group, the designated
water uses are as follows:
•

Growth and propagation of fish (not
trout), other aquatic life and wildlife

•

Water Contact Sports

•

Leisure activities involving direct
contact with surface waters

•

Fishing

•

Agricultural Water Supply

•

Industrial Water Supply

•

Propagation and harvesting
shellfish (Middle River only)

•

Seasonal Migratory Fish Spawning
and Nursery Use (Middle River only)

•

Seasonal Shallow Water Submerged
Aquatic Vegetation Use (Middle River
only)

•

Open Water Fish and Shellfish Use
(Middle River only)

4.15.3 Surface Waters
MTN is located within the Middle River
watershed (hydrologic unit 02-13-08-07)
located in the Western Coastal Plain of
Maryland in southeast Baltimore County.
Figure 4.15-3 shows the three water bodies
adjacent to the property: Frog Mortar Creek
to the east, Stansbury Creek to the south and
west, and Dark Head Creek to the west.
These flow into Middle River. Middle River is
a tidal river with a salinity range of 0.5 to 5
parts per thousand (ppt).
The MDE designates a Use Class for each
surface water body in the state. The Use
Class is a grouping or set of designated uses
that apply to a water body which individually
may or may not be supported now, but
should be attainable. All of the water bodies
surrounding MTN are Use Class II, Support

Affected Environment

of

In the vicinity of MTN, the propagation and
harvesting of shellfish; seasonal migratory
fish spawning and nursery use; seasonal
shallow water submerged aquatic vegetation
use; and open water fish and shellfish use
are applicable only to the Middle River, not to
the other adjacent creeks.
The MDNR “Eyes on the Bay” Division
maintains a fixed water quality monitoring
station located in the Middle River, east of
Wilson Point (station ID Upper Western
Shore-Middle River WT3.1) as shown in
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Figure 4.15-3. Water quality characteristics
measured at this station are: water
temperature, dissolved oxygen, salinity, pH,
and water clarity. Table 4.15.2 shows the
range of observed monthly values for these
characteristics in 2019 and the three months
of 2020, and the MDE Standards for Use II
Waters as specified in Maryland COMAR
26.08.02.03-3.
In April 2012, MDE issued a water contact
advisory for the Frog Mortar Creek, adjacent
to the Airport. The advisory is related to the
previously identified REC (referred to as
AOC #9 in Section 4.8.4 of this document)
and is associated with Lockheed Martin’s
documented release of chlorinated solvents
and metals into the groundwater at the

Airport. MDE is overseeing Lockheed
Martin’s EA and cleanup activities
associated with the releases.
Lockheed Martin completed a groundwater
remediation strategy in 2016 to contain and
remediate the groundwater in the vicinity of
the DRA. Since 2017, a groundwater
remediation system has been in operation
that pumps groundwater to a main treatment
location. The remediation system captures
and treats contaminated groundwater prior to
entering Frog Mortar Creek.
The water contact advisory will remain in
effect until the groundwater treatment
system results in reductions in surface water
concentrations. 94

Table 4.15.2
Water Quality Data-Station WT3.1
Water Quality
Characteristic

Unit of
Measurement

Range of
Observed
Monthly Values

Range of
Observed
Monthly Values

2019

2020(1)

MDE
Standard
for Class II
Water

Comment
Met criteria; however,
insufficient data available
to evaluate criteria for
subcategory uses
No salinity criteria set for
MD waters

Dissolved
Oxygen

Milligrams per
liter (mg/l)

6.00-14.00

6.5-13.40

Salinity

Parts per
thousand (ppt)

0.20-6.50

1.5-4.40

None

pH

pH

7.20-8.30

7.50-7.90

Not <6.5 or
>8.5

F

35.78-86.36

43.70-79.16

Max 900F

Met criteria

0.50-1.00

0.4-1.9
(applicable
to SAV, Apr
1-Oct 1)

Met criteria; At the
minimum limit in June
2019

Surface Water
Temperature
Water Clarity

0

Secchi Depth
(meter)

0.40-1.00

> 5.0

(2)

Met criteria

Notes:
(1) Only January, February, and June 2020 data has been reported (not sampled in March, April or May).
(2) For waters with use for seasonal and migratory fish spawning and nursery use: > 6mg/l (7 day average) from Feb 1stMay 31st; for waters with use of open water fish/shellfish use: > 4 mg/l (7 day average); seasonal shallow-water
submerged aquatic vegetation subcategory is the same as for the open-water fish and shellfish subcategory year-round.
Source: http://mddnr.chesapeakebay.net/eyesonthebay/index.cfm

Affected Environment
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4.15.3.1

Stormwater

MDOT MAA maintains a Comprehensive
Stormwater Management Plan for Martin
State Airport, which models existing
stormwater discharges within each drainage
basin at MTN and plans for future
development. The most recent plan was
completed in April 2004.
It should be noted that the usage of deicing
fluids is limited at MTN, as smaller aircraft
are not permitted to fly during inclement
weather. MDOT MAA operates a deicing
truck and stores small quantities of deicing
fluids to service corporate and private aircraft
owners when needed. The MANG also has
their own deicing equipment. MTN is not
required to collect deicing fluid, however,
visual monitoring of nearby streams and
inspection during deicing events is
performed to ensure there is no impact to
sensitive receptors in close proximity to the
Airport.
MDOT MAA maintains a National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit for stormwater runoff at BWI Marshall
Airport and MTN Airport. In Maryland,
NPDES permits are authorized by MDE.
The Maryland Stormwater Act of 2007
requires the use of environmental site design
(ESD) to the maximum extent practicable
(MEP), including use of best management
practices (BMPs) to control stormwater
quality and quantity.
MDNR CBCA also requires phosphorus
removal for projects located within the
established CBCA.
4.15.3.2

Total Maximum Daily Loads

Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) are the
maximum amount of a pollutant allowed in a
waterbody. TMDLs are established as a
Affected Environment

planning tool to restore water quality to
impaired waterbodies. A review of MDE’s
listing of impaired waters indicates that there
are no TMDLs for the waterbodies adjacent
to MTN. However, the section of Middle
River near MTN is included in the
Chesapeake Bay TMDL (identified as
MIDOH in the Chesapeake Bay TMDL). The
Chesapeake Bay TMDL was established by
the EPA on December 29, 2010 and includes
limits for total nitrogen (TN), total phosphorus
(TP), and total suspended solids (TSS). The
allocations for TN is 91,085 pounds per year
(lb/yr); for TP is 3,832 lb/yr; and for TSS is
746,227 lbs/yr. 95
The Chesapeake Bay TMDL consists of
pollutant reduction requirements for TN, TP,
and TSS to be met by 2025 and is being
addressed in Maryland through restoration
requirements included in the NPDES MS4
permits. Based on the final permit published
by MDE on April 27, 2018, all Phase II
NPDES municipal separate storm sewer
system (MS4) permit holders are required to
treat or remove 20 percent of currently
untreated impervious surfaces by 2025
through implementation of various best
management practices (BMPs). While the
permit does not specifically assign numeric
nutrient and sediment reduction goals, the
permit is tailored by MDE such that the TMDL
goals are met through the impervious area
restoration requirements. In April 2017,
AECOM developed a compliance plan which
identified
actions
and
improvements
necessary to treat 20 percent of the currently
untreated impervious areas at MTN. Based
on their analysis, a total of 24 acres of
impervious area treatment would be required
to meet the TMDL restoration requirements.
Recommended options include retrofitting
existing ponds, adding new stormwater
structures, reforestation of urban areas, and
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other controls and practices. 96 The TMDL
compliance summary is included in Appendix
J, Water Resources.
4.15.3.3

Waters of the US

The term "waters of the US," or WOTUS, as
it applies to the jurisdictional limits of the
authority of the USACE under the CWA is
defined in 33CFR Part 328. The definition of
“waters of the US” includes, but is not limited
to: 1) All waters which are currently used, or
were used in the past, or may be susceptible
to use in interstate or foreign commerce,
including all waters which are subject to the
ebb and flow of the tide; and 2) tributaries of
waters identified in paragraph (1)-(4) of this
section of the CFR. Middle River and the
surrounding waters (Frog Mortar Creek,
Stansbury Creek, and Dark Head Creek) all
meet the definition of “waters of the US.”
Additionally, streams within the Direct Study
Area all meet the definition of “waters of the
US.” Table 4.15.3 summarizes the streams
(waters of the US) within the Direct Study
Area identified during the 2017 delineation.

4.15.4 Groundwater
Two aquifers, the Patapsco and the
Patuxent, have been identified beneath
MTN. The Patapsco is an unconfined aquifer
with a water table that ranges from 5 to 10
feet below ground surface.
Below the
Patapsco aquifer, there is a regionally
extensive thick-clay confining-unit known as
the Arundel Formation. Studies indicate that
this Formation maybe up to 150 feet thick at
MTN. The formation acts as an impermeable
barrier to the downward movement of any
constituents found in the surficial aquifer.
Below the Arundel Formation is the Patuxent
aquifer. The depth to the base of the Arundel
Formation (or top of the Patuxent aquifer)
may range from 235 to255 feet below grade
at MTN. Groundwater recharge for both the
Affected Environment

Patuxent and Patapsco aquifers is primarily
through precipitation in their outcrop areas.
A search of EPA’s Sole Source Aquifer
Program website was conducted to
determine if any EPA designated Sole
Source Aquifers are in the MTN area. A Sole
Source Aquifer is defined as an aquifer that
supplies at least 50 percent of the drinking
water consumed in the area overlying the
aquifer. The search documented that there
are no Sole Source Aquifers in the MTN
area.
Groundwater sampling has been conducted
by Lockheed Martin at various locations at
MTN
since
the
1980’s
following
contamination found on Airport property
connected with operations from the former
Glenn L. Martin Company. Several areas at
the Airport are monitored on a regular basis.
These include the DRA and the main
terminal (MT).
The DRA is in the
southeastern portion of the Airport and is
bounded by Frog Mortar Creek to the east
and the Runway 15-33 to the west. Section
4.8, Hazardous Materials provides details on
the groundwater remediation of the DRA.
The MT area is in the northwestern portion of
the Airport east of Wilson Point Road and
Dark Head Cove, and consists of the main
terminal building, aircraft hangars, aircraft
fueling stations, several taxiways, and the
northern portion of the runway.
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Table 4.15.3
Jurisdictional Streams within the Direct Study Area
Wetland Name

Wetland Cover Type

Length
(linear feet)
128
103
136
260
201
107
82
71
37
170
159
955
246
619
591

Area
(sq. ft.)
1,092
1434
994
3639
2385
628
1565
370
370
1665
926
8052
2151
6751
4017

USACE/MDE
Jurisdiction(1)
USACE/MDE
USACE/MDE
USACE
USACE/MDE
USACE/MDE
USACE
USACE/MDE
USACE/MDE
USACE/MDE
USACE
USACE
USACE/MDE
USACE/MDE
USACE/MDE
USACE/MDE

WL1
Perennial/ Intermittent
WL2
Perennial
WL3
Ephemeral
WL4
Perennial/ Intermittent
WL5
Perennial/ Intermittent
WL7
Ephemeral
WL8
Perennial
WL9
Perennial
WL10
Intermittent
WLA/A1
Ephemeral
WLCC
Ephemeral
WLFF
Intermittent
WLU
Perennial
WLV
Intermittent
WLX
Intermittent
Note: (1) Jurisdictional determination (JD) is subject to revalidation and confirmation of wetland delineation by
USACE/MDE.
Source: Chesapeake Environmental Management, Inc., Wetland Delineation Report, Martin State Airport for
Maryland Aviation Administration, June 2017.

4.16 Past, Present, and
Reasonably Foreseeable
Future Actions
The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
Regulations for Implementing the Procedural
Provisions of the National Environmental
Policy Act (40 CFR Parts 1500 – 1508)
require that cumulative impacts are
addressed as part of the NEPA process. The
CEQ Regulations define a cumulative impact
as “…the impact on the environment which
results from the incremental impact of the
action when added to other past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable future actions
regardless of what agency (federal or nonfederal) or person undertakes such other
actions. Cumulative impacts can result from
individually minor but collectively significant
actions taking place over a period of time.” 97

Affected Environment

To determine projects that could result in a
cumulative impact in combination with the
MTN Phase I Improvement projects, a
Region of Influence was developed using
relevant environmental data. CEQ suggests
analyzing only those resources that are
incrementally affected by the proposed
action and other actions within the same
geographic area and time period. The
geographic limits for this cumulative impact
analysis were defined using the area of
visual impact, the forest/tree removal areas,
FIDS boundaries, existing and future land
use, and noise exposure (Noise Study Area).
The time period for this cumulative impact
analysis is 2017-2025: three years for past
projects and five years for future projects
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4.16.1 On-Airport
To identify past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable actions on Airport property, the
following resources were consulted: the MTN
ALP and the Final EA for the Groundwater
Plume Treatment Facility (2015).
Table 4.16.1 provides recently completed,
ongoing, and future projects proposed on
Airport property.

4.16.2 Off-Airport
To identify and describe the off-airport past,
present and reasonably foreseeable future
actions within the Region of Influence, the
following resources and agencies were
consulted: the Baltimore County 2020
Master Plan, the Baltimore County
Department of Planning, and the Baltimore
County Department of Public Works.
Past, Ongoing and Planned Projects
MARC Train Station Improvements
As part of MARC’s Long-Term 2020-2029
(Potential) plans are to expand and enhance
the Martin Airport MARC Station’s
maintenance capacity between 2020 and
2029. 98

Baltimore Crossroads is approximately one
mile from MTN, and is an ongoing 1,000-acre
mixed-use development that began in 2005.
The development is located on Route 43
between White Marsh and Middle River, near
I-95. Approximately 10,000 new jobs are
expected once the development is built out.
The development is described as one of the
Mid-Atlantic’s
largest
mixed-use
communities, supporting over 6 million
square feet of office, flex, research &
development, warehouse, industrial, hotels,
retail villages, luxury apartment homes,
single-family homes, townhomes, cottages,
and condominiums.
Blue Ocean Development
In 2019, Maryland based developer Blue
Ocean acquired The Middle River Depot, a
historic 2-million square foot facility located
adjacent to the Airport. Blue Ocean plans to
improve the existing property to house
industrial
users,
manufacturers,
and
fabricators on site, along with retail, office,
sports, and recreation-oriented tenants. 100

Greenleigh
Crossroads
(Baltimore
Crossroads Master Development Site)
As part of the Baltimore Crossroads
development,
a
250-acre
mixed-use
development
called
“Greenleigh
at
Crossroads” kicked off in May 2016 and will
ultimately include a mix of detached homes
and
townhouses,
apartments,
office
buildings, retail, and a Springhill Suites by
Marriott hotel. 99 The hotel opened in 2018.
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Table 4.16.1
Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions
Project Name

Past

Present

Reasonably
Foreseeable
Future

Year

Groundwater Plume Treatment Facility at the Dump Road Area (DRA)
(Lockheed Martin)

2016

Maryland State Police Hangar Addition (Strawberry Point Complex)

2016

MANG Cyber/Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance Facility

2019

Snow Removal Equipment Storage Building

2020

Northrop Grumman Hangar Expansion and Parking Area
Reconfiguration

2021

Stansbury Manor Sewer Pumping Station Improvements (Baltimore
County easement)

2021

MANG Airfield Fence Installation

2021

MANG ALP Phase I Facilities

2021+

Corporate Aircraft Storage and Apron (ALP Phase II)

2024+

Aircraft Storage (Small Hangars and T-Hangars) (ALP Phase II)

2024+

Sources: MDOT MAA (2020), MTN ALP, 2020, and Final EA – Groundwater Plume Treatment Facility, Dump Road
Area, Martin State Airport, Middle River, MD, September 2015.
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Chapter 5:
Environmental Consequences
The potential for environmental effects
resulting from implementation of the
Minimum Action Alternative, the Sponsor’s
Preferred Alternative and the No Action
Alternative are presented in this chapter. The
alternatives are discussed in Chapter 3,
Alternatives, of this EA.
Potential impacts are discussed in relation to
their
respective
Study
Areas
per
environmental resource category, as defined
in Chapter 4, Affected Environment. Potential
cumulative impacts resulting from the
incremental effects of the alternatives when
added to the effects of past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions are
also analyzed. Where necessary, potential
mitigation measures are discussed that would
reduce or eliminate anticipated environmental
impacts for each of the alternatives.
In accordance with guidance provided in FAA
Orders 5050.4B, National Environmental
Policy Act Implementing Instructions for
Airport Actions, and 1050.1F, Environmental
Impacts:
Policies
and
Procedures,
environmental resources not present within
the Study Area would not be affected by the
alternatives, and therefore are not discussed
within this chapter. The only environmental
resource not present, and therefore not
affected by the alternatives is Wild and Scenic
Rivers (Water Resources).

5.1 Air Quality
This section presents the findings of an air
quality assessment that was conducted to
evaluate the proposed improvements at MTN.

Environmental Consequences

5.1.1 Laws and Regulations
As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.1, the
NEPA and CAA are the two primary
regulations that apply to the assessment of
air quality impacts attributable to the
proposed project. The NEPA requires the
disclosure of the proposed project’s impacts
on the human environment.
The CAA
requires that the proposed project does not
cause or contribute to violations of the
NAAQS for criteria pollutants. The project is
located in an EPA-designated nonattainment
area for the criteria air pollutants O3 and SO2,
as well as a maintenance area for PM2.5.

5.1.2 Methodology
Emissions inventories were prepared for the
two primary sources that would be affected
by the improvements – aircraft and the
construction activities. Appendix D, Criteria
Pollutant and GHG Emissions Inventories
Assumptions and Methodologies, of this
EA provides a detailed discussion of, and
presents detailed data for, the development
of the inventories for both sources. The
following provides a brief overview of the
methodologies that were used.
Aircraft emissions were estimated using the
FAA’s AEDT (Version 2c SP2) for which the
input of aircraft fleet, engine assignments
and runway use are discussed in Chapter 4,
Section 4.12, Noise and Noise-Compatible
Land Use, of this EA. With the exception of
ground-based aircraft taxi times, which
would change with proposed improvements,
the default times in AEDT were used for the
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aircraft operational modes (e.g., approach,
takeoff, climbout 1). The aircraft taxi times
assumed in the analysis for all alternatives
and years are based on existing and future
build taxiway distances, and an aircraft
speed of 15 miles per hour. See Appendix D
for additional details on aircraft emissions
analysis.
Air pollutant and pollutant precursor
emissions associated with construction
activities were estimated based on, among
other factors, the projected construction
schedule and the number of vehicles/ pieces
of equipment anticipated for each
construction task. The emission factors that
were used to derive the construction-related
inventories were obtained from EPA’s Motor
Vehicle Emissions Simulator (MOVES,
Version 2014a) 2 for which the modeling
parameters were those used by MDE in the
development of their SIP.

5.1.3 Thresholds of Significance
As identified in FAA Order 1050.1F, the
threshold for significance for air quality
impacts is defined to be when “the action
would cause pollutant concentrations to
exceed one or more of the National Ambient
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), as
established by the Environmental Protection
Agency under the Clean Air Act, for any of
the time periods analyzed, or to increase the
frequency or severity of any such existing
violations.” 3
As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2.3,
General Conformity Requirements, because
the project is in a nonattainment area for the
air pollutants O3 and SO2, project-related
emissions of these pollutants and their
pollutant precursors (NOx, and VOC) are
subject to the General Conformity

Environmental Consequences

requirements of the CAA. The threshold of
significance for these pollutants/precursors,
except VOCs, is 100 tons per year (the de
minimis level). The de minimis level for VOC
is 50 tons per year. A comparison of the
project-related emissions to the de minimis
levels indicate whether the General
Conformity requirements of the CAA are
applicable to the proposed improvements.
Pollutants for which the area is designated
by the EPA to be in attainment (CO, NO2,
PM2.5, PM10, and Pb) 4 are not subject to
General Conformity requirements, and
therefore do not have de minimis level
thresholds. As such, the emission estimates
presented in this EA are presented for the
purpose of disclosure.

5.1.4 Impact Analysis
Potential impacts to air quality related to
aircraft
operations
and
construction
emissions were identified and evaluated.
From an operational perspective, the future
fleet mixes are identical among all
alternatives for a given year.

5.1.4.1

Minimum Action Alternative

Aircraft Operations
Table 5.1.1 presents the aircraft operation
inventories for future years 2021 and 2026
for the No Action and Minimum Action
Alternatives, as well as the difference in
emissions between these alternatives
(project operation emissions). The proposed
improvements under the Minimum Action
Alternative would decrease taxi times and
distances, and therefore aircraft emissions
would decrease as compared to the No
Action Alternative.
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Table 5.1.1
Future Airport Operation Emissions (tons per year)
Year

CO

NOx

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

VOC

No Action

412

7.5

1.62

0.40

0.40

13

Minimum Action

403

7.4

1.56

0.39

0.39

12

-9

-0.1

-0.06

-0.01

-0.01

-1

No Action

408

8.3

1.75

0.40

0.40

13

Minimum Action

398

8.2

1.68

0.39

0.39

12

Difference (Project
Operation Emissions)

-10

-0.1

-0.07

-0.01

-0.01

-1

De Minimis Levels

--

100

100

--

--

50

Exceed De Minimis?

--

No

No

--

--

No

2021

2026

Alternative

Difference (Project
Operation Emissions)

Note: Although lead (Pb) is a criteria pollutant, it was not evaluated because the proposed project would have no
impacts on lead emissions.
Source : KB Environmental Sciences, Inc., 2017.

It should be noted that the level of aircraft
emissions of CO, NOx , SO2, PM10, PM2.5 and
VOC slightly decrease between 2021 and
2026 for all Alternatives. This is due to
projected changes in fleet mix in the future,
unrelated to the proposed improvements.
Construction Emissions
Table 5.1.2 presents the construction
emissions inventories for the Sponsor’s
Preferred Alternative construction years
(2020-2021).
The Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative includes all projects associated
with the Minimum Action Alternative, with the
addition of GA/Landside facility projects, and
therefore represents a conservative estimate
of emissions for the Minimum Action
Alternative. The level of construction related
emissions of CO, NOx , SO2, PM10, PM2.5 and
VOC would vary by pollutant and year, with
the greatest total emissions to occur in the
year 2020. Because the Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative includes additional projects, the
construction emissions for the Minimum
Action Alternative would be less than (or no
Environmental Consequences

greater than) the levels presented in Table
5.1.2.
Total Project Emissions
Table 5.1.3 presents the combined project
pollutant emissions for construction and
operations in years 2020, 2021 and 2026.
Total project emissions are compared to de
minimis levels to evaluate conformity. As
shown, none of the pollutants/precursors for
which there are de minimis levels (NOx,
VOC, or SO2) would exceed the threshold
levels. As such, the General Conformity
requirements of the CAA are not applicable
and it can be presumed that the emissions
would not cause or contribute to a violation
of the NAAQS for O3 or SO2.
It should be noted that construction
schedules may be pushed further into the
future due to impacts additionally planning
and from the COVID-19 pandemic. However,
as indicated in Table 5.1.2, emissions would
not exceed de minimis levels even if all
construction occurred in a single year.
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Table 5.1.2
Construction Emissions (tons per year)
Year

CO

NOx

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

VOC

2020

17.6

15.5

0.02

14.9

2

3

2021

2.2

1.8

<0.01

3.3

0.4

0.4

De Minimis Levels

--

100

100

--

--

50

Exceed De Minimis?

--

No

No

--

--

No

Note: Although lead (Pb) is a criteria pollutant, it was not evaluated because the proposed project would have no
impacts on lead emissions.
Source : KB Environmental Sciences, Inc., 2017.

Table 5.1.3
Total Project Criteria Pollutant Emissions (tons per year)
Year

Operation/ Construction

CO

NOx

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

VOC

2020

Construction

17.6

15.5

0.02

14.9

2

3

Operation

-9

-0.1

-0.06

-0.01

-0.01

-1

Construction

2.2

1.8

<0.01

3.3

0.4

0.4

Total

-6.8

1.7

-0.05

3.3

0.4

-0.6

Operation

-10

-0.1

-0.07

-0.01

-0.01

-1

De Minimis Levels

--

100

100

--

--

50

Exceed De Minimis?

--

No

No

--

--

No

2021
2026

Note: Although lead (Pb) is a criteria pollutant, it was not evaluated because the proposed project would have no
impacts on lead emissions.
Source : KB Environmental Sciences, Inc., 2017.

5.1.4.2

Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative

Aircraft Operations
The operations emissions analysis for the
Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative is identical to
that described for the Minimum Action
Alternative (Table 5.1.1).
Construction Emissions
Table 5.1.2 presents the construction
emission inventories for the years of
proposed construction (2020-2021). The
level of construction related emissions of
Environmental Consequences

CO, NOx , SO2, PM10, PM2.5 and VOC would
vary by pollutant and year, with the greatest
total emissions to occur in the year 2020.
Total Project Emissions
Table 5.1.3 presents the combined project
pollutant emissions for construction and
operations in years 2020, 2021 and 2026.
Total project emissions are compared to de
minimis levels to evaluate conformity. As
shown, none of the pollutants/precursors for
which there are de minimis levels (NOx , VOC,
and SO2) would exceed the threshold levels in
any year. As such, the General Conformity
requirements of the CAA are not applicable
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and it can be presumed that the emissions
would not cause or contribute to a violation of
the NAAQS for O3 or SO2.

5.1.4.3

No Action Alternative

As indicated in Table 5.1.1, the difference in
aircraft emissions between the No Action
and Minimum Action/Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative for either future year is minimal.
The No Action Alternative emissions are
slightly higher as the existing taxiing
distances for aircraft are further than the
taxiing distances proposed under the
Minimum Action and Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternatives.
The proposed improvements would not be
constructed under the No Action Alternative
and therefore no construction related
emissions would occur.

5.1.5 Mitigation
Because the project-related emissions would
not exceed the CAA/General Conformity de
minimis levels for O3, SO2, or PM2.5, there are
no mitigation measures required for the
project.

5.2 Biological Resources
Potential impacts to biological resources are
addressed at the habitat level. No critical
habitat supporting either state- or federallylisted threatened or endangered species
occurs within the Direct Study Area. Impacts
to wildlife and plant communities within the
Direct Study Area are provided in the
following sections.

5.2.1 Laws and Regulations
Applicable laws and regulations for biological
resources are presented in Chapter 4,
Section 4.3, Biological Resources.

Environmental Consequences

5.2.2 Methodology
The MDNR WHS was contacted to
determine if any rare, threatened or
endangered species are located within the
Direct Study Area. By letter dated October
30, 2013, the MDNR WHS stated that there
are no state records for rare, threatened, or
endangered species within the boundaries of
the Direct Study Area; however, if
appropriate habitat is available, certain
species
could
be
present
without
documentation because adequate surveys
have not been conducted (Appendix E,
Attachment 5). 5
The USFWS was contacted via their IPaC
online system on March 28, 2019 to
determine the presence of federally-listed
RTE species within the project area. The
USFWS Official Species List indicated that
no critical habitat, refuge lands or fish
hatcheries occur within the project area,
however, the NLEB was listed as a
threatened species. The project area lies
within the zone of white-nose syndrome for
the species, where Federally funded projects
that clear more than 15 acres of forest are
subject to additional coordination with
USFWS for the NLEB. By email dated April
11, 2019, MDNR WHS confirmed that there
are no known hibernacula or maternity roosts
in the vicinity of the MTN project area
(Appendix E, Attachment 8). 6 FAA consulted
with USFWS through the NLEB 4(d) Rule
Streamlined Consultation process and
received a “no effect” determination on April
14, 2020 (See Appendix E, Attachment 10).
The extent of the vegetation removal was
originally determined based on aerial survey
data from 2012 adjusted to reflect vegetation
growth at a relatively rapid rate of two feet
per year for ten years, for a total of 20 feet.
To minimize the extent of the areas of
vegetation removal, the future vegetation
5-5

Martin State Airport Final Environmental Assessment
for Phase I Improvements

elevations were refined by applying species
specific data from the 2015 Forest Stand
Delineation. Future tree heights were
determined to be the minimum of the aerial
survey plus 20 feet of growth or the
maximum species tree height (of the tallest
species within a forest stand).
The tree elevations were then evaluated to
determine if they were above the various
FAA approach and departure clearance (Part
77) surfaces. When the tree elevations
exceeded the Part 77 surface elevations,
they were identified as obstructions. The
Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative included
removal of vegetation obstructions.
MDOT MAA calculated impacts to forests,
including FIDS and Baltimore County FCE,
using worst-case scenario of clear cutting all
Part 77 obstructions. Impacts associated
with vegetation obstruction removals were
quantified in acres and individual tree
obstructions. Impacts to tidal and nontidal
wetlands, wetland buffers and 100-year
floodplains are presented in Section 5.14,
Water Resources.
Proposed construction and vegetation
removal within the 660-foot buffer of the bald
eagle nest at MTN was identified. USFWS
National
Bald
Eagle
Management
Guidelines, as described in Section 4.3.4.3,
Bald Eagles, were examined to determine
proper techniques to avoid disturbance to the
bald eagle nest.
Coordination between the FAA and NOAA
Fisheries PRD was conducted in July 2021,
after the Draft EA was reviewed by the
agency. The coordination was focused on the
determination of potential impacts to the
federally endangered Atlantic and Shortnose
sturgeon from the installation of the piers and
bollards. A response email dated July 6, 2021
was received from NOAA Fisheries PRD (See
Environmental Consequences

Appendix E, Attachment 12). The email
indicated that, based on proposed project
activities and the additional documentation
provided during coordination, NOAA could
determine that the sturgeon will not be
exposed to any direct or indirect effects. It was
also noted that four species of sea turtles
would also not be negatively affected. As
such, no further coordination on this activity
with the NOAA Fisheries PRD would be
necessary. As part of the authorization from
USACE, consultation with NOAA Fisheries
PRD would be completed on a programmatic
level for projects that are routine and noncontroversial. Informal consultation would not
need to be initiated. Best management
practices would be utilized to ensure that
impacts remain below thresholds of
significance and no adverse effect would
result from the pile driving activities.
Coordination with NOAA Fisheries HCD was
conducted in July 2021 to determine
potential impacts to EFH and HAPC (i.e.,
SAV beds). A response letter from NOAA
Fisheries HCD was received on July 21,
2021 (See Appendix E, Attachment 13)
stating that assuming MDOT MAA
incorporates avoidance, minimization, and
mitigation
to
the
maximum
extent
practicable, the project will not have a
significant adverse effect on EFH (SAV) or
other NOAA Trust Resources. The final
design of these projects would incorporate
NOAA Fisheries HCD recommendations to
reduce any potential impacts to EFH and
HAPC below applicable significant impact
thresholds.
Coordination with NOAA
Fisheries HCD is expected to continue
throughout the design phase of individual
projects to identify appropriate conservation
recommendations and for review of
proposed means, methods and materials to
ensure impacts remain below thresholds of
significance.
5-6

Martin State Airport Final Environmental Assessment
for Phase I Improvements

SAV populations in the Chesapeake Bay and
its tributaries are often stressed due to the
lack in optimal growing conditions. Negative
conditions, such as turbid water and
epiphytic growth on leaves, may limit growth
and regeneration. Construction of a new pier
would likely increase the stress on areas
colonized by SAV. In addition to plants that
would be directly impacted by installation of
pier piles, the reduction in available light
caused by pier shading could also reduce the
population density of SAV. Many common
pier designs result in the complete loss of
SAV populations; however, these impacts
can be partially mitigated by pier design
elements that increase light availability, such
as increased pier height and open decking
configurations.
In addition to SAV impacts, shading impacts
can affect migratory fish species predatorprey interactions. Fish species can also be
impacted due to noise generated from pile
driving activities.
Potential impacts to EFH and HAPC/SAV
within this EA are presented as an estimate
of the area of aquatic habitats to be impacted
both permanently and temporarily based
upon preliminary layouts available during
development of this EA. These estimates
include square feet of conversion from
subaqueous bottom to piles, areas where
SAV may be negatively affected by shading
from in-water structures, and potential
indirect (temporary) impacts associated with
in-water work (e.g., turbidity). The area of
impact due to ensonification (underwater
noise) associated with activities such as pile
driving for the piers could not be estimated
due to the lack of detailed design (i.e., pier
size and type, vibratory vs. impact hammer,
etc.). As design progresses, the tool
developed by NOAA Fisheries Protected
Resource Division (PRD) is expected to be
utilized to calculate the ensonified zone.
Environmental Consequences

Potential impacts to vernal pools were
calculated based on the extent of vegetation
removal in areas where vernal pools are
located.

5.2.3 Thresholds of Significance
Per FAA’s 1050.1F, Exhibit 4-1, “a significant
impact to biological resources would occur
when: The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or
the National Marine Fisheries Service
determines that the action would be likely to
jeopardize the continued existence of a
Federally-listed threatened or endangered
species or would result in the destruction or
adverse modification of federally-designated
critical habitat.”
Additional factors for consideration when
determining impacts to biological resources,
listed in FAA’s 1050.1F, Exhibit 4-1, include:
•

“A long-term or permanent loss of
unlisted plant or wildlife species, i.e.,
extirpation of the species from a large
project area (e.g., a new commercial
service airport);

•

Adverse impacts to special status
species (e.g., state species of
concern, species proposed for listing,
migratory birds, bald and golden
eagles) or their habitats;

•

Substantial
loss,
reduction,
degradation,
disturbance,
or
fragmentation of native species’
habitats or their populations; or

•

Adverse impacts on a species’
reproductive success rates, natural
mortality rates, non-natural mortality
(e.g., road kills and hunting), or ability
to sustain the minimum population
levels
required
for
population
maintenance.”
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5.2.4 Impact Analysis
Impacts associated with each alternative
carried forward are discussed.

5.2.4.1

Minimum Action Alternative

Table 5.2.1 summarizes the impacts to
biological resources associated with the
Minimum Action Alternative projects. The

following projects would potentially impact
biological resources: Part 77 Obstruction
Removal (including obstruction light poles),
Relocate AWOS, Replacement of Existing
Perimeter Fence, WHMP Forest Thinning,
and Relocate Localizer and MALS lights into
Frog Mortar Creek.

Table 5.2.1
Impacts to Biological Resources
Off-Airport
(Runway 15)

Off-Airport
(Runway 33)

45.3 acres2
(and 1 tree)
5.5 acres
(and 8 trees)

17.6 acres
(and 3 trees)

0 trees

--

17 trees

Forests Thinning (inside CBCA)2

38.8 acres

--

--

38.8 acres

FIDS

28.5 acres

12.0 acres

--

40.5 acres

--

2.0 acres

--

2.0 acres

1.0 acres

--

--

1.0 acres

--

--

--

--

69,464 sq. ft.
(1.59 acres)
282 sq. ft.
(0.01 acre)
34,569 sq. ft.
(0.79 acre)
5,979 sq. ft.
(0.14 acre)

69,464 sq. ft.
(1.59 acres)
282 sq. ft.
(0.01 acre)
34,569 sq. ft.
(0.79 acre)
5,979 sq. ft.
(0.14 acre)

Resource
Forests (outside CBCA)1
Forests (inside CBCA)2, 3

Forest Conservation Easement
Vernal Pools
EFH (temporary)

On-Airport

EFH (permanent)4
HAPC/SAV (temporary)
HAPC/SAV (permanent) 4

Total Impacts
62.9 acres
(and 4 trees)
5.5 acres
(and 25 trees)

Note: Forest impacts outside the CBCA (regulated by the FCA) include Part 77 obstruction removal off the
Runway 15 end (39.4 acres) and on the south side of the airfield (5.9 acres). The forest totals account for the
FIDS and Forest Conservation Easement areas impacted.
2 Impacts within the CBCA (regulated by CAC) include clearing for AWOS Critical Area (3.6 acres), clearing for the
Replacement of Existing Perimeter Fence buffer (0.7 acres), clearing for obstruction light poles (0.14 acres),
clearing for Part 77 obstruction removal off the Runway 33 end (1.1 acres), and WHMP Forest Thinning (38.8
acres).
3 The limits of disturbance (LOD) for the obstruction light poles would include an additional 6,250 square feet (0.14
acres) of forest impact. This is based on an assumption that installing obstruction light pole foundations will require
clearing a 20-foot radius around the light pole, and that five of the proposed obstruction lights are located in
forested areas on the MANG side not already proposed for obstruction removal. Additionally, the LODs would
include utility trenches to bring power to the lights. It is anticipated that utility trenches would run parallel to the row
of lights and, to the extent possible, design would avoid additional impact to forested and environmentally sensitive
areas.
4 Permanent impacts to EFH and HAPC/SAV were calculated based on an assumed 12” diameter for pier piles
and 3’ diameter for bollards.
1

Source: HNTB analysis, 2021.

Environmental Consequences
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All forest, FIDS, Baltimore County FCE, and
vernal pool impacts are associated with the
Part 77 Obstruction removal project.
Vegetation obstruction removal is also
associated with the 500-foot critical area of
the AWOS.
The Minimum Action Alternative would result
in 50.8 acres of “on-airport” forest clearing,
including 28.5 acres of FIDS habitat and 1.0
acre of vernal pool habitat. With respect to
“off-airport” impacts, implementation of the
Minimum Action Alternative would result in
the removal of 17.6 acres of forest, including
12.0 acres of FIDS habitat and 2.0 acres of
Baltimore County FCE area. Additionally,
nine individual tree obstructions on-airport,
17 individual tree obstructions on private
property in the Runway 33 approach, and 3
individual tree obstructions on private
property in the Runway 15 approach would
be removed.
No vegetation removal is proposed within the
660-foot buffer of the bald eagle nest at MTN.
USFWS guidelines recommend avoiding
clear cutting or removal of overstory trees
within 330-feet of the nest at any time, and
avoiding timber harvesting operations during
the breeding season within 660-feet of the
nest. Additionally, the bald eagle nest is
within a forested buffer of trees that would
not be disturbed by the Minimum Action
Alternative.
Figure 5.2-1 illustrates the projects that
could impact vegetation and vernal pools.
Figure 5.2-2 illustrates the projects that
could impact EFH and HAPC/SAV.
For the Minimum Action Alternative, EFH
and HAPC/SAV impacts are associated with
the relocation of the localizer into Frog Mortar
Creek, which also includes a row of MALS
lights. As illustrated in Figure 5.2-3, the
localizer pier would result in 1.59 acres and
Environmental Consequences

0.01 acres of temporary and permanent EFH
impacts, respectively, and as illustrated in
Figure 5.2-4, would result in 0.79 acres and
0.14 acres of temporary and permanent SAV
impacts.
The Minimum Action Alternative includes
implementation of elements of the WHMP,
including replacing the existing perimeter
fence with an 11’ high fence and thinning of
remaining forest stands adjacent to the
airfield, which would further reduce wildlife
hazards at the Airport. The Forest Thinning
effort would not include clearing canopy or
understory trees, and there is no intention that
any forest loss should occur in these areas.
As canopy trees die, codominant and
understory trees will grow up to take their
place. Shrub/scrub and large herbaceous
species would be managed in the stands.
Wildlife management efforts would also
avoid impacts to the bald eagle, and any
other state-listed threatened or endangered
species that may be observed at the Airport.
As noted in Section 5.2.2, best management
practices would be coordinated with NOAA
Fisheries PRD to ensure that impacts to the
federally endangered Atlantic and Shortnose
Sturgeon remain below the thresholds of
significance.
There would be additional impacts to
wetlands and floodplains associated with
other projects. Impacts to wetlands (tidal and
nontidal), nontidal wetland buffers, and
floodplains are discussed in Section 5.14,
Water Resources.
No critical habitat
supporting either state- or federally-listed
threatened or endangered species occurs
within the areas for proposed obstruction
removal, therefore, the proposed action would
not jeopardize the continued existence of any
listed species in the project area.
While there would be some loss of habitat,
MDOT MAA will continue to coordinate with
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Maryland SAV 2018

Figure 5.2-3
Relocate Localizer - EFH Impacts
Sources: Baltimore County GIS, MDOT MAA
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Figure 5.2-4
Relocate Localizer - SAV Impacts
Sources: Baltimore County GIS, MDOT MAA
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NOAA Fisheries to minimize impacts as
described in Section 5.2.5. By implementing
the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation
efforts detailed in Section 5.2.5 during
design, the resulting environmental effects to
biological resources would remain below the
thresholds of significance.
It should be noted that the M&L Plan was
developed as part of the Proposed Action to
minimize vegetation clearing within Part 77
surfaces at MTN.
See Appendix E
(Attachment 6), for the FAA-approved
Marking & Lighting Plan and Section 3.2.1.4
for a summary of the M&L Plan.
Implementation of the M&L Plan reduces the
total vegetation removal required from
approximately 111 acres to 68 acres. This
minimizes impacts to nontidal forested
wetlands as well as forest resources within
the CBCA. See Section 5.4 for impact
calculations within the CBCA.

5.2.4.2

Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative

The Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative would
have the same impact on biological
resources as those described under the
Minimum Action Alternative (See Table
5.2.1, and Figures 5.2-1 through 5.2-4), with
the exception of additional EFH impacts
resulting from the Strawberry Point Pier
Modification Project (7,168 sq. ft./0.16 ac.
temporary and 51 sq. ft./0.001 ac.
permanent), as illustrated in Figure 5.2-5.
This project is located within Frog Mortar
Creek south of the Strawberry Point
Complex, as shown on Figure 5.2-2. Current
SAV mapping (2014-2018) indicates that the
project LOD is outside of SAV area, however
2018 SAV mapping is located directly west of
the pier. Updated SAV mapping would need
to be reviewed prior to design and
construction of this project to determine if

Environmental Consequences

SAV impacts could be avoided if SAV are
found to conflict with this specific project.

5.2.4.3

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts
would occur to either forest stands, individual
tree obstructions, FIDS habitat, FCE area, or
vernal pools. New facilities would not be
constructed and obstructions to navigable
airspace would remain as potential hazards
to aviation. Additionally, elements of the
WHMP would not be implemented, including
installation of an 11-foot-high perimeter
fence and the elimination of ponding water to
reduce wildlife attractants at the Airport.

5.2.5 Mitigation
All impacts to forest resources that lie outside
the CBCA would be a result of Part 77
obstruction removal. No mitigation under
Maryland’s FCA is required for removal of
forested areas or individual tree obstructions
that occur within FAR Part 77 primary,
approach, departure, and transitional
surfaces (COMAR 5-1602(b)(11).
While Part 77 obstruction removal impacts
do not require mitigation under the FCA, a
portion of the Part 77 obstructions are
located within the CBCA and some areas
contain non-tidal wetlands. See Section 5.4,
Coastal Resources for potential impacts to
the CBCA and associated mitigation required
by the Critical Area Commission (CAC), and
Section 5.14, Water Resources, for potential
impacts to wetlands and associated
mitigation required by MDE.
It should also be noted that the potential
impacts associated with clearing at Runway
15 end (on- and off-airport) represents a
worst-case scenario. MDOT MAA is
coordinating with applicable agencies,
including USDA Wildlife Services, to develop
5-10
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alternatives for additional avoidance and
minimization and/or mitigation in this area.
Prior to tree clearing, a new aerial survey
would be completed to determine the
existing tree heights. The current obstruction
analysis is based on a 2012 aerial survey.
The projected tree heights and elevations
were calculated by two methods: 1) applying
rapid growth rates to the estimated height
elevation or, 2) by using the maximum
potential tree height elevation of the tallest
species within a forest stand.
The
obstruction/ penetration was confirmed if the
height from either of the two methods
exceeded the Part 77 elevation. An updated
aerial survey would verify the current
identified obstructions to the Part 77
surfaces. The updated survey data would be
used to determine where selective tree
clearing could be implemented to minimize
impacts to forest resources, CBCA, and
wetlands.
MDOT MAA calculated forest mitigation
requirements by completing MDNR Forest
Conservation Worksheets for individual
projects. As the Forest Conservation Act
applies to any project over 40,000 square
feet (regardless of whether forest resources
are present), mitigation requirements were
calculated for all projects over 40,000 square
feet and are presented in Table 5.2.2, for the
Minimum Action and Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative. See Appendix E, Attachment 7
for the Forest Conservation mitigation
worksheets for each project. It should be
noted that forest mitigation is required by
MDNR per the FCA, and mitigation is not
necessarily an effort to mitigate for a
significant impact. Forest mitigation per the

Environmental Consequences

FCA is only required for projects located
outside of the CBCA, or where at least 50
percent of the project LOD is located outside
of the CBCA. Projects located within the
CBCA, or where at least 50 percent of the
project LOD is located within the CBCA, are
regulated by the CAC.
MAA proposes to meet the mitigation
requirements for individual projects through
use of any mitigation credits available from
the Reforestation Master Plan at the time of
the
individual
project
design
and
construction. Usage of credits from the
Reforestation Master Plan has previously
been approved by MDNR on other recent
MDOT
MAA
projects;
however,
compensatory mitigation, through land
acquisition, or purchase of mitigation bank
credits may also be used, as needed.
MDOT MAA will obtain approval from
Baltimore County for mitigation efforts meant
to offset impacts to County land/easements
caused by the Proposed Action.
MDOT
MAA
must
also
provide
compensatory mitigation for any unavoidable
permanent impacts to tidal wetlands,
nontidal wetlands and vernal pool habitats.
Mitigation requirements are determined on a
case-by-case basis by MDE and USACE and
therefore cannot be accurately presented at
this time as project designs are not complete;
however, the typical mitigation ratio
(presented as acres of mitigation per acre of
impact) is 1:1 for tidal wetlands, 1:1 for
emergent wetlands, 2:1 for forested and
scrub-shrub wetlands and 3:1 for vernal
pools.
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Table 5.2.2
Forest Mitigation Requirements
Project

LOD
(acres)

Forest
Clearing

Reforestation/ Afforestation
Requirements (acres)

Minimum Action Alternative and Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative Projects
Relocate Taxiway A (including New RW 15
Blast Pad and Relocated RW 15 Lighting)

10.2

0

1.53

Extend Taxiway F

9.3

0

N/A1

Taxiway C

14.4

0

2.16

Relocate Taxiway E (including New RW 33
Blast Pad)

14.6

0

N/A 1

Install MALS

2.5

0

N/A 1

Relocate Glideslope

11.8

0

N/A 1

Rehabilitate/Reconstruct Taxiway T

9.2

0

1.38

Relocate Taxiway J

6.7

0

1.00

Lower Taxiway T (and Reconstruct MANG
Apron)

35.5

0

5.33

Geometry Modifications

2.7

0

0.41

Taxiway D Demolition (and Relocate
AWOS)

3.7

0

N/A 1

Taxiway S Demolition

1.8

0

N/A 1

Part 77 Obstruction Removal

N/A

64.0

N/A1,2

Replace Existing Perimeter Fence

N/A

0.67

N/A1

Obstruction Light Poles

N/A

0.14

N/A1

AWOS Critical Area Clearing

N/A

3.59

N/A1

Midfield GA Development

38.0

0

5.70

Relocate/Reconstruct T Hangars/New
Corporate Hangars

14.0

0

N/A 1

Reconfigure Existing Midfield Access Road

1.3

0

N/A 1

New Corporate Aircraft Storage

2.3

0

N/A 1

Replace ATCT

3.2

0

0.48

Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative Projects

Note:
1 Mitigation will be required for projects within the Critical Area per the Memorandum of Understanding with the
Critical Area Commission. See Table 5.4.3 for impacts to the Critical Area, and Table 5.4.4 for Critical Area
mitigation requirements.
2
Per the FCA (outside the CBCA), mitigation is not required for Part 77 obstruction removal.
Source: Forest Conservation mitigation worksheets (Appendix E, Attachment 7), and HNTB analysis, 2021.
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MDOT MAA expects to follow the criteria set
forth in the 2008 CWA Section 404
Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of
Aquatic Resources (Final Rule) to provide
compensatory mitigation for unavoidable
impacts to wetlands. Purchase of credits
from an approved Mitigation Bank would be
the first option pursued, followed by
Permittee Responsible mitigation. As no InLieu-Fee program currently exists in
Maryland this form of fulfilling mitigation is
not an option. If no credits are available from
an approved Mitigation Bank and a Permittee
Responsible site cannot be identified, MDOT
MAA will issue a Request for Proposals for a
third-party to design, develop, and receive
USACE/MDE acceptance for the appropriate
wetland mitigation credits to compensate for
unavoidable impacts associated with the
Proposed Action. Components of the
Proposed Action that impact jurisdictional
wetlands would not be constructed until such
time that permits are issued from
USACE/MDE.
Further coordination with NOAA Fisheries
would be conducted regarding any impacts
to areas designated as EFH and HAPC/SAV
within Frog Mortar Creek during design. This
coordination will result in conservation
recommendations being provided by NOAA
Fisheries to ensure the projects do not
adversely impact these resources. These
recommendations would likely include
appropriate Best Management Practices
(BMPs) to be implemented and time of year
restrictions (TOYRs) both for SAV and
anadromous fish species.
The NOAA Fisheries/Federal Highway
Administration Best Management Practices
Manual for Transportation Agencies in the
Greater Atlantic Region 7 contains numerous
BMPs that would be followed for activities

Environmental Consequences

that could impact EFH/SAV resources. Some
practices that would be adhered to include:
•

Time of year restrictions will be
incorporated from February 15th
through June 15th (inclusive) to avoid
impacts to anadromous fish for pile
driving activities associated with
impact hammer operations or driving
of large steel piles.

•

Time of year restrictions will be
imposed from April 15th through
October 15th inclusive within 50’ of
areas of areas colonized by SAVs
within the past 5 years to avoid
impacts to SAV beds.Time of year
restrictions will be utilized in lieu of
BMPs such as turbidity curtains and
contained air bubble curtains.
According to correspondence with
NOAA Fisheries on August 14, 2020,
use of dewatered coffer dams could
cause additional injury/disturbance to
fish, and increased impacts to SAV
could be caused by the use of
turbidity curtains. Utilization of time of
year restrictions is recommended by
NOAA Fisheries in lieu of other
structural BMPs; MDOT MAA will
utilize time-of-year restrictions as
recommended.

•

Design of the Localizer Pier and
bollards will incorporate the following
elements to the maximum extent
practicable: increasing pile spacing;
increasing pier height above the
water surface; decreasing pier
decking width; and use of light
transmitting decking.

Additional BMPs could be added upon
further consultation with NOAA Fisheries and
MDNR to ensure that the proposed projects
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would not result in significant impacts to
EFH/SAV resources. NOAA Fisheries would
be reconsulted during development of plans
for the Localizer Pier and the Strawberry
Point Pier to ensure impacts are minimized
to the maximum extent practicable and
appropriate
mitigation
is
provided.
Coordination with NOAA Fisheries and MDE
Tidal Wetlands Division would occur to
ensure appropriate mitigation is provided for
direct and indirect impacts to tidal
wetlands/open waters.
Options to offset direct and indirect impacts
to tidal waters and EFH/SAV associated with
various
proposed
activities,
include
development of an on-site mitigation plan
that
could
include
stormwater
retention/treatment
structures
and/or
shoreline improvements to the extent
practicable. Further coordination with NOAA
Fisheries and MDE’s Tidal Wetland Division
will occur during the design stage to
determine appropriate mitigation for impacts
to tidal waters.
By implementing the avoidance and
minimization effort associated with the M&L
Plan,
coupled
with
mitigation
and
conservation efforts for forest, wetlands
(including vernal pools), and EFH/SAV
impacts, the resulting environmental effects
to biological resources will remain below the
thresholds of significance.
Additionally, MDOT MAA will update the 2017
FAA Approved WHMP to reflect inclusion of
the additional forest areas beyond the AOA
proposed to be managed as thinned stands
not currently included in the WHMP.

Environmental Consequences

5.2.6 Permitting
Forest
In order for MDE to issue grading permits,
Forest Conservation Plans (FCPs) for all
projects with over 40,000 square feet of
disturbance would need to be submitted for
approval. FCPs will be submitted for the
applicable projects as the designs progress
into the final stages, and when proposed
clearing acreages can be confirmed.
Proposed mitigation is included with the FCP
and approved by MDNR Forest Service.
MDNR Forest Service approved the use of
areas designated for protection in perpetuity
for previous projects. Alternate mitigation
opportunities will be explored if MDNR
Forest Service does not accept the proposed
mitigation.
Essential Fish Habitat and Submerged
Aquatic Vegetation
As discussed in Chapter 4 Section 4.3.4,
coordination with NOAA Fisheries would be
required for pier work in Frog Mortar Creek
because designated EFH is located within
the Direct Study Area. A variety of direct and
indirect impacts could affect the habitat, prey
species and/or managed fish species within
the creek; however, there is specific concern
for the loss of SAV bed area as it is also
designated as HAPC for summer flounder.
Current (2018) SAV mapping was obtained
from the Virginia Institute of Marine Science
(VIMS), which monitors and maps the extent
of SAV beds in the region on an annual
basis. VIMS data indicates that two SAV
beds are within or near project areas
associated with the Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative: localizer pier and Strawberry
Point pier projects. Due to the sensitivity of
these resources, visual observations would
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be needed to confirm their presence, but no
sampling would be conducted.
See Section 4.3.4 for a list of fish and SAV
species that could be found in the vicinity of
the projects.
NOAA Fisheries HCD has requested that the
five years of most recent SAV be reviewed to
complete MDNR permit applications required
under Natural Resources Article 4-123 as
well as coordination at the federal level with
NOAA Fisheries. Early coordination with
NOAA Fisheries has occurred and would
continue as projects that may affect
resources under their purview move forward.
Avoidance and Minimization efforts for EFH
and HAPC/SAV would necessarily be
incorporated into designs for the proposed
improvements.
State and Federal coordination efforts
regarding impacts to SAV will be required to
receive authorization under Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act (CWA) and the Code of
Maryland Regulations for Tidal Wetlands
Permitting and Licenses (COMAR 26.24.02).
Additionally,
proposed
work
and
conservation/mitigation efforts must be
reviewed and approved by MDE and the
Maryland Board of Public Works as well as
the USACE to obtain authorizations for
impacting Frog Mortar Creek and any SAV
beds present.

5.3 Climate
To assist in evaluating climate-related
impacts, a GHG inventory was prepared for
the proposed improvements at MTN.

5.3.1 Laws and Regulations
On August 1, 2016, the CEQ issued Final
Guidance under NEPA describing how and
when Federal agencies should address the
Environmental Consequences

subject of GHG emissions and climate
change in documents prepared pursuant to
NEPA. On March 28, 2017, the CEQ
withdrew this guidance for further review and
subsequently proposed guidance on June
26, 2019. However, a comparison with the
2016 Final Guidance is utilized here as it is
the most recent Final Guidance issued by
CEQ. As noted in the 2016 CEQ guidance
document, “climate change is a particularly
complex challenge given its global nature
and the inherent interrelationships among its
sources, causation, mechanisms of action,
and impacts; however, analyzing a proposed
action’s GHG emissions and the effects of
climate change relevant to a proposed
action—particularly how climate change may
change an action’s environmental effects—
can provide useful information to decision
makers and the public.” CEQ recommended
that agencies consider: “(1) the potential
effects of a proposed action on climate
change as indicated by assessing GHG
emissions and, (2) the effects of climate
change on a proposed action and its
environmental impacts.”

5.3.2 Methodology
GHG
emissions
from
project-related
construction activities and aircraft operations
were estimated for the years of construction
(2020 through 2021) and future aircraft
operations years 2021 and 2026.
The GHGs inventoried were carbon dioxide
(CO2), methane (CH4), and nitrous oxide
(N2O). As is customary for GHG emissions
inventories, the results are reported in units
of metric tons (MT) of CO2 equivalents
(CO2e), by source, on an annual basis. The
GHG emission results were converted to
CO2e values using the appropriate Global
Warming Potential (GWP) values of 1 for
CO2, 25 for CH4, and 298 for nitrous oxide
5-15
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(N2O), based on a 100-year period. GWP
values are relative measures of how much
heat a GHG traps in the atmosphere when
compared to carbon dioxide (e.g., CH4 is 25
times as potent a GHG than CO2). For this
purpose, estimates of CH4 and N2O
emissions were multiplied by their respective
GWP values (25 for CH4 and 298 for N2O) to
determine the CO2e.
A more detailed discussion of the
methodology and assumptions used to
prepare the GHG inventories is provided in
Appendix D of this EA.

5.3.3 Thresholds of Significance
The FAA has not established a significance
threshold for climate.

5.3.4 Impact Analysis
Potential impacts to climate related to airport
operations and construction emissions of
GHGs were identified and evaluated.
Additionally, potential impacts of climate
change on the proposed improvements are
discussed.

5.3.4.1

Minimum Action Alternative

Table 5.3.1 presents the estimated annual
CO2e airport operation emissions for future
years 2021 and 2026 for the No Action and
Minimum Action Alternative, as well as the
difference in emissions between these
alternatives (project operation emissions).
The proposed improvements under the
Minimum Action Alternative would decrease
taxi times and distances, and therefore CO2e
emissions would decrease as compared to
the No Action Alternative.

Environmental Consequences

Table 5.3.1
Minimum Action Alternative
Airport Operation CO2e Emissions
(MT per year)
Year
2021

2026

Alternative

CO2e

No Action

4,357

Minimum Action

4,217

Difference (Project
Operation Emissions)

-140

No Action

4,714

Minimum Action

4,569

Difference (Project
Operation Emissions)

-145

Note: MT = metric ton; CO2e = carbon dioxide
equivalent
Source : KB Environmental Sciences, Inc., 2017.

Table 5.3.2 presents the construction CO2e
emissions for the Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative construction years (2020-2021).
The Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative includes
all projects associated with the Minimum
Action Alternative, with the addition of
GA/Landside facility projects.
Table 5.3.3 presents the combined CO2e
project emissions for construction and
operations in years 2020, 2021 and 2026.
Total project emissions of CO2e would
increase due to construction activities during
the years 2020-2021. However, over the
long term, CO2e emissions are shown to
decrease due to decreases in taxi times and
distances with the proposed improvements.
Because the Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative
includes additional projects, the construction
emissions for the Minimum Action Alternative
would be less than (or no greater than) the
levels presented in Table 5.3.2.
The Minimum Action Alternative would not
have a significant impact on climate and no
mitigation would be required.
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Table 5.3.2
Construction CO2e Emissions
(MT per year)

a

Year

CO2e

5.3.4.3

2020

4,181

2021

565

The Chesapeake Bay and its shorelines
experience the direct effects of climate
change, most notably from rising sea levels
and warming water temperatures. Low-lying
areas along the Bay and its tributaries are
especially prone to increased flooding,
shoreline erosion, and changes in wildlife
abundance and
migration
patterns.8
Resilient design techniques should be
utilized for proposed development within
known floodplains or adjacent areas,
particularly at the Strawberry Point Complex
and proposed piers in Frog Mortar Creek.
Rather than relying on past climatic data,
structures should be designed to withstand
flooding and extreme weather events based
on potential future conditions. While MDOT
MAA does not have specific climate change
design standards, potential climate related
impacts are considered in the overall facility
planning and in project design. In addition,
MDOT MAA completed a sea level rise study
at MTN which informed the developable
limits reflected on the ALP.

Note: MT = metric ton; CO 2e = carbon dioxide
equivalent
Source : KB Environmental Sciences, Inc., March
2017.

Table 5.3.3
Total Project CO2e Emissions
(MT per year)
Year

CO2e

2020

4,181

2021

425

2026

-145

Note: MT = metric ton; CO 2e = carbon dioxide
equivalent
Source : KB Environmental Sciences, Inc., March
2017.

5.3.4.2

Preferred Alternative will not have
significant impact on climate.

Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative

The CO2e aircraft operational emissions
analysis for the Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative is identical to that described for
the Minimum Action Alternative, as
presented in Table 5.3.1.
Table 5.3.2 presents the construction CO2e
emissions for the Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative construction years (2020-2021).
Emissions of CO2e would increase due to
construction activities during the years 20202021. However, over the long term, CO2e
emissions are shown to decrease due to
decreases in taxi times and distances with
the proposed improvements, as shown in
Table 5.3.3 for year 2026.

5.3.4.4

Climate Change Impacts

No Action Alternative

As indicated in Table 5.3.1, there is only a
minor difference in aircraft emissions
between the No Action and Minimum
Action/Sponsor’s Preferred Alternatives for
either future year.
The proposed improvements would not be
constructed under the No Action Alternative
and therefore no construction related CO2e
emissions would occur.

After implementation,
the Sponsor’s
Preferred Alternative will reduce CO2e
emissions and accordingly the Sponsor’s

Environmental Consequences
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5.4 Coastal Resources
The Study Area is within Maryland’s coastal
zone. As such, MDOT MAA is required to
comply with the regulations set forth and
administered by MDE and MDNR.
Additionally, as described in Chapter 4,
Section 4.5.2, a large portion of MTN is within
the CBCA, including designated Habitat
Protection Areas – Critical Area Buffer and
nontidal wetlands.

5.4.1 Laws and Regulations
As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.5,
Coastal Resources, NOAA approved the
Maryland CZMP in 1978. Any federal
activities that have the potential to affect any
land or water use, or natural resources in
Maryland’s designated coastal zone must be
conducted according to the enforceable
policies of the CZMP. Maryland’s CZMP is
administered by MDE.
Also discussed in the section is the
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Protection Act
(Critical Area Act) of 1984. The Act created
the Critical Area Commission (CAC) to
regulate activities within the CBCA (COMAR
27.01-27.03). State agencies proposing
development or redevelopment within the
CBCA on State-owned lands must
coordinate directly with the Commission for
approval.

5.4.2 Methodology
A federal Coastal Zone Consistency
Determination was prepared by MDE to
determine whether the Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative is consistent with Maryland’s
CZMP. The MDE issued their consistency
determination on April 16, 2021, stating that
the proposed improvements are consistent
with the enforceable coastal policies of the
Environmental Consequences

Maryland CZMP while noting that the
determination does not obviate the
responsibility to obtain other State or local
approvals that may be necessary. See
Appendix M, Attachment 2 for the Coastal
Zone Consistency Determination.
An MOU between the CAC and MDOT MAA
was established on December 1, 2003 and
was updated on March 14, 2019. The
purpose of the MOU is to define the process
by which all MDOT modal agencies conduct
and gain approval for development in the
Critical Area. Within the MOU are “Exhibits”
pertaining to each MDOT agency which
outline conditions for general CAC approval
of that agency’s project types. The MOU
Exhibit A2, Conditions for General Approval
of Maryland Aviation Administration Projects,
was updated and approved on April 7, 2021.
Exhibit A2 divides development activities into
categories and outlines the conditions for
general approval of MDOT MAA activity
types. See Appendix J, Attachment 4 for
Exhibit A2 of the MOU.
On October 6, 2021, the CAC approved an
amendment to the 2019 MOU to indicate
reporting requirements for all MDOT modal
agencies if and when hazardous materials or
contamination is discovered within the
Critical Area. This amendment is awaiting
final approval and signatures from MDOT but
does not modify the approved MOU Exhibits.
If a project is not eligible for general approval
under the MOU, MDOT MAA would
coordinate directly with the CAC to obtain
approval for any adverse impacts to the
Critical Area and Critical Area Buffer.

5.4.3 Thresholds of Significance
There is no established threshold of
significance for the Maryland Coastal Zone.
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However, FAA Order 1050.1F provides
factors to consider in determining whether
the threshold of significance for coastal
resource impacts would be exceeded,
including:
•

Inconsistency with state coastal zone
management plan;

•

Impacts a coastal barrier resource
system unit or coral reef ecosystem;

•

Causes risk to human safety or
property; or

•

Causes adverse impacts to the
coastal environment that cannot be
satisfactorily mitigated.

There is no specific threshold of significance
for impacts to the Critical Area. However,
MDOT MAA expects to coordinate with
Commission staff in order to determine which
projects will be eligible for approval under the
MOU and which projects would need full
Commission review and approval.
This
coordination with the CAC and MDE will help
determine the significance of project impacts
and how they would be mitigated.

5.4.4 Impact Analysis
As part of the submission of the draft EA for
review, MDOT MAA submitted a request to
the MDE Federal Consistency Coordinator
seeking a Coastal Zone Consistency
Determination
for
the
proposed
improvements, pursuant to Section 307 of
the CZMA. MDE issued their consistency
determination on April 16, 2021, stating that
the proposed improvements are consistent
with the enforceable coastal policies of the
Maryland CZMP while noting that the
determination does not obviate the
responsibility to obtain other State or local
approvals that may be necessary. See

Environmental Consequences

Appendix M, Attachment 2 for the Coastal
Zone Consistency Determination.
MDOT MAA has also coordinated with the
CAC to discuss impacts and avoidance and
minimization efforts within the CBCA. Final
approval from the Commission for impacts
and mitigation efforts will be required prior to
construction or clearing within the CBCA.

5.4.4.1

Minimum Action Alternative

The Minimum Action Alternative proposed
improvements are within the Maryland
Coastal Zone and the CBCA.
Table 5.4.1 summarizes the impacts to the
Critical Area by land classification and
Habitat Protection Areas: Critical Area Buffer
and nontidal wetlands, associated with the
LOD of the Minimum Action Alternative
projects. The following projects would impact
the CBCA and/or the CBCA Buffer: Part 77
Obstruction Removal, AWOS Clearing,
Replacement of Existing Perimeter Fence,
WHMP Forest Thinning, and a portion of the
Obstruction Lighting. Figure 5.4-1 illustrates
the impacts to the Critical Area and Habitat
Protection Areas.
The Minimum Action Alternative results in
5.49 acres of forest clearing within the
Critical Area: 1.1 acres of Part 77 Obstruction
Removal off the Runway 33 end, 0.1 acres
for Obstruction Lighting, 3.6 acres of AWOS
Clearing, and 0.7 acres for Replacement of
the Existing Perimeter Fence. The Perimeter
Fence
Replacement
is
an
in-kind
replacement 9 of the existing perimeter fence
as part of WHMP implementation to ensure
that potentially hazardous wildlife are
excluded from the airport. A 10’ clear zone is
also needed on each side of the fence for
maintenance and access.
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Table 5.4.1
Minimum Action Alternative Impacts to the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area
Project

LOD
(acres)

Critical Area

Habitat Protection Area

IDA
(acres)

LDA

Critical
Area Buffer
(acres)

Nontidal
Wetlands
(acres)

Part 77 Obstruction Removal2

N/A

1.09

17 trees

1.09

0.28

Obstruction Lighting3

N/A

0.23

--

0.11

0.03

AWOS Clearing2

3.59

3.59

--

0.01

0.85

Replace Existing Perimeter Fence2

N/A

0.67

0

0.54

--

WHMP Forest Thinning

38.8

38.80

0

20.10

6.62

9.43

0.04

--

--

--

2.22

0.73

--

0.51

0.09

Geometry Modifications

2.73

1.61

--

--

--

Install MALS

2.46

2.28

--

0.69

0.14

Rehabilitation of Taxiway T

9.01

6.30

--

--

--

Relocation of Runway 33 End

17.49

17.08

--

0.01

--

Taxiway D Demolition (with Relocated
AWOS)

3.74

3.16

--

--

--

Relocated Glide Slope

11.77

11.65

--

--

--

Taxiway S Demolition

1.80

0.16

--

--

--

TOTAL TREE CLEARING IMPACTS1

--

5.49
(and 8 trees)

17 trees

1.73

1.13

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT IMPACTS1

--

36.12

--

1.24

0.23

38.8

38.80

20.10

6.62

--

80.41
(and 8 trees)

23.07

7.98

Extend Taxiway F (including demo of
existing)
Relocate Localizer (including demo of
existing)

TOTAL FOREST THINNING
IMPACTS4
Total Impacts1

17 trees

Notes:1Total considers overlapping project LODs and therefore is equal to or less than the sum of the projects.
2 Tree Clearing Projects
3 There are eight obstruction lights within the Critical Area (of which five include tree clearing outside of AWOS
clearing), four within the Critical Area Buffer (of which three include tree clearing), and one within nontidal
wetlands (within AWOS clearing). The impact areas are based on an assumption that each obstruction light
pole foundation will require clearing a 20-foot radius around the light pole.
4 WHMP Forest Thinning will not clear canopy or understory trees.
Source: HNTB analysis, 2019.

WHMP Forest Thinning would also occur on
38.8 acres within the CBCA (20.1 acres
within the CBCA Buffer). Although the
thinning would not include clearing of canopy

Environmental Consequences

or understory trees, mitigation at a rate of
0.5:1 would be required for the effort.
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Critical Area Impacts
Sources: Baltimore County GIS,
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Cumulatively, there are project impacts to
approximately 80.41 acres of the Critical
Area (IDA), 8 trees (IDA), 17 trees (LDA),
23.07 acres of Critical Area Buffer, and 7.98
acres of nontidal wetland impacts within the
Critical Area.
With the implementation of CAC approved
mitigation for Critical Area and Critical Area
Buffer impacts, proposed impacts associated
with the Minimum Action Alternative would
not be considered a significant impact.
Impacts to the Coastal Zone will not exceed
the thresholds of significance due to the
avoidance
and
minimization
efforts
implemented, coupled with the commitment
from MDOT MAA to mitigate impacts that are
unavoidable. Details regarding avoidance,
minimization, and mitigation efforts for
Coastal Zone impacts associated with the
Minimum Action Alternative can be found in
Section 5.4.5.

5.4.4.2

Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative

The
Sponsor’s
Preferred
Alternative
improvements are within the Maryland Coastal
Zone and the CBCA.
Table 5.4.2 summarizes the impacts to the
Critical Area by land classification and
Habitat Protection Areas: Critical Area Buffer
and nontidal wetlands, associated with the
Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative projects.
The impacts include those identified under
the Minimum Action Alternative, in addition to
potential
impacts
from
General
Aviation/Landside Facility projects. The
following projects would impact the CBCA
and/or the CBCA Buffer: Part 77 Obstruction
Removal, AWOS Clearing, Replacement of
Existing Perimeter Fence, Obstruction
Lighting, and WHMP Forest Thinning..
Figure 5.4-2 illustrates the potential impacts
to the Critical Area and Habitat Protection
Areas.

Table 5.4.2
Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative Impacts to the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area
Critical Area
Project

LOD
(acres)

Habitat Protection Area

IDA
(acres)

LDA

Critical
Area Buffer
(acres)

Nontidal
Wetlands
(acres)

Part 77 Obstruction Removal2

N/A

1.09

17 trees

1.09

0.28

Obstruction Lighting

N/A

0.23

--

0.11

0.03

AWOS Clearing2

3.59

3.59

--

0.01

0.85

Replacement of Perimeter Fence2

N/A

0.67

--

0.54

--

WHMP Forest Stand Thinning

38.8

38.8

0

20.1

6.62

9.43

0.04

--

--

--

2.22

0.73

--

0.51

0.09

Geometry Modifications

2.73

1.61

--

--

--

Install MALS

2.46

2.28

--

0.69

0.14

Extend Taxiway F (including demo of
existing)
Relocate Localizer (including demo of
existing)

Environmental Consequences
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Table 5.4.2
Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative Impacts to the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area
Critical Area
Project

LOD
(acres)

IDA
(acres)

Habitat Protection Area

LDA

Critical
Area Buffer
(acres)

Nontidal
Wetlands
(acres)

Rehabilitation of Taxiway T

9.01

6.30

--

--

--

Relocation of Runway 33 End

17.49

17.08

--

0.01

--

Taxiway D Demolition (with Relocated
AWOS)

3.74

3.16

--

--

--

Relocated Glide Slope

11.77

11.65

--

--

--

Taxiway S Demolition

1.80

0.16

--

--

--

Additional Parking (near Main
Terminal)

0.86

0.86

--

--

--

ATCT (ALP – Preferred Alternative)

3.18

1.30

--

--

--

Midfield GA Development

38.2

7.88

--

--

--

Modify Strawberry Point Pier

0.10

0.01

--

0.01

--

2.31

2.31

--

0.19

--

1.26

1.26

--

--

--

14.01

12.49

--

--

New Corporate Aircraft Storage (at
Strawberry Point Complex)
Reconfigure Existing Midfield Access
Road
Reconfigure T-Hangars/New
Corporate Hangars

0.02

TOTAL TREE CLEARING IMPACTS1

5.49
(and 8 trees)

17 trees

1.73

1.13

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT IMPACTS1

60.97

--

1.43

0.25

38.80

--

20.10

6.62

105.26
(and 8 trees)

17 trees

23.26

8.00

TOTAL FOREST THINNING
IMPACTS4

38.8

Total1

Notes: 1 Total considers overlapping project LODs and therefore is equal to or less than the sum of the projects.
2Tree Clearing Projects
3 There are eight obstruction lights within the Critical Area (of which five include tree clearing outside of AWOS
clearing), four within the Critical Area Buffer (of which three include tree clearing), and one within nontidal wetlands
(within AWOS clearing). The impact areas are based on an assumption that each obstruction light pole foundation will
require clearing a 20-foot radius around the light pole.
4 WHMP Forest Thinning will not clear canopy or understory trees.
Sources: HNTB analysis, 2021.

The General Aviation/Landside Facility
projects introduce additional impact to the
Critical Area (IDA). The projects with the
largest impact to the Critical Area include the
Environmental Consequences

Midfield GA Development (7.9 acres) and the
Reconfiguration of the Corporate T-Hangars
(12.5 acres) adjacent to Wilson Point Road.
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Like the Minimum Action Alternative, the
Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative results in
5.49 acres of forest clearing within the CBCA
and/or the CBCA Buffer: 1.1 acres of Part 77
Obstruction Removal off the Runway 33 end,
0.1 acres for Obstruction Lighting, 3.6 acres
of AWOS Clearing, and 0.7 acres for
Replacement of the Existing Perimeter
Fence. The Perimeter Fence Replacement is
an in-kind replacement 10 of the existing
perimeter fence as part of WHMP
implementation to ensure that potentially
hazardous wildlife are excluded from the
airport. A 10’ clear zone is also needed on
each side of the fence for maintenance and
access.
WHMP Forest Thinning would also occur on
38.8 acres within the CBCA (20.1 acres
within the CBCA Buffer). Although the
thinning would not include clearing of canopy
or understory trees, mitigation at a rate of
0.5:1 would be required for the effort.
Cumulatively, there are impacts to
approximately 105.26 acres of the Critical
Area (IDA), 8 trees (IDA), 17 trees (LDA),
23.26 acres of Critical Area Buffer, and 8.00
acres of nontidal wetland impacts within the
Critical Area in the Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative. Table 5.4.3 compares the
impacts to the Critical Area between the
Minimum Action and Sponsor’s Preferred
Action Alternatives.
With the implementation of CAC approved
mitigation for Critical Area and Critical Area
Buffer impacts, proposed impacts associated
with the Sponsor’s Preferred Action
Alternative would not be considered a
significant impact.

Environmental Consequences

Impacts to the Coastal Zone will not exceed
the thresholds of significance due to the
avoidance
and
minimization
efforts
implemented, coupled with the commitment
from MDOT MAA to mitigate impacts that are
unavoidable. Details regarding avoidance,
minimization, and mitigation efforts for
Coastal Zone impacts associated with the
Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative can be found
in Section 5.4.5.

5.4.4.3

No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would result in no
development of the proposed projects or
removal of vegetation obstructions. There
would be no impact to the MTN environment
and therefore it would be consistent with
Maryland’s CZMP and the CBCA would not
be impacted.

5.4.5 Mitigation
MDOT MAA is coordinating directly with the
CAC to determine mitigation requirements
for potential adverse impacts to the Critical
Area and Critical Area Buffer. MDOT MAA
met with the CAC on December 12, 2018 to
discuss the projects and associated
mitigation requirements (see Appendix L,
Attachment 4 for CAC meeting minutes).
CAC stated at the time that 1:1 mitigation
would be allowed for CBCA impacts related
to Public Safety (obstruction removal);
however, since that meeting occurred, there
have been updates to the MOU Exhibit A2,
Conditions for General Approval of Maryland
Aviation Administration Projects (see
Appendix J, Attachment 4). The updated
Exhibit A2, approved on April 7, 2021,
requires a 1.5:1 mitigation ratio for all safety
related clearcutting within the Critical Area
and Critical Area Buffer.
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Table 5.4.3
Impacts to the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Comparison
Critical Area
Alternative

Minimum
Action
Alternative

Impact Type

IDA
(acres)

LDA

Critical Area
Buffer
(acres)

Nontidal
Wetlands
(acres)

Tree Clearing
Impacts1
Forest Thinning
Impacts
Development
Impacts1

5.49 (and 8
trees)

17 trees

1.73

1.13

38.80

--

20.10

6.62

36.12

--

1.24

0.23

17 trees

23.07

7.98

17 trees

1.73

1.13

38.80

--

20.10

6.62

60.97

--

1.43

0.25

105.26 (and 8
trees)

17 trees

23.26

8.00

Total1

Sponsor’s
Preferred
Alternative

Habitat Protection Area

Tree Clearing
Impacts1
Forest Thinning
Impacts
Development
Impacts1
Total1

80.41 (and 8
trees)
5.49 (and 8
trees)

Notes: 1 Total considers overlapping project LODs and therefore is equal to or less than the sum of the projects.
Source: HNTB analysis, 2021.

Additional areas of forest thinning, which are
related to WHMP implementation, would also
require compensatory mitigation. Per recent
correspondence with the CAC (August
2021), the CAC will require 0.5:1 mitigation
for any area of thinned stand forest
management in the CBCA or CBCA Buffer
because this technique would alter the forest
structure (See Appendix J, Attachment 5).
Table 5.4.4 summarizes the CBCA
mitigation requirements for each Alternative.
MDOT MAA is committed to meeting CAC
mitigation requirements and is currently
performing searches for potential mitigation
sites both on and off MDOT MAA property in
addition to using mitigation banks. CAC
advised that specific mitigation plans are not
required until the project is presented to the
CAC for approval.
Environmental Consequences

Additionally, the CAC approved an
amendment to the MOU on October 6, 2021
to indicate reporting requirements for all
MDOT modal agencies if and when
hazardous materials or contamination is
discovered within the CBCA.
This
amendment is awaiting final approval and
signatures from MDOT. The reporting
requirements would apply to polyfluoroalkyl
substances (PFAS) encountered within the
CBCA during project construction at MTN
once approved.
A large portion of the impacts to the Critical
Area is due to the Part 77 obstruction
removal. The removal of forested areas
would be minimized through selective tree
clearing and lighting of obstructions. See
Section 5.2, Biological Resources, for details
on potential mitigation for tree clearing.
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Table 5.4.4
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Mitigation Requirements
Alternative

Impact Type

Minimum
Action
Alternative

Tree Clearing
Impacts
Tree Thinning
Impacts

Sponsor’s
Preferred
Alternative

Tree Clearing
Impacts
Tree Thinning
Impacts

Critical Area
Impacts
(Acres)

Mitigation
Ratio

Mitigation
Required
(Acres)

5.5

1.5:1

8.3

38.8

0.5:1

19.4

44.3

N/A

27.7

5.5

1.5:1

8.3

38.8

0.5:1

19.4

44.3

N/A

27.7

Total

Total

Source: HNTB analysis, 2021.

The M&L Plan was developed to minimize
vegetation clearing within Part 77 surfaces.
See Appendix E (Attachment 6), for the FAAapproved M&L Plan and Section 3.2.1.4 for
a summary of the M&L Plan. Implementation
of the M&L Plan reduces the total required
Part 77 vegetation removal within the CBCA
from approximately 47 acres to five acres. 11
Typically, CAC approval takes at least 8-12
weeks once a complete package has been
submitted to CAC staff. CAC staff will review
the package and recommend the project be
included on the agenda for the next
scheduled Commission meeting to be
presented for Commission approval.
With the implementation of CAC approved
mitigation for Critical Area and Critical Area
Buffer impacts, it is expected that impacts
associated with the Minimum Action and
Sponsor’s Preferred Action Alternatives
would not be a significant impact to the
resource. It is also assumed that impacts
would not exceed the threshold of
significance to the Coastal Zone.
Environmental Consequences

5.5 Department of Transportation
Act: Section 4(f) Resources
Section 4(f) resources within and adjacent to
the Section 4(f) Study Area were identified in
Chapter 4, Section 4.6, Section 4(f)
Resources, and the potential for various
types of “use” was considered.

5.5.1 Laws and Regulations
As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.6,
Section 4(f) of the DOT Act of 1966 states
that the “…Secretary of Transportation will
not approve a project that requires the use of
any publicly-owned land from a public park,
recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl
refuge of national, state, or local significance
or land from a historic site of national, state,
or local significance as determined by the
officials having jurisdiction thereof, unless
there is no feasible and prudent alternative to
the use of such land and [unless] the project
includes all possible planning to minimize
harm resulting from the use.”
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5.5.2 Methodology
Direct and indirect impacts of the proposed
projects on Section 4(f) resources were
investigated. The potential constructive use,
visual impact and temporary occupancy
were considered for each of the 4(f)
resources identified in Chapter 4, Section
4.6, Section 4(f) Resources.

5.5.3 Thresholds of Significance
FAA Order 1050.1F provides the FAA’s
significance threshold for Section 4(f)
properties as the following: “A significant
impact would occur when: The action
involves more than a minimal physical use of
a Section 4(f) resource or constitutes a
“constructive use” based on an FAA
determination that the aviation project would
substantially impair the Section 4(f)
resource.” 12

5.5.4 Impact Analysis
Potential direct and indirect impacts to
Section 4(f) resources were identified and
evaluated.

5.5.4.1

Minimum Action Alternative

As described in Chapter 4, Section 4(f)
resources within or adjacent to the Visual APE
include two parks, Turkey Point Park and
Wilson Point Park, and four historic
resources: the Glenn L. Martin Airport; Glenn
L. Martin Company Plant No. 2; Planter’s
Paradise; and Stansbury Estates, Aero Acres,
and southern Victory Villa subdivisions.
Wilson Point Park is located just southwest of
MTN property and the Section 4(f) Study
Area, and Turkey Point Park is located
approximately one mile south of the Airport
across Middle River. There would be no
direct or indirect impacts to the parks resulting
from the Minimum Action Alternative, as
Environmental Consequences

shown on Figure 5.5-1. The future noise
analysis (2021 and 2026) indicates that the
parks are outside of the DNL 65+ dB noise
contours.
Additionally, the proposed
vegetation removal and other proposed
improvements of the Minimum Action
Alternative are not within the viewshed of
either park, as forest areas to remain would
shield any visual impacts.
Potential impacts from the Minimum Action
Alternative on the four historic sites within and
adjacent to the Visual APE are described in
Section 5.8.4.1.
No permanent adverse physical impacts
would occur to any Section 4(f) properties,
and no temporary or permanent interference
with Section 4(f) activities would occur. The
Minimum Action Alternative would not have a
significant impact on Section 4(f) resources.

5.5.4.2

Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative

The Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative would
result in similar potential impacts to Section
4(f) resources as described for the Minimum
Action Alternative.
Additionally, the
Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative includes the
relocation/reconstruction of T-hangars along
the western edge of the MTN border, less
than 1,000 feet from Wilson Point Park.
However Wilson Point Park is outside the
Section 4(f) Study Area and would be visually
shielded from the proposed T-hangars by
existing vegetation east of the park, as
shown on Figure 5.5-2.
Temporary construction noise may
audible at the park during construction.

be

Potential impacts to the four affected historic
resources (Planter’s Paradise [BA-263],
Glenn L. Martin Airport and Plant [BA-2081],
Glenn L. Martin Company Plant No. 2 [BA5-26
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2824], and Stansbury Estates [BA-3286])
were identified and evaluated as part of the
EA. The Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative
would be consistent with the visual setting of
the architectural resources or would have
negligible effects, and therefore would have
no adverse effect on the architectural
resources.
MHT concurred with FAA’s
determination
that
the
proposed
improvements would have no adverse effect
on architectural resources on August 4, 2020
(See Appendix G, Attachment 5). Potential
impacts from the Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative on the four historic sites within and
adjacent to the Visual APE are further
described in Section 5.8.4.2.
The Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative would
not have a significant impact on Section 4(f)
resources. Therefore, in accordance with
guidance specified in 23 CFR §§ 774.3 and
774.17 and the FAA Order 1050.1F Desk
Reference
on
de
minimis
impact
determinations, after considering any
measures to minimize harm and MHT’s
concurrence that the proposed projects will
not adversely affect historic resources, and
recognizing that the project would not
adversely affect the activities, features, or
attributes qualifying a park, recreation area,
or wildlife or waterfowl refuge for protection
under Section 4(f), the FAA has made a de
minimis impact determination.
Refer to Appendix G, Attachment 5, for
correspondence between FAA and MHT
regarding the de minimis determination.

5.5.4.3

No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would result in no
development of the proposed projects. The
No Action Alternative would have no physical
or visual impacts to Section 4(f) resources.

Environmental Consequences

5.5.5 Mitigation
The proposed improvements would not
result in a “use” of Section 4(f) resources and
therefore no mitigation would be necessary.
See Section 5.8 for a more detailed
discussion of impacts on the MTN Historic
District.

5.6 Farmlands
The USDA NRCS Web Soil Survey shows
that approximately 8 percent (55.4 acres) of
the Direct Study Area is “area of prime
farmland”; approximately 1 percent (7.6
acres) is “farmland of statewide importance”
(See Figure 4.7-1). None of these areas are
currently used for agricultural purposes.

5.6.1 Laws and Regulations
As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.7,
Farmlands, the FPPA regulates the
conversion of important farmland to nonagricultural uses.

5.6.2 Methodology
The location of the proposed projects was
compared to the locations of prime or unique
farmland and farmland of statewide
importance as shown on the NRCS Web Soil
Survey (Figure 4.7-1).
Locations with
overlap were further reviewed to determine
whether their current use includes
agricultural activities.

5.6.3 Thresholds of Significance
As identified in FAA Order 1050.1F, the
significance threshold for Farmlands relates
to the “Farmland Conversion Impact Rating”
as well as the potential to convert important
farmlands to non-agricultural use.
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5.6.4 Impact Analysis
Potential impacts to areas of prime or unique
farmland were identified and evaluated.

5.6.4.1

Minimum Action Alternative

The proposed vegetative obstruction
removal on- and off-airport property to the
north of MTN and Eastern Boulevard is
located on approximately 63 acres of prime
farmland or farmland of statewide
importance. While the trees to be removed
are located on these soils, the areas are not
currently used for agricultural purposes and
are committed to T-1 Natural Zone use on
the Proposed Land Use map as illustrated on
Figure 4.10-4. Therefore, the Minimum
Action Alternative would not result in the
conversion of any lands from agricultural to
non-agricultural uses. Because there would
be no conversion of farmland or other
agricultural use to non-agricultural use, the
Minimum Action Alternative would have no
impact on farmland. No mitigation would be
required.

5.6.4.2

Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative

The Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative would
result no impacts to farmlands as described
under the Minimum Action Alternative. No
mitigation would be required.

5.6.4.3

No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would result in no
development of the proposed projects, and
therefore would not result and any impacts to
farmland soils or agricultural uses.

5.7 Hazardous Materials, Solid
Waste, and Pollution
Prevention
This section discusses the relation of the
hazardous materials sites identified in
Environmental Consequences

Chapter 4, Section 4.8, Hazardous Materials,
Pollution Prevention, and Solid Waste to the
proposed projects at MTN. A discussion of
the potential for the proposed improvements
at the Airport to generate hazardous
materials and/or solid waste is also
presented.

5.7.1 Laws and Regulations
Applicable laws and regulations pertaining to
hazardous materials, pollution prevention
and solid waste are discussed in Chapter 4,
Section 4.8, Hazardous Materials, Pollution
Prevention, and Solid Waste.

5.7.2 Methodology
Ground disturbing activities associated with
the proposed improvements were identified
and their potential to disturb known areas of
hazardous contamination at MTN were
analyzed.

5.7.3 Thresholds of Significance
The FAA has not established significance
thresholds for hazardous materials, solid
waste or pollution prevention. Instead, the
FAA has identified factors to consider when
evaluating impacts. These factors include
assessing whether a project has the potential
to:
•

Violate applicable Federal, state, tribal
or local laws or regulations regarding
hazardous materials and/or solid waste
management;

•

Involve a contaminated site (including,
but not limited to, a site listed on the
National Priorities List (NPL);

•

Produce an appreciably different
quantity or type of hazardous waste;

•

Generate an appreciably different
quantity or type of solid waste or use a
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different method
disposal; or
•

of

collection

or

Adversely affect human health and the
environment.

5.7.4 Impact Analysis
Potential impacts of the alternatives on
hazardous materials and hazardous waste
were identified and evaluated.

5.7.4.1

Minimum Action Alternative

As discussed in 4.8, Hazardous Materials,
Pollution Prevention, and Solid Waste,
several AOCs on, or near the Direct Study
Area were identified that are known, or have
the potential, to involve hazardous materials,
hazardous
waste,
environmental
contamination and/or other regulated
substances which could affect the proposed
improvements at MTN.
Figure 5.7-1 illustrates each of the AOCs in
relation to the Minimum Action Alternative
projects. Most of the AOCs are located in
areas of proposed vegetation removal,
including in the Strawberry Point area (AOC
#5, 6, 7 and 8), the Dump Road Area (AOC
#9) and off-airport properties (AOC #11 and
12). However, vegetation removal would
result in minimal ground disturbance. The
Dump Road Area also includes known
contamination near Taxiway T. Isolated tree
removal proposed near the Main Terminal
Area would have no impact on the nearby
AOCs (AOC #1, 2 and 3). AOC #10 includes
the Amtrak tracks. Lowering of the catenary
lines in this area is not expected to impact
past contamination in this area due to the
minimal ground disturbance proposed.
However, if excavation and additional ground
disturbances are required as part of any
proposed projects, all soils that would be
encountered or disturbed in these areas
would be properly characterized before any
Environmental Consequences

materials are handled and/or disposed offsite. Typical characterization procedures
should
include
field
screening
of
encountered soils for contaminants typically
encountered at similar properties (such as
volatile organic compounds or VOCs, semivolatile organic compounds or SVOCs, and
polychlorinated biphenyls or PCBs) as well
as representative sampling and analyses of
the soils in accordance with any permit
requirements of the receiving facility.
A hazardous materials assessment was
completed in 2018 for the property at 1313
Wilson Point Road, which includes a church
and residential building that are proposed to
be demolished. The assessment indicated
the presence of hazardous materials,
including asbestos containing materials
(ACM) and lead-based paint (LBP), which
will require proper disposal prior to
demolition. 13
While none of the proposed projects are
expected to impact previously documented
hazardous sites, appropriate precautions
would be undertaken prior to and during the
construction of the proposed improvement
projects at MTN. This is especially important
in the Dump Road Area, where groundwater
remediation is on-going. Precautions may
include, but are not necessarily limited to, the
testing of soils and/or groundwater and the
notification of appropriate agencies should
hazardous materials or environmental
contamination be encountered.
Minimal residual contamination, if any, is
anticipated to be encountered in close
proximity to the MANG area. The AOCs that
have been identified during previous
investigations are associated with the
buildings and structures in the MANG area
and were not located in the immediate
vicinity of Taxiway T. Therefore, the surficial
excavation activities proposed for the
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taxiway should not impact these areas of
potential contamination. However, if the
proposed excavation work is to extend
deeper into the subsurface, additional
precautionary measures will be required due
to the potential for residual contamination to
exist in the deeper subsurface soils and
groundwater.
MAA will contact MDE before starting work in
the Taxiway T and Dump Road Area to
ensure agreement on construction practices
and methods for handling, transporting, and
disposing
of
hazardous
materials
encountered during construction.
Any
hazardous materials found in construction
will be transported by certificated haulers
and disposed in permitted facilities in
accordance with the mutually agreed upon
Material Management Plan.
The generation of hazardous materials with
the Minimum Action Alternative would likely
be limited to solvents and their waste
products. These hazardous materials would
be transported and disposed of in
accordance with applicable requirements
and permits. MDE’s Resource Management
Program would be contacted prior to
construction activities to ensure that the
treatment, storage or disposal of hazardous
wastes and low-level radioactive wastes at
the facility would be conducted in compliance
with applicable State and federal laws and
regulations.
Generation of Solid Waste
The
solid
wastes
associated
with
construction of the proposed improvements
would likely be confined to pavement
demolition debris such as concrete, asphalt,
etc. These materials may be transported and
disposed of in nearby landfills, repurposed or
recycled to the extent feasible. Over the
long-term the proposed improvements are
Environmental Consequences

not expected to appreciably change solid
waste generation. Any solid waste including
construction, demolition and land clearing
debris, generated from the subject project,
must be properly disposed of at a permitted
solid waste acceptance facility, or recycled if
possible.
Summary
No significant environmental impacts related
to hazardous materials and solid waste
would be expected with the Minimum Action
Alternative. The proposed improvements are
not anticipated to impact any of the adjacent
properties or the MANG facility due to
various factors such as proximity of the
proposed activities to the areas of concern,
the general topography of the surrounding
area, the anticipated groundwater flow
direction, and/or the documented regulatory
status of the records identified (i.e., closed
regulatory status). However, if any soils
suspected of containing hazardous materials
are encountered, the materials would be
handled in accordance with all applicable
local, state, and federal regulations and
would follow applicable mitigation measures,
as discussed in Section 5.7.5.

5.7.4.2

Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative

Figure 5.7-2 illustrates each of the AOCs in
relation to the Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative
projects.
The
Sponsor’s
Preferred Alternative projects would result in
the same impacts to hazardous materials
and solid waste as described under the
Minimum Action Alternative.
Additionally, the Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative
includes
demolition
and
construction of T-hangars, storage facilities,
and other airport structures.
During
demolition activities, any encountered
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regulated materials (such as asbestoscontaining materials or LBP) would require
proper handling and disposal at a facility that
is permitted to receive the specific waste
being generated and disposed. Any
encountered regulated materials would be
hauled off the Airport via Wilson Point Road
and/or Eastern Blvd. The Sponsor’s
Preferred Alternative includes removal of
existing fuel tanks and aboveground pipeline
in the Strawberry Point Complex area.
Proposed facilities, such as corporate
hangars and T-hangars, may also involve the
storage of fuel and other petroleum products
(e.g., oil, grease, lubricants) in relatively
small quantities.
No aboveground or
underground storage tanks are proposed as
part of the Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative.
Proposed development in the Strawberry
Point area (near AOC #4) would have no
impact on the AOCs as past investigations in
these areas determined no significant
contamination existed and no further
characterization was required.
MDE’s Resource Management Program
would be contacted prior to construction and
demolition activities to ensure that the
treatment, storage or disposal of hazardous
wastes and low-level radioactive wastes at
the facility would be conducted in compliance
with applicable State and federal laws and
regulations.
Generation of Solid Waste
The
solid
wastes
associated
with
construction of the proposed improvements
would likely be confined to building
demolition debris such as concrete, asphalt,
wood, etc. Once property characterized,
these materials may be transported and
disposed of in nearby landfills (that are
permitted to receive this type of waste),
repurposed or recycled to the extent feasible.
Over
the
long-term
the
proposed
Environmental Consequences

improvements are not expected to
appreciably change solid waste generation.
Any solid waste including construction,
demolition and land clearing debris,
generated from the subject project, must be
properly disposed of at a permitted solid
waste acceptance facility, or recycled if
possible.
Summary
No significant environmental impacts related
to hazardous materials and solid waste
would be expected with the Sponsor’s
Preferred
Alternative.
The
proposed
improvements are not anticipated to impact
any of the adjacent properties or the MANG
facility due to various factors such as
proximity of the proposed activities to the
areas of concern, the general topography of
the surrounding area, the anticipated
groundwater flow direction, and/or the
documented regulatory status of the records
identified (i.e., closed regulatory status).
However, if any soils suspected of containing
hazardous materials are encountered, the
materials would be handled in accordance
with all applicable local, state, and federal
regulations and would follow applicable
mitigation measures, as discussed in Section
5.7.5.

5.7.4.3

No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would result in no
development of the proposed projects, and
therefore would not result in any impacts
related to hazardous materials or solid waste
generation.

5.7.5 Mitigation and Pollution
Prevention
The design and use of the proposed
improvement projects would adhere to
federal and state regulations as well as best
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practices pertaining to the use of hazardous
materials, petroleum storage and waste
disposal. This includes the preparation of a
Materials Management Plan that includes
the specific precautionary measures that will
be taken to prevent and minimize impacts to
surface and ground waters, soil and air.
Screening for hazardous materials during
construction will enable identification of
hazardous materials and subsequent use of
appropriate methods. Hazardous materials
encountered during construction will be
handled, transported, and disposed of in
accordance with applicable state and federal
requirements. BMPs would be implemented
to limit sediment transport from runoff during
construction, such as silt fencing, inlet
protection, sediment traps and check dams,
as well as dust suppression techniques to
prevent impacts to air quality. Additionally,
pollution prevention procedures for the
proper storage of construction materials,
including hazardous materials, would be
implemented. Typically, construction activity
would require a NPDES permit for
“Stormwater Discharges from Construction
Activity” and the development of a sitespecific Pollution Prevention Plan.
MDOT MAA maintains an active recycling
program to reduce the amount of solid waste
entering nearby landfills. Contractors would
be required to recycle materials to the
maximum extent feasible during construction
and demolition activities.
MTN has a known history of PFAS use. If
PFAS contamination is discovered within or
near project areas, contractors would adhere
to all federal and state requirements for
handling, transporting and disposing of
contaminated material. Regulatory agencies
may require additional action and adherence
to specific reporting requirements prior to

Environmental Consequences

issuance of project permits (See Sections
5.4.5 and 5.14.5 for more details).

5.8 Historical, Architectural,
Archaeological and Cultural
Resources
Potential
impacts
to
historic
and
archaeological resources were identified and
evaluated as part of the EA. This section
includes a description of construction
impacts and measures to be taken to
minimize potential adverse impacts.
Tribal consultation was conducted with
Indian tribes that may be affected by the
proposed project. FAA sent consultation
letters to Delaware Nation, Delaware Tribe
and Seneca-Cayuga Nation on July 31,
2020. A response was received from the
Delaware Nation on November 9, 2020
indicating that they have no objections to the
proposed projects but would like to be
notified should an archaeological site or
artifacts be unearthed during construction.
After notification of an address change, FAA
resubmitted a consultation letter to Delaware
Tribe on March 16, 2021, however no
response was received. See Appendix G,
Attachment 6 for tribal consultation letters
and responses.

5.8.1 Laws and Regulations
Standards for evaluating potential effects on
historic resources are derived from the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966,
as amended. These regulations define
“effect” as “alteration to the characteristics of
a historic property qualifying it for inclusion in
or eligibility for the National Register” (36
CFR 800.16). An “adverse effect” occurs
“when an undertaking may alter, directly or
indirectly, any of the characteristics of the
historic property that qualify it for inclusion in
the National Register in a manner that would
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diminish the integrity of the property’s
location,
design,
setting,
materials,
workmanship, feeling, or association” (36
CFR 800.10). Federal regulations also
require that special attention be given to the
effects of an undertaking on a National
Historic Landmark (36 CFR 800.10).

5.8.2 Methodology
An adverse effect to a historic property is
broadly defined as destruction or damage to
a site, an effect that results in neglect of the
site, or an effect which results in the transfer,
lease or sale of the site area to a private
interest. Once an impact occurs to an
archaeological site, the effect is irreversible
and
permanent.
Any
effects
to
archaeological resources are assumed to
have impacts only on the immediate
resource and not a broader area
If an adverse effect occurs, the FAA, MDOT
MAA, and MHT may come to an agreement
that the action may be considered not to
adversely affect the site if the FAA and the
MDOT MAA agree to modify the action in
order to avoid any adverse effect on the site;
the significance of the site is its potential to
yield important archaeological and/or
historical information, and this information
can be preserved through implementing an
approved plan of archaeological and/or
historical investigations; and the action is
limited to the transfer, lease, or sale of lands
containing the site, and adequate restriction
are included within the instrument used to
transfer, lease, or sell the lands ensuring the
preservation of the site. These conditions do
not apply to sites significant for their potential
for public interpretation, or when the site has
or may have human remains or cultural items
as defined in the Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA).

Environmental Consequences

Potential effects to cultural resources also
include indirect effects. Changes in the use,
operation, or character of a resource, or a
transfer of ownership might result in either
direct or indirect effects. Changes to the
visual context of a resource are considered
an indirect effect. In general, visual context is
relevant only to above-ground historic
resources.
If the MDOT MAA and the FAA determine
that the proposed action would have no
adverse effect on a historic property, the
finding is to be documented and submitted to
MHT for concurrence. If MHT concurs, the
action may proceed. If after 30 days neither
comments nor concurrence has been
obtained from MHT, the MDOT MAA and the
FAA may proceed as if concurrence had
been obtained.
If the MDOT MAA, FAA, and MHT agree to a
conditional no adverse effect, the MDOT
MAA and the FAA write the agreement
stipulating the conditions to be followed so
the effect would not be considered adverse,
and seek concurrence from MHT. If MHT
concurs, once the agreement is filed, the
action may proceed.
If the MDOT MAA and the FAA determine
that the action would have an adverse effect
on a historic property, they would document
the finding and submit the documentation to
the MHT for concurrence.
It is then
necessary to determine if alternatives exist to
minimize the adverse effect.

5.8.3 Thresholds of Significance
According to FAA Order 1050.1F, while a
threshold of significance has not been
established, a factor to be considered when
evaluating potential environmental impacts
to historical, architectural, archaeological,
and cultural resources is when “The action
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would result in a finding of Adverse Effect
through the Section 106 process. However,
an adverse effect finding does not
automatically trigger preparation of an EIS
(i.e., a significant impact).” 14 Note that this
factor is not intended to be a threshold. The
NHPA regulations at 36 CFR §800.8(a) state
that an Adverse Effect finding does not
necessarily require an EIS under NEPA. The
FAA makes the determination on the level of
impact under NEPA and whether to prepare
an EA or EIS. Advice from the ACHP and
SHPO/THPO may assist the FAA in making
this determination. Mitigation of adverse
effects may be considered sufficient to keep
impacts below levels of significance.
According to the FAA Order 1050.1F Desk
Reference, “For historic properties subject to
Section 4(f) of the DOT Act, a significant
impact would occur when the action involves
more than a minimal physical use of a
Section 4(f) resource or constitutes a
“constructive use” based on an FAA
determination that the aviation project would
substantially impair the Section 4(f)
resource...” 15
Thresholds have been defined to determine
the conditions under which an impact would
be considered significant to historic and
archaeological resources: 16
A negligible impact indicates that there
would not be any noticeable changes to
the historic or archaeological resource, or
its visual context.
A minor adverse impact indicates that
there would be visible changes to the
resource or its visual context, but that
these changes would not diminish the
property’s integrity.
A moderate adverse impact indicates
that there would be a change in one or
more of the resource’s character-defining
Environmental Consequences

features, but these changes would not
diminish the property’s integrity to the
extent that it would no longer be eligible.
A major adverse impact indicates that
there would be changes to characterdefining features such that it could
compromise the integrity of the resource
to the extent that it would no longer be
eligible for listing in the National Register.

5.8.4 Impact Analysis
Potential impacts to the four affected historic
resources (BA-263, BA-2081, BA-2824, and
BA-3286) were identified and evaluated as
part of the EA.

5.8.4.1

Minimum Action Alternative

The Minimum Action Alternative consists of
pavement projects and vegetation removal.
The greatest potential impact from the
Minimum Action Alternative would be to
resources of the Glenn L. Martin Airport and
Plant (BA-2081), which has been determined
eligible for the National Register under
Criteria A, B, and C. Figure 5.8-1 illustrates
the Sponsor’s Minimum Action Alternative in
relation to cultural resources.
Glenn L. Martin Airport and Plant
The portion of the Minimum Action
Alternative that potentially impacts the Glenn
L. Martin Airport and Plant (BA-208) is
vegetation removal.
Areas of existing
mature tree cover parallel to the runway on
either side, and beyond the end of the
Runway 15 end would be cleared. The effect
would mostly be inside the Airport, since
additional tree buffer remains behind the
areas to be removed, shielding views from
outside the APE-Direct Impact.
The
vegetative obstruction removal would be
negligible or have no effect on the APEVisual Impact.
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Other aspects of the Minimum Action
Alternative are small in scale and involve
relocating,
removing,
and
replacing
NAVAIDs and adding or altering pavement
areas. The Minimum Action Alternative
would be consistent with the visual setting of
the Airport and therefore would have no
adverse effect on the Glenn L. Martin Airport
and Plant (BA-2081).
Glenn L. Martin Company Plant #2
New construction associated with the
Minimum Action Alternative would be visible
from the southwest perimeter of the Glenn L.
Martin Company Plant No. 2 (BA-2824),
which has been determined eligible for the
National Register under Criteria A, B, and C.
Activity at this end of the Airport consists of
relocating NAVAIDs, repaving existing paved
areas, and placing obstruction lights on top
of the Amtrak catenary poles. The Minimum
Action Alternative improvements would be
consistent with the visual setting of the
Airport and therefore would have no impact
on the Glenn L. Martin Company Plant No. 2.
Planter’s Paradise
Part of the Minimum Action Alternative would
also be potentially visible from Planter’s
Paradise (BA-263), which for the purposes of
this environmental review is assumed eligible
for the NRHP (See Appendix G, Attachment
5). Most of the improvements would be
obscured by a tree buffer that will remain in
place in the southern corner of the Airport.
However, the proposed improvements
beyond the Runway 33 end may be visible,
comprised of some tree removal, and
construction of the localizer pier in Frog
Mortar Creek. Since these improvements are
approximately one mile away from Planter’s
Paradise, their visual effect would be minimal.
Therefore, the Minimum Action Alternative
would have no adverse effect on Planter’s
Paradise (BA-263).
Environmental Consequences

Stansbury Estates, Aero Acres, southern
Victory Villa subdivisions
The demolition of the buildings at 1313 and
1315 Wilson Point Road, which includes the
Evangelical Church of the Ascension and a
residential building, was considered for
potential direct and visual impacts to the
adjacent Stansbury Estates historic district.
The church was built during World War II on
land donated to the neighborhood by Glenn
L. Martin. It was deeded from Stansbury
Estates to the Episcopal Diocese of
Maryland in 1948, and served the community
until its closure in 2013. The church was not
part of the original planned Stansbury
Estates community, nor does it share its
distinct Cemesto panels used to construct
the buildings of Stansbury Estates. Thus, the
demolition of the church would have a
negligible effect on the visual character of
Stansbury Estates.
Finally, Stansbury Estates and the historic
structures and neighborhoods, discussed in
Section 4.9.2.3, are considered eligible for
historic status on the basis of architectural
characteristics (See Appendix G, Attachment
5, MHT concurrence dated August 4, 2020).
Indirect impacts from aviation noise may
occur because of the change in location of
the runway thresholds but are expected to be
negligible, and would not impair the
characteristics that would lead to eligibility for
or listing of any of the historic resources on
the NRHP as the characteristics relevant to
their significance is architecture and/or of a
specific period of time. The Minimum Action
Alternative would therefore have no adverse
effect on Stansbury Estates, Aero Acres, and
the southern Victory Villa subdivisions (BA3286).
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MHT concurred with FAA’s determination
that the proposed improvements would have
no adverse effect on architectural resources
on August 4, 2020 (See Appendix G,
Attachment 5).

5.8.4.2

Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative

As with the Minimum Action Alternative the
greatest potential impact from the Sponsor’s
Preferred Alternative would be to resources
of the Glenn L. Martin Airport and Plant (BA2081), which has been determined eligible
for the National Register under Criteria A, B,
and C. Figure 5.8-2 illustrates the Sponsor’s
Preferred Action Alternative in relation to
cultural resources.
Glenn L. Martin Airport and Plant
The largest changes to the existing
appearance of the Airport under the
Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative would stem
from the relocation of the existing nonhistoric T-hangars from their current location
southeast of the main Terminal Building to
their reconstructed location at Strawberry
Point Complex at the far southeast end of the
Airport. The T-hangars are temporary
structures that are non-contributing to the
historic character of the Airport. They are
arranged in an “X” shaped layout, with both
of the lines following the paths of a former
cross-runway and a taxiway or runway that
was part of the original Airport construction,
but no longer used and partially removed. To
replace the T-hangars, new corporate
hangars would be constructed to extend from
two non-historic existing hangars in a straight
line to the northwest toward historic Hangars
4, 5 and 6. The new hangars would alter the
views from the Terminal Building and from
Hangars 4, 5, and 6, as well as from areas
along the taxiways and runway, however the
visual effect would be negligible as the views
would still include aviation facilities.
Environmental Consequences

The existing non-historic T-hangars would be
relocated at Strawberry Point Complex,
which now houses fuel tanks, metal hangars
and containers. These buildings and
structures would be removed. There is also
a helicopter pad, which would be relocated
from the midfield area to the Strawberry Point
apron. Placement of the relocated T-hangars
and helicopter pad to Strawberry Point would
have a minimal visual effect, as the Thangars are low to the ground and replace
existing non-historic material. Additionally,
the helicopter pad would be located on
existing non-historic apron. Moreover, they
are far enough away from historic properties
that their visual effect is negligible.
As with the Minimum Action Alternative, the
vegetative obstruction removal would be
negligible or have no effect on the APEVisual Impact.
Other aspects of the Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative are small in scale and involve,
relocating,
removing,
and
replacing
NAVAIDs and adding or altering pavement
areas. The Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative
would be consistent with the visual setting of
the Airport and therefore would have no
adverse effect on the Glenn L. Martin Airport
and Plant (BA-2081).
Glenn L. Martin Company Plant #2
As with the Minimum Action Alternative, the
Sponsor’s
Preferred
Alternative
improvements would be consistent with the
visual setting of the Airport and therefore
would have no impact on the Glenn L. Martin
Company Plant No. 2.
Planter’s Paradise
The Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative also
includes modification to the existing
Strawberry Point Pier in Frog Mortar Creek
which may be visible from Planter’s
Paradise. As with the Minimum Action
5-36
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Alternative, since the improvements are
approximately one mile away from Planter’s
Paradise,
the
Sponsor’s
Preferred
Alternative would have no adverse effect on
Planter’s Paradise (BA-263).
Stansbury Estates, Aero Acres, southern
Victory Villa subdivisions
Proposed
improvements
under
the
Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative would also
be visible to residences in Stansbury Estates
(BA-3286) that are closest to the Airport
along Wilson Point Road. The history of
Stansbury Estates is closely tied to the
history of the Airport and Glenn L. Martin,
and for the purposes of this environmental
review is assumed eligible for the NRHP
(See Appendix G, Attachment 5). The view
toward the north across Wilson Point Road
may be modified from several houses along
Wilson Point Road and along Dogwood Drive
near the intersection with Wilson Point Road
within the Stansbury Estates subdivision (a
historic and Section 4(f) resource) as some
of the tree buffer between the proposed
hangars and apron development and Wilson
Point Road may be reduced or removed,
depending on final design. The view from
Stansbury Estate houses along Wilson Point
Road east of the intersection with Dogwood
Drive would also be modified, however the
change would be minimal because these
houses have an existing view of GA facilities
as there is no tree buffer along Wilson Point
Road in this area. The proposed T-hangar
and taxilane area currently contains nonhistoric T-hangars and taxiways, and the
proposed improvements would be similar to
the existing facilities but the hangars may
include some larger box and corporate
hangars instead of or in addition to Thangars. This area visible from part of the
Stansbury Estates subdivision is across a
part of Wilson Point Road that has multiple
lanes with a median. While the new hangars
Environmental Consequences

proposed to replace the T-hangars could
have a visual impact due to the potential
reduction of tree buffer, the new hangars are
replacing existing non-historic hangars within
a GA area of the Airport. The visual impact
of this Alternative is negligible. Although this
visual impact is anticipated to be negligible,
with consideration of site grades and
stormwater management requirements, the
ultimate limits of pavement may be reduced,
affording opportunities to maintain some
amount of vegetative screening.
As discussed in the Minimum Action
Alternative, the demolition of the Evangelical
Church of the Ascension would have a
negligible effect on the visual character of
Stansbury Estates.
MHT concurred with FAA’s determination
that the proposed improvements would have
no adverse effect on architectural resources
on August 4, 2020 (See Appendix G,
Attachment 5)

5.8.4.3

No Action Alternative

Because the No Action Alternative does not
involve construction, modification, or
relocation of any new or existing facilities at
MTN nor affect aircraft operating at the
Airport, there would be no impacts to
historical,
archaeological,
or
cultural
resources attributable to this alternative.

5.8.5 Mitigation
Because no historic resources would be
adversely impacted by the proposed
projects, no mitigation would be necessary.

5.8.6 Permitting
Because no historic resources would be
adversely impacted by the proposed
projects, no additional permitting would be
necessary.
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5.9 Land Use
Potential impacts to current or future land
use plans, noise, natural resources and
wildlife hazards are identified in the following
sections.

5.9.1 Laws and Regulations
State and local land use plans,
comprehensive plans, and zoning laws
provide context for land use compatibility.
Section 1506.2(b) of CEQ Regulations
requires that NEPA documents discuss any
inconsistency with approved state and/or
local plan(s) and law(s) (whether or not
Federally-sanctioned).
AC 150/5200-33B, Hazardous Wildlife
Attractants on or Near Airports, is also
relevant to the evaluation of land use
impacts.
Other laws and regulations pertaining to land
use are discussed in Chapter 4, Section
4.10, Land Use.

5.9.2 Methodology
Proposed development projects were
reviewed to determine their consistency with
existing and future land use plans. The
potential for the alternative to create habitat or
increase wildlife attractants was considered.
Additionally, potential impacts to noise were
analyzed as they relate to land use.

5.9.3 Thresholds of Significance
There is no established threshold of
significance for land use.
While the
proposed projects should be consistent with
land use plans, FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit
4-1, states that the determination of
significance is “normally dependent on the
significance of other impact categories.”
Furthermore, an inconsistency with state

Environmental Consequences

and/or local plans by itself would not
automatically result in a significant impact.

5.9.4 Impact Analysis
Potential impacts on land use as it relates to
land use plans, noise, natural resources and
wildlife hazards were identified and
evaluated.

5.9.4.1

Minimum Action Alternative

Many of the Minimum Action Alternative
projects are located within existing MTN
property, with the exception of obstruction
removal located off-airport property north
and south of the Airport, off Runway 15-33
ends, acquisition of easements off-airport
property north of the Airport, and the
acquisition of two parcels along Wilson Point
Road. The Minimum Action Alternative is
consistent with the MTN ALP, as well as local
land use plans.
Noise
The Minimum Action Alternative would have
minimal impacts on aircraft noise, and
therefore land use. The future conditions
noise analysis, as discussed in Section 5.11,
Noise and Noise-Compatible Land Use, is
based on a future fleet mix which is
unaffected by the proposed projects under
the Minimum Action Alternative. However,
due to the relocated runway ends and
displaced thresholds, the Minimum Action
Alternative noise contours (see Figures
5.11-1 and 5.11-4) would shift toward the
northwest and extend slightly beyond the
Amtrak/MARC train line, and would recede
slightly to the southeast of MTN, as
compared with the No Action Alternative (see
Figures 5.11-3 and 5.11-6).
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Land Use
The land use of the two parcels available for
acquisition would likely change once
acquired by the MDOT MAA. Parcel ID 1-03233230 has two structures (an abandoned
church and residential building) that would
be demolished as part of the Minimum Action
Alternative.
The parcel is currently
designated as commercial use and zoned
Density Residential (5.5 units/acre). MDOT
MAA acquired the properties in December
2017. The church or house are not currently
being used by any groups or congregations,
therefore no displacement would occur.
The land use of this parcel would be
expected to change to a different land use
from commercial to either open space or
mitigation for natural resources.
Parcel ID 19-00-014055 is vacant and
paved. This parcel, which is currently part of
a larger Lockheed Martin property, is
currently zoned Manufacturing Heavy,
Industrial Major (MH IM) and the land use is
designated as Industrial. In 2016, the parcel
was cleaned up by Lockheed Martin to
recreational standards.
In 2018, MDE
notified Lockheed Martin that no further soil
cleanup was necessary, and land use
restrictions
prohibiting
the
use
of
groundwater
and
prescribing
soil
management requirements were recorded
with the County. 17 The land use of this parcel
would be expected to change to a different
land use for either open space or mitigation
for natural resources, but with the land use
restrictions remaining in place.
The Minimum Action Alternative would
impact natural resource areas on the Airport,
as discussed in Section 5.2, Biological
Resources and Section 5.14, Water
Resources. Although natural resources such
as forested areas, FIDS habitat and wetlands

Environmental Consequences

would be impacted, there would be no
change to the land use of these areas.
Due to proximity to an airfield, the proposed
improvements are subject to wildlife hazard
restrictions. Additionally, the placement and
type of SWM is restricted due to wildlife
hazard considerations, discussed further in
Section 5.14, Water Resources. The
proposed improvements would not be
located near or create a wildlife hazard as
defined in FAA AC 150/5200-33B," MTN’s
Wildlife Hazard Management Plan was
accepted by the FAA in February 2017.
Under the Minimum Action Alternative,
removal of vegetation obstructions to Part 77
surfaces close to the airfield would decrease
wildlife habitat thus serving to decrease
potential wildlife hazards.
Wetlands are present in areas of proposed
vegetation removal on both sides of Runway
15-33, north of Eastern Boulevard in the
forested area and south of the Runway 33
end near Frog Mortar Creek. To avoid
creating wildlife hazards near the runways,
exposed wetlands would be eliminated by
modifying the topography. See Section 5.14,
Water Resources for discussion of wetland
impacts and mitigation.
No significant impacts related to land use are
expected with the Minimum Action
Alternative and no mitigation would be
required.

5.9.4.2

Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative

The Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative, like the
Minimum Action Alternative, would not result
in significant impacts to land use. No
mitigation would be required.
The only difference between the Sponsor’s
Preferred Alternative and the Minimum
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Action Alternative as it relates to land use, is
the development of GA and landside
facilities.
This new development is
consistent with the current and planned uses
of MTN. The Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative
noise contours (see Figures 5.11-2 and
5.11-5) would be similar to the Minimum
Action Alternative (see Figures 5.11-1 and
5.11-4).
No significant impacts related to land use are
expected with the Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative and no mitigation would be
required.

5.9.4.3

No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would result in no
development of the proposed projects, and
therefore would not be consistent with MTN
development plans.
Under the No Action Alternative, Part 77
surfaces obstructions would not be removed.
The purpose of the vegetation removal is not
directly linked to wildlife hazards, however,
the removal of vegetation near the runways
would help to decrease potential wildlife
hazards. The No Action Alternative may
have a negative effect.

5.9.5 Mitigation
Short-term construction impacts to land use
would be minimized by strict adherence to
erosion and sediment control procedures.
BMPs
would
be
applied
through
implementation of an Erosion and Sediment
Control Plan and an approved Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan (SW3P).
Consultation with the USDA Wildlife Services
has been ongoing in development of this EA
to determine if proposed vegetation removal
and potential mitigation techniques would
result in a more attractive wildlife
environment and to identify solutions to
Environmental Consequences

mitigate wildlife hazards (See Chapter 6
Public and Agency Involvement, Section 6.5
for details on coordination with USDA
Wildlife Services).
With the exception of impacts associated
with the filling of wetlands, which will be
mitigated as detailed in Section 5.14.5, no
significant impacts related to land use are
expected and no other mitigation would be
required for changes to land use.

5.10 Natural Resources and
Energy Supply
The potential impacts of the proposed
improvements on the natural resources and
energy supplies near MTN were evaluated.

5.10.1 Laws and Regulations
CEQ Regulations under section 1502.16
require that the analysis of environmental
consequences include a discussion of each
alternative’s potential energy requirements
and energy conservation, as well as their
potential to require the use of natural and
depletable resources.

5.10.2 Methodology
Potential impacts to natural resources and
energy supply were analyzed by identifying
and analyzing impacts from energy usage
and alternative energy sources for new or
expanded Federal facilities.
When analyzing the potential impacts to
natural resources and energy supply the
following was considered: impacts to utilities
servicing the area; capacity of water
resources to support projects; fuel
consumption; impacts to consumable
materials, especially scarce or unusual
materials; and state or local regulations.
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5.10.3 Thresholds of Significance
There is no established threshold of
significance for natural resource and energy
supply impacts.
However, FAA Order
1050.1F identifies a factor to consider when
evaluating potential impacts: “situations in
which the proposed action or alternative(s)
would have the potential to cause demand to
exceed available or future supplies of these
resources.”

5.10.4 Impact Analysis
Potential impacts to natural resources and
energy supply were identified and evaluated.

5.10.4.1 Minimum Action Alternative
The Minimum Action Alternative would
require no additional energy use to provide
airfield lighting of proposed projects. Any
change in energy use would be a
replacement or relocation of existing use.

require additional energy use to provide
water, heating, air conditioning, lighting and
electricity to the new ATCT and proposed
GA/ Landside facilities, in addition to the
airfield lighting of proposed projects
discussed under the Minimum Action
Alternative. It should be noted that the new
ATCT will be larger than the existing ATCT,
and the existing ATCT will remain in place as
it is part of the historic architecture of MTN.
However, the anticipated increase in
additional
resources
and
energy
consumption required by the Sponsor’s
Preferred Alternative would not amount to a
significant percentage of the total energy
use.
The proposed improvements would not
create a substantial increase in demand for
local resources and utilities or strain the
capacity/supply of these resources/ utilities
to the meet the additional demand. The
proposed projects would not involve the use
of any unusual or scarce resources nor
cause a demand for the use of any unusual
or scarce resources that are in short supply.

The proposed improvements would not
create a substantial increase in demand for
local resources and utilities or strain the
capacity/supply of these resources/ utilities
to the meet the additional demand. The
proposed projects would not involve the use
of any unusual or scarce resources nor
cause a demand for the use of any unusual
or scarce resources that are in short supply.

5.10.4.3 No Action Alternative

No significant impacts related to natural
resources or energy supply are expected
with the Minimum Action Alternative. No
mitigation would be required.

Under the No Action Alternative, there would
be no proposed development and therefore
no potential for impacts to natural resources
or energy supply.

5.10.4.2 Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative

5.11 Noise and Noise-Compatible
Land Use

The Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative would
result in similar impacts to natural resources
and energy supply as described under the
Minimum Action Alternative, however the
Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative would

This section addresses the future noise
environment around MTN, and the
methodology used to determine the future
noise exposure contours for the No Action

Environmental Consequences

No significant impacts related to natural
resources or energy supply are expected
with the Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative. No
mitigation would be required.
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Alternative, Minimum Action Alternative and
the Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative. The
noise analysis was completed for the future
conditions years 2021 and 2026.
From an operational perspective, the future
fleet mixes are identical among all
alternatives for a given year. The variation
between the alternatives does not influence
the aircraft’s capability of arriving, departing
or performing training operations at MTN.
Under the Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative,
there would be a net increase in corporate
hangars, and the loss of T-hangar capacity in
the Midfield Area would be largely offset by
the increase in T-hangar capacity at the
Strawberry Point Complex. BWI Marshall
Airport is the only feasible alternative for
basing high-performance corporate aircraft
in the Baltimore metropolitan region, and it is
also short of corporate hangar capacity.
Consequently, the projected increase in
based aircraft at MTN would still occur
absent the proposed improvements but
would be accommodated in outdated
facilities or parked outside, resulting in
significantly reduced levels of service.
Possible shortfalls in T-hangar capacity
under either the Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative or No Action Alternative would be
accommodated as tie-downs or in the
community hangars. MDOT MAA would
phase improvements to ensure no tenants
would be physically displaced. Note that for
post-Phase 1 Improvements, not included in
this EA, MDOT MAA will, if necessary,
reassess GA storage demand and modify
future development plans accordingly.
In addition, helicopter operations in the
Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative would
change. The paved circular helipad in the
Midfield Area would be demolished and a
new helipad would be built at the Strawberry
Point Complex. The Baltimore City Police
Environmental Consequences

would operate in front of their proposed
corporate hanger at the Strawberry Point
Complex. Helicopter training operations of
the flight training school would operate circuit
training flights on Taxiway T near the engine
test facility. Military helicopter operations
would arrive and depart to the northwest of
the Runway 15 end.
From a noise modeling perspective, the
relocated runway ends and displaced
thresholds in the Minimum Action Alternative
and Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative would
introduce a shift of noise contour locations
because aircraft are expected to arrive,
depart, and perform touch-and-go at different
locations. Changes in the helicopter
operations in the Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative would contribute to changes in
the noise contour as well. In summary, the
overall future noise impacts are expected to
be minimal.

5.11.1 Laws and Regulations
FAA Orders 1050.1F and 5050.4B as well as
FAA 14 C.F.R. Part 150 "Airport Noise
Compatibility Planning" are the guiding
criteria for compatible land use evaluation.

5.11.2 Methodology
The noise contours for 2021 and 2026 were
modeled using the fleet mixes developed as
part of the EA of the Phase I Improvements
at MTN. The fleet mix was approved by the
FAA on December 22nd, 2016 (Appendix I,
Attachment B provides the approval letter).
The noise contours for 2021 and 2026 were
modeled using AEDT version 2c, which was
the current FAA required noise model at the
time the analysis was completed. The DNL
metric was used as required by FAA Order
1050.1F. The noise analysis results were
tabulated to evaluate potential impacts to the
following:
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• Population impacted within the 65
DNL noise contour.
• Noise sensitive land uses within the
65 DNL noise contour.
• General land use within the 65 DNL
noise contour
Details on data sources, assumptions, and
methodologies used to develop the 2021 and
2026 noise contours are included in
Appendix H-3, Future Scenarios Noise
Analysis Technical Report.

5.11.2.1 Fleet Mixes and Operations
Fleet mixes were assumed to be identical for
all alternatives for a given year. Annual
operations are projected to increase from
76,009 in 2016, to 77,846 in 2021, and
79,735 in 2026. On an Average Annual Day
(AAD) basis, the total number of operations
is projected to increase from 208.24 in the
Existing Condition (2016) to 213.28 in 2021
and 218.45 in 2026.
Operations were
categorized into Air Taxi, General Aviation
(GA), and Military. Table 5.11.1 summarizes
the number of operations by operating
categories.

In general, the percentages of piston and
turboprop operations are projected to decline
in the future when compared with Existing
Conditions (2016). The percentages of
helicopter and jet operations are projected to
increase.
The most recent 2019 TAF, published in
early 2020, showed annual operations levels
in 2021 and 2026 that were approximately 25
percent higher than the 2015 TAF
projections that were used to develop the EA
fleet mix. The 2019 TAF was prepared prior
to the COVID-19 outbreak which is having a
negative impact on 2020 operations at MTN
and the country; it is still unknown how long
or how severe those impacts to general
aviation will continue beyond 2020. Based
on this information, the forecast of aviation
activity prepared for this EA, as approved by
the FAA in December of 2016, is considered
to better represent likely 2021 and 2026
operation levels than the 2019 TAF.

Table 5.11.1
Future Fleet Mixes
Operating Category

2021

2026

Day

Night

Day

Night

Air Taxi

3.9

0.5

3.9

0.5

General Aviation

193.3

5.8

198.4

5.8

Military

9.8

0.0

9.8

0.0

Total

207.0

6.3

212.2

6.3

Note: Totals may not sum up due to rounding errors.
Sources: Radar Data, FAA, and HNTB Analysis,2017.
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5.11.2.2 Runway Utilization
Future 2021 and 2026 runway utilization
were assumed to be the same as the 2016
Existing Conditions (see Table 4.12.2).
Future helipad utilization was assumed to be
the same as the 2016 Existing Conditions for
the No Action and Minimum Action
Alternatives (see Table 4.12.3). Under the
Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative, helipad
locations would change and therefore,
expected helipad utilization was provided by
the Airport, and is summarized in Table
5.11.2. Helipad locations are illustrated on
the No Action, Minimum Action and
Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative noise
contour Figures 5.11-1 through 5.11-6.

5.11.2.3 Day/Night Split

when compared with the Existing Conditions
(2016). Table 5 in Appendix H-3 provides the
detailed day/night split applied in the future
fleet mixes.

5.11.2.4 Stage Length
The modeled departure stage lengths in the
future are identical to the Existing Condition
(2016) for the same aircraft. Table 4 in
Appendix H-3 provides the departure stage
length applied in the future.

5.11.2.5 Meteorological Conditions
The default weather parameters in AEDT
were applied to the future alternatives. Table
6 in Appendix H-3 provides the
meteorological conditions applied in the
future.

The nighttime operations in the future fleet
mixes are expected to decrease slightly
Table 5.11.2
Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative Helipad Use
User Group Description

Helipad

Operation
Type

Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative
Day

Night

Total

Baltimore City Police

HBPD

27.1%

31.5%

27.1%

Baltimore County Police

HSPD

20.3%

23.6%

20.3%

Maryland State Police

HSPD

18.6%

21.6%

18.6%

16.0%

0.0%

15.9%

HSPD

17.6%

23.3%

17.7%

HML

0.4%

0.0%

0.4%

Baltimore City Police

HBPD

27.1%

31.5%

27.1%

Baltimore County Police

HSPD

20.3%

23.6%

20.3%

Maryland State Police

HSPD

18.6%

21.6%

18.6%

16.0%

0.0%

15.9%

HSPD

17.6%

23.3%

17.7%

HML

0.4%

0.0%

0.4%

Civilian
Military

Civilian
Military

HPC

HPC

Arrival

Departure

Note: Helicopter operations mainly occur during the daytime hours (99.5%). Therefore, the
overall helipad utilization is driven by the daytime utilization. The overall utilization is slightly
different from the daytime utilization, but it does not show up due to rounding.
Sources: MAA and HNTB Analysis, 2020.
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5.11.3 Thresholds of Significance
FAA Order 1050.1F defines the significance
threshold for noise to be when “the action
would increase noise by DNL 1.5 dB or more
for a noise sensitive area that is exposed to
noise at or above the DNL 65 dB noise
exposure level, or that would be exposed at
or above the DNL 65 dB level due to a DNL
1.5 dB or greater increase, when compared
to the no action alternative for the same
timeframe.”

5.11.4 Impact Analysis
The noise impact analysis was completed for
noise sensitive areas within the 65+ dB DNL
to evaluate whether the Minimum Action
Alternative
or
Sponsor’s
Preferred
Alternative would cause a noise increase of
1.5 dB DNL or more compared with the No
Action Alternative.

5.11.4.1 Minimum Action Alternative
The Minimum Action Alternative includes
improvements to ensure continued eligibility
for federal funding under the Airport
Improvement Program. This alternative also
includes the actions required to maintain the
maximum runway length determined eligible
for FAA funding. The detailed data sources,
assumptions, and methodologies applied in
developing the Minimum Action Alternative
noise contours are included in Appendix H-3.
The DNL contours for the Minimum Action
Alternative are shown in Figures 5.11-1 and
5.11-4, and are also included in in Appendix
H-3, Figure 7.

5.11.4.2 Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative
The Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative includes
the actions identified as the Phase I
Improvements on the MTN ALP, which
includes both the actions needed to meet
Environmental Consequences

FAA standards as well as those actions
needed to replace the ATCT and
accommodate anticipated general aviation
demand.
The detailed data sources,
assumptions, and methodologies applied in
developing
the
Sponsor’s
Preferred
Alternative noise contours are included in
Appendix H-3. The DNL contours for the
Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative are shown in
Figures 5.11-2 and 5.11-5, and are also
included in Appendix H-3, Figure 8.

5.11.4.3 No Action Alternative
The No Action Alternative represents MTN in
its current state without the proposed
improvements. The detailed data sources,
assumptions, and methodologies applied in
developing the No Action Alternative noise
contour are included in Appendix H-3. The
DNL contours for the No Action Alternative
are shown in Figure 5.11-3 and 5.11-6, and
are also included in Appendix H-3, Figure 6.

5.11.4.4 Comparison of Alternatives
Due to the relocated runway ends and
displaced thresholds, the Minimum Action
Alternative
and
Sponsor’s
Preferred
Alternative noise contours shift towards the
northwest and extend slightly beyond the
Amtrak/MARC train line compared with the
No Action Alternative. The new areas within
the 65+ DNL are comprised of wooded area
along the centerline extension of Runway 1533. The Minimum Action Alternative and
Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative noise
contours are expected to recede slightly
southeast of the Airport as a result of runway
end and threshold relocations. Compared
with the No Action Alternative, the area within
the 65+ DNL in the Minimum Action
Alternative would be 1.0 percent smaller in
2021 and 0.8 percent smaller in 2026.
Similarly, the area within the 65+ DNL in the
Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative would be 1.4
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percent smaller in 2021 and 0.8 percent
smaller in 2026 compared with the No Action
Alternative. Table 5.11.3 provides the 65+
DNL areas of the alternatives in 2021 and
2026.

Sponsor’s Preferred, and 2026 No Action
Alternatives, respectively. The figures show
that there is little difference between the 65+
DNL contours for the No Action, Minimum
Action and Sponsor’s Preferred Alternatives.

Table 5.11.3
65+ DNL Areas

There are no noise sensitive sites, including
residential areas, within the 2021 or 2026
contours for any of the alternatives. The
majority of the land use within the 65+ DNL
noise contour is MTN property for all
alternatives. The variation in the contours
between the alternatives is minimal. The No
Action Alternative includes a slightly larger
total area within the 65+ DNL in 2021 and
2026, as compared to the Minimum Action
Alternative
and
Sponsor’s
Preferred
Alternative in these years. The Minimum
Action Alternative and Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative contours include slightly higher
Transportation land use area, as compared
to the No Action Alternative. Neither the
Minimum Action Alternative nor Sponsor’s
Preferred Alternative are anticipated to
produce significant impacts with respect to
noise and, accordingly, no mitigation is
required.

2021 No Action

65+ DNL Area
(acres)
358.9

2026 No Action

361.6

2021 Minimum Action

355.2

2026 Minimum Action

358.8

2021 Sponsor’s Preferred

353.8

2026 Sponsor’s Preferred

358.8

Alternative

Source: HNTB Analysis 2020.

5.11.4.5 Noise-Compatible Land Use
Tables 5.11.4 through 5.11.9 summarize
land use type, within the 2021 and 2026
noise contours for the Minimum Action,
Sponsor’s Preferred, and No Action
Alternatives. Figures 5.11-1 through 5.116 illustrate the land use within the 2021
Minimum Action, 2021 Sponsor’s Preferred,
2021 No Action, 2026 Minimum Action, 2026

Table 5.11.4
2021 Minimum Action Alternative Noise Exposure (Acres)
Land Use Classification
Airport Property
Exempt
Exempt Commercial
Industrial
Transportation
Water
Total

65 to 70 DNL

70 to 75 DNL

Over 75 DNL

Total

182.2

98.1

68.9

349.2

0.1

0

0

0.1

0.4

0

0

0.4

0.2

0

0

0.2

5.1

0

0

5.1

0.2

0

0

0.2

188.2

98.1

68.9

355.2

Sources: Baltimore County GIS data, HNTB analysis, 2017.
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Table 5.11.5
2021 Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative Noise Exposure (Acres)
Land Use Classification

Airport Property
Exempt
Exempt Commercial
Industrial
Transportation
Water
Total

65 to 70 DNL

70 to 75 DNL

Over 75 DNL

Total

176.4

99.7

68.3

344.4

0.1

0

0

0.1

0.1

0

0

0.1

0.0

0

0

0.0

5.8

0

0

5.8

3.6

0

0

3.6

186.0

99.7

68.3

354.0

Sources: Baltimore County GIS data, HNTB analysis, 2020.

Table 5.11.6
2021 No Action Alternative Noise Exposure (Acres)
Land Use Classification
Airport Property
Exempt
Exempt Commercial
Industrial
Transportation
Water
Total

65 to 70 DNL

70 to 75 DNL

Over 75 DNL

Total

175.5

105.1

69.4

350.0

0.03

0

0

0.03

0.3

0

0

0.3

0.4

0

0

0.4

3.7

0

0

3.7

4.5

0

0

4.5

184.4

105.1

69.4

358.9

Sources: Baltimore County GIS data, HNTB analysis, 2017.

Table 5.11.7
2026 Minimum Action Alternative Noise Exposure (Acres)
Land Use Classification

Airport Property
Exempt
Exempt Commercial
Industrial
Transportation
Water
Total

65 to 70 DNL

70 to 75 DNL

Over 75 DNL

Total

183.5

99.2

69.7

352.4

0.1

0

0

0.1

0.4

0

0

0.4

0.3

0

0

0.3

5.3

0

0

5.3

0.3

0

0

0.3

189.9

99.2

69.7

358.8

Sources: Baltimore County GIS data, HNTB analysis, 2017.
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Table 5.11.8
2026 Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative Noise Exposure (Acres)
Land Use Classification

Airport Property
Exempt
Exempt Commercial
Industrial
Transportation
Water

65 to 70 DNL

70 to 75 DNL

Over 75 DNL

Total

177.7

100.5

69.2

347.4

0.1

0

0

0.1

0.2

0

0

0.2

0.1

0

0

0.1

6.1

0

0

6.1

5.0

0.2

0

5.2

189.2

100.7

69.2

359.1

Total

Sources: Baltimore County GIS data, HNTB analysis, 2020.

Table 5.11.9
2026 No Action Alternative Noise Exposure (Acres)
Land Use Classification

Airport Property
Exempt
Exempt Commercial
Industrial
Transportation
Water

65 to 70 DNL

70 to 75 DNL

Over 75 DNL

Total

176.0

106.0

70.1

352.1

0.04

0

0

0.04

0.3

0

0

0.3

0.5

0.01

0

0.5

3.8

0

0

3.8

Total

4.9

0

0

4.9

185.5

106.0

70.1

361.6

Sources: Baltimore County GIS data, HNTB analysis, 2017.

5.12 Socioeconomics,
Environmental Justice and
Children’s Environmental
Health and Safety Risks
This section analyzes the potential for the
alternatives to result in a socioeconomic,
environmental justice or children’s health
and safety impact.
None of the
improvements would change traffic volumes
or traffic patterns in the vicinity of MTN,
therefore no traffic analysis was needed.

5.12.1 Laws and Regulations
Applicable laws and regulations pertaining to
environmental justice and children’s’ health
and safety risks are discussed in Chapter 4,
Environmental Consequences

Section
4.13,
Socioeconomics,
Environmental Justice and Children’s’ Health
and Safety Risks.

5.12.2 Methodology
Socioeconomic Impacts
The potential for the alternatives to result in
the relocation of residences or businesses,
division
of
established
communities,
disruption of orderly planned development,
or changes in employment was evaluated.
Additionally, any actions resulting from the
alternatives that could result in high or
adverse human health or environmental
impacts that would disproportionately impact
minority or low income populations were also
evaluated.
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Figure 5.11-1
2021 Minimum Action Alternative Noise Contour
Sources: MDOT MAA (Aerials - 2018, June 2020 ALP),
Baltimore County, ESRI, USGS
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Figure 5.11-3
2021 No Action Alternative Noise Contour
Sources: MDOT MAA (Aerials - 2018, June 2020 ALP),
Baltimore County, ESRI, USGS
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Figure 5.11-4
2026 Minimum Action Alternative Noise Contour
Sources: MDOT MAA (Aerials - 2018, June 2020 ALP),
Baltimore County, ESRI, USGS
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Figure 5.11-6
2026 No Action Alternative Noise Contour
Sources: MDOT MAA (Aerials - 2018, June 2020 ALP),
Baltimore County, ESRI, USGS
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Environmental Justice
The presence of minority or low-income
households in the Study Area was confirmed
using the EPA’s “EJSCREEN” tool and U.S.
Census Bureau data. If a higher percentage
of minority or low-income households exist in
the Study Area than in Middle River or
Baltimore County, it was then determined if
these populations would be adversely
affected by any of the alternatives. The
objective of this analysis is to determine
whether there would be a disproportionately
high and adverse impact on minority and lowincome populations. Educational attainment
and employment rates were also considered.
Children’s Environmental Health and Safety
Risks
Executive Order (EO) 13045, Protection of
Children from Environmental Health Risks
and Safety Risks, directs federal agencies to
analyze their policies, programs, activities,
and standards for any environmental health
or safety risks that may disproportionately
affect children. Impacts to children’s health
and safety in the context of other impact
categories was considered for each of the
alternatives.

•

Disrupting or dividing an established
community;

•

Causing extensive relocation of
residential or community business;

•

Causing disproportionately high and
adverse effects on minority and/or
low-income populations;

•

Disrupting local traffic patterns,
including reducing the level of service
of roads; and

•

Producing a substantial change in the
community tax base.

Environmental Justice
“…a situation in which the proposed
action or alternative(s) would have the
potential to lead to a disproportionately
high and adverse impact to an
environmental justice population, i.e., a
low income or minority population, due
to:
•

Significant
impacts
in
other
environmental impact categories; or

•

Impacts on the physical or natural
environment
that
affect
an
environmental justice population in a
way that the FAA determines is
unique to the environmental justice
population and significant to that
population.”

5.12.3 Thresholds of Significance
For consideration in evaluating potential
impacts to socioeconomics, environmental
justice, and children’s environmental health
and safety risks, the FAA has not established
significance thresholds, however, the FAA
has identified factors to consider when
evaluating the context and intensity of
potential environmental impacts for:
Socioeconomics
•

Inducing
substantial
growth in an area;

Environmental Consequences

Children’s Environmental Health and Safety
Risks
•

“…situations in which the proposed
action or alternative(s) would have
the potential to lead to a
disproportionate health or safety risk
to children.”

economic

5-49

Martin State Airport Final Environmental Assessment
for Phase I Improvements

5.12.4 Impact Analysis
5.12.4.1 Minimum Action Alternative
The Minimum Action Alternative would not
result in impacts to minority or low-income
populations surrounding MTN.
Minor
impacts would result from proposed
vegetation obstruction removal on private
residential properties east of MTN, within CT
4518.02. A total of 11 trees are proposed to
be removed on 8 residential properties within
this CT. The population within CT 4518.02 is
only 8.8% minority, with 7.1% of families
living below the poverty line, which is similar
to the percent of families living below the
poverty line in Middle River and Baltimore
County (8.3% and 6.0%, respectively).
Therefore, the impacted properties are not
considered to be part of environmental
justice communities.
Additionally, the
vegetation removal on these properties is
within a heavily forested area, and the
selective tree removal to comply with FAA
standards is not expected to have any
adverse impact on property values.
The Minimum Action Alternative also
includes the acquisition of two parcels along
Wilson Point Road that are available for
purchase. Parcel ID 1-03-233230 has two
structures
(abandoned
church
and
residential building) that would be
demolished as part of the Minimum Action
Alternative. The parcel is expected to be
used for open space or mitigation for natural
resources.
MDOT MAA acquired the
properties in December 2017 and the
buildings are currently vacant. Therefore no
displacement of business or economic
activity would occur. The surrounding
neighborhood would be notified prior to
demolition activities occurring. The other
parcel (Parcel ID 19-00-014055) has no
structures, and is vacant and paved. This
parcel, which is currently part of a larger
Environmental Consequences

Lockheed Martin property is available for
purchase and is also expected to be used for
either open space or mitigation for natural
resources.
The Minimum Action Alternative would not
shift any business or economic activity or
population movement or shifts in a
community. No significant impacts related to
socioeconomics, environmental justice, or
children’s environmental health and safety
risks are expected with the Minimum Action
Alternative and no mitigation would be
required.

5.12.4.2 Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative
The obstruction removal would be the same
for this alternative as the proposed off-airport
obstruction removal for the Minimum Action
Alternative. The acquisition of two parcels
along Wilson Point Road is also included in
the Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative.
The Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative would
not result in impacts to minority or lowincome populations surrounding MTN, and
would not shift any business or economic
activity or population movement or shifts in a
community.

5.12.4.3 No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, there would
be no proposed development and therefore
no potential for impacts related to
socioeconomics, environmental justice or
children’s health and safety.

5.13 Visual Effects
Visual effects consists of two categories:
light emissions effects, and visual resource
and visual character impacts. The potential
impact of light emissions and visual impacts
from the proposed improvements are
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assessed as they relate to light sensitive
areas and visual resources near MTN.

5.13.1 Laws and Regulations
There are no Federal regulations for airport
related light emissions or visual effects.

5.13.2 Methodology

Light Emissions
An action may be considered significant if
light emissions would create significant
annoyance or inference with normal
activities; or if light emissions affect the visual
character of an area (i.e. importance,
uniqueness, aesthetic value).

Light Emissions

Visual Resources and Visual Character

The primary sources of light emissions from
airports are the FAA required lighting for
security,
obstruction
clearance,
and
navigation. An analysis of the impact of light
emissions on the surrounding environment is
required when proposed projects introduce
new lighting that may affect residential or
other sensitive land uses.

An action may be considered significant if it
would affect the nature of the visual
character of an area; contrast with visual
resources or character in the study area; or
block or obstruct the views of visual
resources.

Visual Resources and Visual Character
Visual impacts deal more broadly with the
extent that the development contrasts with
the existing environment and whether the
community’s jurisdictional agency considers
this contrast objectionable. The potential for
development to contrast with the surrounding
environment is assessed, including potential
consultation with jurisdictional agencies.
Due to the potential for the proposed
development to affect views to and from
MTN, a historic district determined eligible for
the NRHP, a Visual APE was identified to
evaluate if any changes to viewshed to/from
MTN would result in an adverse effect.

5.13.3 Thresholds of Significance
There is no established threshold of
significance for visual effects. However, FAA
Order 1050.1F provides factors to consider
in determining whether the threshold of
significance for visual effects would be
exceeded.

Environmental Consequences

5.13.4 Impact Analysis
Potential impacts of light emissions and
impacts on visual resources and visual
character were identified and evaluated.

5.13.4.1 Minimum Action Alternative
Light Emissions
Proposed projects under the Minimum Action
Alternative would include new and relocated
sources of light emissions, however it would
not significantly change the light emissions
from MTN. Changes to taxiway and apron
layouts would include adjustments to airfield
lighting. The relocation and displacement of
the runway ends would require relocation of
runway lighting as well. Additionally, some
of the proposed obstruction removal would
be mitigated by proper use and installation of
obstruction lights where appropriate,
contingent upon approval from the FAA.
Proposed obstruction lighting may be hard
wired. Requirements and guidance for
identifying and mitigating obstructions within
the Part 77 surface and TSS are outlined in
FAR Part 77 and FAA Engineering Brief 91
(EB 91). Proposed obstruction lights are
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located within Airport property and on top of
Amtrak catenary poles adjacent to Eastern
Blvd. The lights within Airport property will
not be visible beyond the Airport perimeter as
they will be shielded by the forested areas to
remain. The lights on top of Amtrak catenary
poles would not significantly change light
emissions in the area and would not be
visible to residential areas.
All proposed projects involving new light
emissions would be consistent with the
existing
visual
character
of
MTN
environment and its immediate surrounding.
Lighting for the Minimum Action Alternative
would be designed to comply with FAA and
airport lighting standards in order to ensure
there would be no negative impacts to
runway operations or aircraft safety.
Additional light from the proposed
improvements would not significantly change
the light emissions from MTN or adversely
impact the surrounding community.
No significant impacts related to light
emissions are expected with the Minimum
Action Alternative.
Visual Resources and Visual Character
The Minimum Action Alternative would not
affect the visual character of the MTN
campus. The proposed development would
be consistent with the current visual
surroundings and with the Airport.
For the obstruction removal, there would be
approximately 50.8 acres of trees and 9
isolated trees on-airport removed, and
approximately 17.6 acres of trees and 20
isolated trees off-airport removed. Of the
isolated off-airport trees, three trees are
located off the Runway 15 end and 17 trees
are located on residential properties off the
Runway 33 end.

Environmental Consequences

Since the obstruction removal would be
predominantly selective clearing in the
residential area, rather than clearcut, forest
stands would remain, but would be less
dense. The nature of the visual character of
the area would not be significantly affected.
Due to the potential of the obstruction
removal to affect the views to and from MTN,
a historic property determined eligible for the
NRHP, a visual analysis was conducted as
discussed in detail in Section 5.8, Historical,
Architectural, Archaeological and Cultural
Resources and Appendix G, Attachment 4.
Additionally, the MDOT MAA acquired the
parcel on Wilson Point Road that contains
the abandoned Episcopal Diocese of
Maryland Church and a residential building.
The MDOT MAA intends to raze the buildings
and use the property as open space.
Therefore, the view for the surrounding
properties toward the property would
change. Since acquiring the properties in
December 2017, MDOT MAA has received
reports from the neighborhood when
vandalism has occurred at the properties. As
a result, a fence was installed around the
properties in March 2019. Since the church
and residence are vacant and could become
an eyesore or continue to be an attractive
nuisance in the future, a view toward open
space and Stansbury Creek may be
considered a positive visual change for the
surrounding properties. The surrounding
neighborhood would be notified prior to
demolition activities occurring.
The Minimum Action Alternative would not
block or obstruct any views of visual
resources. The view from MTN, an NRHPeligible property, would vary around MTN
due to proposed improvements and
obstruction removal. However, no significant
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impact related to visual effects from MTN are
expected.
No significant impacts related to visual
resources or visual character are expected
with the Minimum Action Alternative. Refer
to Section 5.8.4.1 for additional details on
visual effects to historic resources under the
Minimum Action Alternative.

5.13.4.2 Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative
Light Emissions
The Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative would
result in similar impacts to light emissions as
described under the Minimum Action
Alternative. In addition to the light sources
discussed under the Minimum Action
Alternative,
the
Sponsor’s
Preferred
Alternative also includes GA/Landside
Facilities that would be additional sources of
light emissions for the new hangars,
associated apron areas, taxilanes and
vehicular access and parking. The relocated
ATCT would also include minimal light
emissions.
Lighting for the Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative would be designed to comply with
FAA and airport lighting standards in order to
ensure there would be no negative impacts
to runway operations or aircraft safety.
Additional light from the proposed
improvements would not significantly change
the light emissions from MTN or adversely
impact the surrounding community. No
significant impacts related to light emissions
are expected with the Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative.
Visual Resources and Visual Character

Alternative. The only differences would be
the new ATCT and the GA/Landside
Facilities, which include new hangars, apron
areas, and parking. These projects would
also be consistent with the visual character
of the MTN campus. No significant impacts
to visual character and visual resources are
expected with the Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative. Refer to Section 5.8.4.2 for
additional details on visual effects to historic
resources under the Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative.

5.13.4.3 No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, there would
be no proposed development and therefore
no potential for impacts to light emissions or
visual resources and character.

5.13.5 Mitigation
Although there is no expected impact from
either alternative, lighting for the Minimum
Action Alternative or Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative projects would be designed to
comply with FAA and airport lighting
standards in order to ensure there would be
no negative impacts to runway operations or
aircraft safety. The FAA promotes the
following measures to mitigate any potential
lighting impacts: shielding lighting fixtures
with visors; angling fixtures toward the base
of the mounting poles; directional lighting; or
using minimal pole heights or reduced
wattage bulbs.

5.14 Water Resources
Potential impacts from the proposed
improvements on wetlands, waters of the
US, floodplains, water quality, and
groundwater were assessed.

The Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative would
result in similar impacts to visual resources
as described under the Minimum Action
Environmental Consequences

5-53

Martin State Airport Final Environmental Assessment
for Phase I Improvements

5.14.1 Laws and Regulations
Applicable laws and regulations for water
resources are discussed in Chapter 4,
Section 4.15, Water Resources.

5.14.2 Methodology
Wetlands, Streams, and Floodplains
Impacts are determined by calculating the
square footage of wetlands and their buffers,
square footage and linear footage of streams,
and square footage of floodplains under the
footprint of each alternative. For the purposes
of this analysis, a worst-case scenario in
which all impacts are considered permanent
is presented; however, it is probable that
during final design, with implementation of
avoidance and minimization measures, some
of the impacts could become temporary or
avoided altogether. When authorizing a
project, USACE considers temporary and
permanent impacts cumulatively.
Consultation with USACE and MDE is
required to develop a conceptual mitigation
plan for unavoidable impacts and to obtain
reasonable assurance that appropriate
compensatory mitigation would be provided
and Section 404 permit conditions can be
met.
Water Quality
Preliminary SWM design was developed to
demonstrate that the Minimum Action
Alternative and the Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative would meet stormwater quality
and quantity requirements. These designs
were prepared in accordance with the
Maryland Stormwater Act of 2007 which
requires the use of Environmental Site
Design (ESD) BMPs to the maximum extent
possible,
FAA
regulations
regarding
drainage, and the Maryland Department of
Natural Resources Chesapeake Bay Critical
Environmental Consequences

Area requirement for phosphorus removal for
those projects located within the established
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area.
To analyze stormwater quantity control, the
existing conditions stormwater models from
the
Comprehensive
Stormwater
Management Plan for Martin State Airport
were modified to reflect the proposed
development in each drainage basin that
may require quantity control. The proposed
projects fall within each of the three
watersheds: Dark Head, Frog Mortar, and
Stansbury.
To evaluate potential impacts on water
quality, the change in impervious surface for
each
project
was
determined.
Environmental
site
design
(ESD)
calculations are made to determine the
extent of treatment required by project.
Concepts for stormwater quality and quantity
management are discussed.
Groundwater
Impacts to groundwater at airports are
largely associated with fuel spills/leaks and
the potential vertical migration or exfiltration
of aircraft fuels. Therefore, the Alternatives
were reviewed regarding their relative
potential for fuel spills/leaks. Additionally, the
Alternatives were reviewed regarding their
potential to impact known AOCs at MTN.

5.14.3 Thresholds of Significance
Wetlands and Streams (Waters of the US)
Per FAA Order 1050.1F, a significant impact
would occur to wetlands “when the action
would:
•

Adversely affect a wetland’s function
to protect the quality or quantity of
municipal water supplies, including
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surface waters and sole source and
other aquifers;
•

Substantially alter the hydrology
needed to sustain the affected
wetland system’s values and
functions or those of a wetland to
which it is connected;

•

Substantially reduce the affected
wetland’s ability to retain floodwaters
or storm runoff, thereby threatening
public health, safety or welfare (the
term welfare includes cultural,
recreational, and scientific resources
or property important to the public);

•

•

Adversely affect the maintenance of
natural systems supporting wildlife
and fish habitat or economically
important timber, food, or fiber
resources of the affected or
surrounding wetlands; or
Promote development of secondary
activities or services that would
cause the circumstances listed above
to occur; or be inconsistent with
applicable state wetland strategies.

Floodplains
In accordance with the FAA Order 1050.1F,
“Floodplain impacts would be significant if:
The action would cause notable adverse
impacts on natural and beneficial floodplain
values.” 18
Surface Waters
FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4-1, defines the
threshold of significance for surface waters.
A significant impact exists if an action would
“exceed water quality standards established
by Federal, state, local, and tribal regulatory
agencies; or contaminate public drinking
water supply such that public health may be
adversely affected.”
Environmental Consequences

Groundwater
FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4-1, defines the
threshold of significance for groundwater. A
significant impact exists if an action would
“exceed groundwater quality standards
established by Federal, state, local, and
tribal regulatory agencies; or contaminate an
aquifer used for public water supply such that
public health may be adversely affected.”

5.14.4 Impact Analysis
Potential impacts to wetlands, streams,
floodplains, water quality and groundwater
were identified and evaluated.

5.14.4.1 Minimum Action Alternative
Wetlands, Waters of the US and Floodplains
Table 5.14.1 summarizes the impacts to
wetlands, wetland buffers, streams, and the
100-year floodplain associated with the
Minimum Action Alternative projects.
Wetland impacts are separated by regulating
authority, with isolated wetlands regulated by
MDE, and non-isolated wetlands regulated
by MDE and USACE, further separated into
non-tidal and tidal wetlands. Likewise,
Figures 5.14-1 and 5.14-2 illustrate the
impacts of the Minimum Action Alternative
projects on wetlands and streams, and
floodplains, respectively. See Figure 5.4-1
for an illustration of non-tidal and tidal
wetland areas in relation to the Minimum
Action Alternative projects.
Seven of the proposed improvement projects
could potentially impact wetlands, streams
and/or floodplains. This includes impacts
associated with Part 77 Obstruction Removal
and WHMP Forest Thinning.
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Table 5.14.1
Minimum Action Alternative Impacts to Water Resources

Project

LOD
(acres)

Part 77 Obstruction Removal

MDE Regulated
(On-Airport Isolated)

Impacts/Encroachments
USACE /MDE Regulated
(On-Airport Non-Isolated)
Nontidal
Off-Airport
Tidal
Wetlands2
Tidal
Nontidal Wetland
Wetland
(acres)
Wetlands
Wetlands Buffers
Buffers
(acres)
(acres)
(acres)
(acres)
1

Stream
(LF)4

Stream
Channel
(SF) 4

100-Year
Floodplai
n (acres)

Wetlands
(acres)

Wetland
Buffers
(acres)

N/A

1.17

1.80

8.61

3.80

0.24

0.01

17.753

85

1,022
(0.02
acres)

0.94

WHMP Forest Thinning

38.8

0.78

0.95

5.84

3.23

0.77

0.71

--

--

--

3.33

Obstruction Lighting

N/A

0.03

--

--

0.003

--

--

--

--

--

0.03

AWOS Clearing

3.59

0.85

0.81

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

Relocate Localizer

2.22

0.01

0.04

0.07

0.10

0.17

0.20

--

--

--

1.88

Install MALS

2.46

0.09

0.12

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.01

--

--

--

0.69

Relocation of Runway 33 End

17.49

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

0.10

2.89

3.69

14.45

1.11

0.91

17.753

85

1,022
(0.02
acres)

6.75

TOTAL5

7.15

Note: 1 USACE does not regulate vegetation removal or felling of trees within wetlands. Total USACE regulated wetland impacts could be less than the total, provided wetlands are not
filled in all areas of vegetation removal.
2 Source of off-airport wetland data was MDNR. Off-airport wetlands were not field delineated and therefore no buffer impacts are calculated. Additionally, the relocated localizer
project located within Frog Mortar Creek would result in approximately in 1.59 acres of temporary impacts and 0.01 acres of permanent impacts to off-airport tidal wetlands.
3 Off-Airport wetland impacts for Part 77 include both direct (3.28 acres) and indirect (14.47 acres) impacts associated with ditching and draining wetlands within the Runway 15
end.
4 All stream impacts are to nontidal waterways, as delineated in the 2017 wetland delineation.
5 Total accounts for the overlapping of project impacts. The total impacts to wetlands assume a worst-case scenario with wetlands being filled in.
Sources: Preliminary Engineering Project Quantities, and HNTB analysis, 2021.
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The Forest Thinning effort would not include
clearing canopy or understory trees, and
there is no intention that any forest loss
should occur in these areas.
For Part 77 Obstruction Removal, impact
calculations assume a worst-case scenario
in which all wetlands in vegetation removal
areas would be drained and filled, however,
it is possible that alternative methods could
be utilized for this effort, and as a result,
these impacts would be significantly
reduced.
It is also important to note that the final
USACE/EPA Navigable Waters Protection
Rule for the jurisdiction of Waters of the
United States (WOTUS) went into effect in
June of 2020. Jurisdictional Determinations
are currently valid for 5 years and then are
required to be re-confirmed once expired.
Wetlands located within the transitional
surface and immediately off the Runway 33
end, where vegetation is proposed to be
removed, would be filled to prevent wildlife
attractants near the airfield. This is the USDA
Wildlife Services recommendation outlined in
the current WHMP.
For wetlands located off the Runway 15 end
on the north side of Eastern Blvd, MDOT
MAA and other participating agencies are
researching the viability of different clearing
options that would minimize wetland impacts
while maintaining the safest possible
scenario for flight operations.
The list below is a generalized outline of
clearing options for the Runway 15 end.
•

Clearcut and Fill/Drain Wetlands:
(Worst Case Environmental Impact)
Clearcutting existing forest and
filling/draining wetlands in order to
render the area unattractive to
hazardous wildlife.
Table 5.14.1

Environmental Consequences

summarizes the impacts associated
with this worst case scenario, which
includes the indirect impacts to offairport wetlands adjacent to directly
impacted wetlands off the Runway 15
end (See Figure 5.14-3) ;
•

Fell Trees, Replant Low Growth:
Felling of tree obstructions and
replanting with low growth species in
order to maintain a mask of tree
canopy over the open water as a
deterrent against hazardous wildlife
utilization;

•

Fell Trees, Grid Structure: Felling
tree obstructions and masking open
water with a grid or other structural
practice in order to deter potentially
hazardous wildlife from imprinting on
open water areas;

•

No Action off Runway 15 End:
Taking
no
action,
with
the
assumption that taking any of the
above actions would increase the risk
of an aircraft-wildlife strike incident.

An additional option was explored to limit the
required obstruction removal on-airport
property to the Threshold Siting Surface
(TSS) in the area off the Runway 15 end.
However, the majority of the Part 77
obstructions also obstruct the TSS and
therefore this option would not help to reduce
the impacts.
Wetland and wetland buffer impacts may be
reduced from the totals provided in Table
5.14.1 through conversion of wetlands from
forested to scrub/shrub or emergent rather
than permanently impacting wetlands and
wetland buffers through filling and draining;
however, compaction of wetland soils is a still
a concern. To help avoid compaction issues,
individual trees will be selectively removed
by hand in many cases. In areas where
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several trees must be removed, compaction
can be minimized through use of loadbearing mats in conjunction with hand
clearing.
Impacts associated with the Minimum Action
Alternative include 18.5 acres of on-airport
wetlands, 11.8 acres of on-airport wetland
buffers, 17.8 acres of off-airport wetlands,
0.02 acres (85 linear feet) of streams, and
6.8 acres of 100-year floodplains.
Note that the total off-airport wetland impact
summarized in Table 5.14.1 includes 3.28
acres of direct impact (in areas of obstruction
removal) and 14.47 acres of indirect impact
(adjacent wetlands that would be impacted
by draining), as shown in Figure 5.14-3.
Wetland impacts incurred for Part 77
Obstruction Removal may be reduced based
on the selected option for clearing the
forested wetlands off the end of Runway 15,
as described above. Run-off from all
proposed projects ultimately discharges to
the adjacent waterbodies. SWM will be
implemented in accordance with MDE’s
Stormwater Management Guidelines for
State and Federal Projects to control run-off
and ensure nearby floodplains are not
adversely impacted.
While proposed
projects are within and adjacent to the
floodplains, resulting in a floodplain
encroachment, the projects would not be
considered significant impacts as there
would be no impact to the natural and
beneficial value of the floodplains. There
would be not be a significant encroachment
on floodplains under DOT Order 5650.2.
It should be noted that the parcels located
along Wilson Point Road, included for NEPA
review, are also within the 100-year
floodplain.

Environmental Consequences

Water Quality
Table 5.14.2 provides the results of the SWM
analyses for the Minimum Action Alternative.
No structural BMPs would be required to
manage stormwater with this alternative;
water quality requirements would be met
through the use of non-structural BMPs,
including Non-Rooftop Disconnects (NRDs)
and the use of overtreatment (credit) in one
drainage basin to offset a shortage in
another drainage basin located within the
same watershed.
Quantity control could be met through a
reduction in impervious surface or the use of
SWM waivers for discharge to a tidally
influenced stream.
Frog Mortar Creek and Stansbury Creek
drainage areas all discharge directly to tidally
influenced streams, and therefore any
quantity control requirements could be met
through use of stormwater waivers in
accordance with the Maryland Stormwater
Management Guidelines for State & Federal
Projects, Section 3.3(B)(1).
Quantity control would only be required in
Dark Head Creek drainage area DH8, which
could either be met through use of
underground detention facility or use of a
SWM waiver with changes to the storm drain
system. A stable outfall that has adequate
capacity to handle the Q10 storm for
post/ultimate development is required for the
stormwater management waiver. Hence a
new stormdrain system is proposed. (see
Exhibit 1 in Appendix K, Stormwater
Analysis, for the proposed storm drain
location).
Phosphorus load reduction requirements
could be met for all Minimum Action
Alternative projects within the Critical Area.
See Appendix K, Stormwater Analysis, for
the preliminary stormwater design details.
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Table 5.14.2
Minimum Action Alternative Stormwater Quality Control
Stream

Dark Head
Creek

Frog
Mortar
Creek

Drainage
Areas

Proposed Projects

Quality
Control

Storm Drainage Pipe /
Quantity Control
Recommendations
--

DH3

Taxiway A removal

NRD- DH 3-1

DH4

Taxiway A and former high-speed exit taxiway removal, Runway Mill
and Overlay, Removal of Runway Shoulders, Taxiway A relocation,
Taxiway F extension, addition of connector Taxi-lane to apron, Relocate
NAVAIDS

NRD-DH 4-1
thru NRD DH
4-7

DH8

Connector Taxi-lane to apron from Taxiway F, Taxiway F Extension

NRD-DH 8-1
thru NRD DH
8-4

FM2

No construction; portion of LOD is located within this drainage basin

None

FM5

Runway Mill and Overlay, Removal of Runway Shoulders, Removal of
Taxiways E and S, New location of Taxiway E, Pavement rehab and
reshaping of Taxiway J, Taxiway S Reconstruction

NRD-FM 5-1
thru NRD FM
5-15

FM6

Removal of Taxiway E, Addition/relocation of NAVAIDs, Filet additions
to Taxiway S, Taxiway S Reconstruction

None

FM7

Removal of Taxiway E, Addition/relocation of NAVAIDs

None

FM8

Removal of Taxiway E, Addition/relocation of NAVAIDs

NRD-FM 8-1

--

FM9

Runway Mill and Overlay, Runway Shoulder Removal, Taxiway T
Rehab, Removal of Taxiways D and E, relocating NAVAIDs, Taxiway E
Relocation

NRD-FM 9-1
thru NRD-FM
9-9

Replace with larger pipes

FM14

Runway Mill and Overlay, Runway Shoulder Removal, Taxiway T
improvements, Taxiway C addition

NRD-FM 14-1
thru NRDFM14-5

Replace with larger pipes

FM19

Taxiway T improvements, MANG Apron Reconstruction

NRD-FM 19-1
and NRD-FM
19-2

--

Environmental Consequences

--

Construct new storm drain
system to discharge directly
into Dark Head Creek

Replace with larger pipes

---
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Table 5.14.2
Minimum Action Alternative Stormwater Quality Control
Stream

Quality
Control

Storm Drainage Pipe /
Quantity Control
Recommendations

MANG Apron Reconstruction

NRD-FM 20-1

--

S5

Runway Mill and Overlay, Runway Shoulder Removal, Removal of
Taxiways A, B and C, New locations of Taxiways A, B, and C, Taxiway
F extension, MANG Apron Reconstruction

NRD- S 5-1
thru NRD-S519

--

S10

Taxiway S Rehab and filet changes, edges of Connector Taxiway from
Taxiway F to Taxiway S

NRD-S10-1
thru NRD-S
10-4

--

Drainage
Areas
FM20

Stansbury
Creek

Proposed Projects

Source: Michael Baker Jr., Inc., 2018.

Environmental Consequences
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Groundwater
The Minimum Action Alternative would not
impact groundwater such that water quality
standards set forth by Federal, state, or local
agencies would be exceeded or would have
the potential to contaminate an aquifer used
for public water supply.
Stormwater runoff from the proposed project
sites would be contained in the storm drain
system and treated for water quality in SWM
BMPs such as NRDs (to be determined upon
final design). The Minimum Action
Alternative does not include projects that
would introduce new ASTs or USTs, or new
aircraft deicing areas. Therefore, the
Minimum Action Alternative would not
increase the potential to contaminate
groundwater.

5.14.4.2 Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative
Wetlands, Streams, and Floodplains
Table 5.14.3 summarizes the impacts to
wetlands, wetland buffers, streams, and the
100-year floodplain associated with the
Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative projects.
Wetland impacts are separated by regulating
authority, with isolated wetlands regulated by
MDE, and non-isolated wetlands regulated
by MDE and USACE, further separated into
non-tidal and tidal wetlands.
Likewise,
Figures 5.14-4 and 5.14-5
illustrate the impacts of the Sponsor’s
Preferred Alternative projects on wetlands
and streams, and floodplains, respectively.
See Figure 5.4-2 for an illustration of nontidal and tidal wetland areas in relation to the
Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative projects.
As described under the Minimum Action
Alternative, impact calculations in Table
5.14.3 assume a worst-case scenario in
which all wetlands in vegetation removal
Environmental Consequences

areas would be drained and filled. See
Section 5.14.1 for a description of Part 77
Obstruction Removal options that may reduce
impacts from the worst-case scenario.
Twelve of the proposed improvement projects
could potentially impact wetlands, streams
and/or floodplains: including the seven
projects identified in the Minimum Action
Alternative impacts and five GA/Landside
Facility projects.
Impacts associated with the Sponsor’s
Preferred Alternative would include 18.7
acres of on-airport wetlands, 12.4 acres of onairport wetland buffers, 17.8 acres of offairport wetlands, 0.02 acres (85 linear feet) of
streams, and 7.6 acres of 100-year
floodplains.
Note that the total for off-airport wetland
impact summarized in Table 5.14.3 includes
3.3 acres of direct impact (in areas of
obstruction removal) and 14.5 acres of
indirect impact (adjacent wetlands that would
be impacted by draining). Wetland impacts
incurred for Part 77 Obstruction Removal may
be reduced based on the selected option for
clearing the forested wetlands off the end of
Runway 15, as described in Section 5.14.1.
Run-off from all proposed projects ultimately
discharges to the adjacent waterbodies.
SWM will be implemented in accordance
with MDE’s Stormwater Management
Guidelines for State and Federal Projects to
control run-off and ensure nearby floodplains
are not adversely impacted. While proposed
projects are within and adjacent to the
floodplains, resulting in a floodplain
encroachment, the projects would not be
considered significant impacts as there
would be no impact to the natural and
beneficial value of the floodplains There
would not be a significant encroachment on
floodplains under DOT Order 5650.2.
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Table 5.14.3
Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative Impacts to Water Resources

Project

LOD
(acres)

Part 77 Obstruction Removal

MDE Regulated
(On-Airport Isolated)

Impacts/Encroachments
USACE1/MDE Regulated
(On-Airport Non-Isolated)
Off-Airport
Nontidal
Tidal
Wetlands2
Tidal
Nontidal
Wetland
Wetland
(acres)
Wetlands
Wetlands
Buffers
Buffers
(acres)
(acres)
(acres)
(acres)

Stream
(LF)4

Stream
Channel
(SF)4

100-Year
Floodplain
(acres)

Wetlands
(acres)

Wetland
Buffers
(acres)

N/A

1.17

1.80

8.61

3.80

0.24

0.01

17.753

85

WHMP Forest Thinning

38.8

0.78

0.95

5.84

3.23

0.77

0.71

--

--

1,022
(0.02 acres)
--

Obstruction Lighting

N/A

0.03

--

--

0.003

--

--

--

--

--

0.11

AWOS Clearing

3.59

0.85

0.81

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

Relocate Localizer

2.22

0.01

0.04

0.07

0.10

0.17

0.20

--

--

--

1.88

Install MALS

2.46

0.09

0.12

0.04

--

--

--

0.69

17.49

--

--

--

0.08
--

0.01

Relocation of Runway 33 End
Additional Parking (at Main
Terminal)
Midfield GA Development

0.06
--

--

--

--

--

0.10

--

--

--

--

--

--

0.48

Modify Strawberry Point Pier
Reconfigure Existing Midfield
Access Road
Reconfigure T-Hangars/New
Corporate Hangars

3.33

0.86

--

--

--

38.18

0.23

0.52

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

0.10

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

0.10

1.26

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

0.29

14.01

0.02

0.09

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

3.15

4.30

14.45

7.15

1.11

0.91

17.753

85

1,022
(0.02 acres)

7.62

TOTAL 5
Note:

0.94

USACE does not regulate vegetation removal or felling of trees within wetlands. Total USACE regulated wetland impacts could be less than the total, provided wetlands are not filled in
all areas of vegetation removal.
2 Source of off-airport wetland data was MDNR. Off-airport wetlands were not field delineated and therefore no buffer impacts are calculated. Additionally, the relocated localizer project
and Strawberry Point Pier modification projects located within Frog Mortar Creek would result in approximately in 1.75 acres of temporary impacts and 0.01 acres of permanent impacts
to off-airport tidal wetlands.
3 Off-Airport wetland impacts for Part 77 include both direct (3.28 acres) and indirect (14.47 acres) impacts associated with ditching and draining wetlands within the Runway 15 end.
4 All stream impacts are to nontidal waterways, as delineated in the 2017 wetland delineation.
5 Total accounts for the overlapping of project impacts. The total impacts to wetlands assume a worst-case scenario with wetlands being filled in.
Sources: Preliminary Engineering Project Quantities, and HNTB analysis, 2021.
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It should be noted that the parcels located
along Wilson Point Road, included for NEPA
review, are also within the 100-year
floodplain.

Existing Ponds 1 and 3, once restored to
working conditions to meet the current
regulations, can provide additional water
quality in Stansbury Creek.

Water Quality

Phosphorus load reduction requirements
must be met for projects within the Critical
Area. Phosphorus removal requirements
were evaluated by drainage area. Within
some drainage areas, the BMPs considered
as part of preliminary engineering for
development of this EA do not completely
meet
the
phosphorus
reduction
requirements.
Coordination with the
Chesapeake Bay CAC on other approaches,
such as stormwater offset options, to meet
the phosphorus reduction requirements
would be necessary during final design. See
Appendix K, Stormwater Analysis, for
preliminary stormwater design details.

Table 5.14.4 provides the results of the SWM
analyses for the Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative.
Structural BMPs would be
required to manage stormwater quality with
this alternative. Water quality requirements
would be met through the use of NRDs,
sheet flow to conservation areas (SCA),
bioretention facilities and the use of
overtreatment (credit) in one drainage basin
to offset a shortage in another drainage
basin located within the same watershed.
Quantity control could be met through a
reduction in impervious surface, use of
underground detention facilities, or the use of
SWM waivers for discharge to a tidally
influenced stream.
Frog Mortar Creek and Stansbury Creek
drainage areas all discharge directly to tidally
influenced streams, and therefore any
quantity control requirements could be met
through use of stormwater waivers in
accordance with the Maryland Stormwater
Management Guidelines for State & Federal
Projects, Section 3.3(B)(1).
Quantity control requirements in Dark Head
Creek drainage areas DH8 and DH10 could
either be met through use of underground
detention facilities or use of a SWM waiver
with changes to the storm drain system. The
recommended design to address quantity
control would be to construct a new storm
drainage system that would discharge
directly into Dark Head Creek (see Exhibit 2
in Appendix K, Stormwater Analysis, for the
proposed storm drain location).

Environmental Consequences

Groundwater
The Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative would
not impact groundwater such that water
quality standards set forth by Federal, state,
or local agencies would be exceeded or
would have the potential to contaminate an
aquifer used for public water supply.
Stormwater runoff from the proposed project
sites would be contained in the storm drain
system and treated for water quality in SWM
facilities (to be determined upon final
design).
There is potential for the Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative projects to include ASTs or USTs,
notably the T-hangars, and associated
general aviation storage facilities. However,
all storage tanks would be designed to meet
regulations for spill containment measures
and therefore would not impact groundwater.
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Table 5.14.4
Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative Stormwater Quality Controls
Stream

Dark Head
Creek

Frog
Mortar
Creek

Storm Drainage Pipe / Quantity
Control Recommendations

Drainage
Areas

Proposed Projects

Quality Controls

DH3

Taxiway A removal

NRD- DH 3-1

DH4

Taxiway A and former high-speed exit taxiway removal,
Runway Mill and Overlay, Add Runway Shoulders,
Taxiway A relocation, Taxiway F extension and pavement
removal, addition of connector Taxi-lane to apron

NRD-DH 4-1 thru NRD DH 4-7

DH8

Connector Taxi-lane to apron from Taxiway F

NRD-DH 8-1 thru NRD DH 8-3

DH10

New parking lot in front of Terminal

NRD DH 10-1

DH12

New Taxilane F and F-GA Hangars

NRD DH 12-1
1 bioretention BMP (Area 4)

DH13

Existing Helipad demolition, New Hangar apron

NRD DH 13-1
2 bioretention BMP (Area 1 and 2)

DH14

New Taxilane F and F-GA Hangars

NRD DH 14-1
1 bioretention BMP (Area 4 located in DH 12)

FM2

Strawberry Point Road Complex, fuel tank and ground
pipeline removal and aircraft storage

SCA FM 2-1

FM5

Runway Mill and Overlay, Add Runway Shoulders,
Removal of Taxiways E, J, and S, New location of
Taxiway E and J, Pavement rehab and modification of
Taxiway J fillets

NRD-FM 5-1 thru NRD FM 5-14

FM6

Removal of Taxiway E, Addition/relocation of NAVAIDs,
Filet additions to Taxiway S

None

FM7

Removal of Taxiway E, Addition/relocation of NAVAIDs

None

--

FM8

Removal of Taxiway E

NRD-FM 8-1 and 8-2

--

Environmental Consequences

Construct new storm drain system
to discharge directly into Dark
Head Creek
Construct new storm drain system
to connect to existing County
pipes which discharge directly into
Dark Head Creek

Combine with DH12 discharges

Replace with larger pipes
Replace with larger pipes

--
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Table 5.14.4
Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative Stormwater Quality Controls
Stream

Stansbury
Creek

Storm Drainage Pipe / Quantity
Control Recommendations

Drainage
Areas

Proposed Projects

FM9

Runway Mill and Overlay, Add Runway Shoulders,
Taxiway T Rehab, Removal of Taxiways D and E,
relocating NAVAIDs

NRD-FM 9-1 thru NRD-FM 9-9

FM14

Runway Mill and Overlay, Taxiway T improvements,
Taxiway C addition, Add Runway Shoulders

NRD-FM 14-1 thru NRD-FM 14-7

FM19

Taxiway T improvements, MANG Apron Reconstruction

NRD-FM 19-1 and NRD-FM 19-2

FM 20

MANG Apron Reconstruction

NRD-FM 20-1

S1

New Taxilane F and F-GA Hangars

NRD S 1-1

Replace with larger pipes

S2

New Taxilane F and F-GA Hangars

1 bioretention BMP (Area 5 –
located in S3)

Replace with larger pipes

NRD-S 3-1 thru NRD-S 3-3
2 bioretention BMPs (Area 3 and
5)

Replace with larger pipes

S3

New Taxilane F and F-GA Hangars, Removal and
reconstruction of existing T-hangars, Midfield GA
improvements

S5

Runway Mill and Overlay, Add Runway Shoulders,
Removal of Taxiways A, B and C, Taxiway T Rehab, New
locations of Taxiways A and C, Taxiway F extension,
Removal of T-hangars, Midfield GA improvements, MANG
Apron Reconstruction

NRD- S 5-1 thru NRD-S 5-17
Existing Pond 1 excess capacity

S7

New ATCT, Midfield GA improvements

NRD S 7-1 and NRD S 7-2
Existing Pond 3 excess capacity

Replace with larger pipes

Quality Controls

Replace with larger pipes

Replace with larger pipes

Replace with larger pipes

S9

Strawberry Point Road Complex

NRD S9-1

--

S10

Strawberry Point Road Complex and parking lot for new
buildings

NRD-S10-1 thru NRD-S10-4 and
SCA S 10-1

--

Source: Michael Baker Jr., Inc., 2021.

Environmental Consequences
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5.14.4.3 No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, the
proposed improvements would not be
constructed. No impacts would occur to
wetlands, wetland buffers, streams, the 100year floodplains, or surface and groundwater
quality.

5.14.5 Mitigation
All mitigation efforts would consider the
multi-agency Memorandum of Agreement
(MOA) 19 to address aircraft-wildlife strikes
(finalized in July 2003). The MOA addresses
the need to minimize wildlife risks to aviation
and human safety while protecting
environmental resources.
Wetlands and Streams (Waters of the US)
MDOT MAA must provide compensatory
mitigation for any unavoidable permanent
impacts to wetlands and streams. Mitigation
requirements are determined on a case-bycase basis by MDE and USACE, and
therefore cannot be accurately presented at
this time; however, a worst-case scenario
was calculated for mitigation. The current
Sponsor's Preferred option would require 65
acres or more of wetland mitigation for the
impacts; however, a requirement this high is
not expected by MDOT MAA. This
calculation is based on typical mitigation
ratios (presented as acres of mitigation per
acre of impact) are as follows: 1:1 for
emergent wetlands; 2:1 for scrub-shrub and
forested wetlands; 1:1 for conversion of
wetland type (e.g., forested to scrub-shrub);
and a minimum of 1:1 for streams.
In reference to forest thinning within forested
wetlands, MDE’s mitigation ratio could be as
high as 2:1; however, coordination with MDE
Wetlands and Waterways will continue
during design and permitting to determine

Environmental Consequences

the final mitigation requirement for this effort.
(Note: Outside of wetland areas, the
mitigation ratio for forest thinning within the
CBCA would be 0.5:1, as agreed upon with
the CAC in August 2021.)
Additionally, impacts to vernal pools are
typically mitigated at a 2:1 ratio. Impacts to
tidal wetlands are mitigated at a 1:1 ratio.
The state and federal hierarchy for mitigation
options requires that mitigation requirements
should be first met through the purchase of
mitigation banking credits via an authorized
bank, followed by purchase of in-lieu-fee
credits, and finally through permittee
responsible
mitigation.
MDOT
MAA
proposes to meet mitigation requirements
through purchase of wetland mitigation
credits from an MDE/USACE approved
mitigation bank. MDOT MAA is actively
coordinating with MDE/USACE to find an
approved bank within the GunpowderPatapsco River watershed or an adjacent
watershed that lies within the Northern
Coastal Plain. No approved mitigation banks
are currently available. If banking credits
remain unavailable prior to the submittal of
the initial JPA, and no sites are available to
perform Permittee Responsible mitigation,
MDOT MAA will issue a Request for
Proposals for a third-party to design,
develop,
and
receive
USACE/MDE
acceptance for the appropriate wetland
mitigation credits to compensate for
unavoidable impacts associated with the
Proposed Action. Components of the
Proposed Action that impact jurisdictional
wetlands would not be constructed until such
time that permits are issued from
USACE/MDE. It should be noted that MDOT
MAA cannot pay an in-lieu fee to meet the
mitigation requirement because no in-lieu fee
program currently exists in Maryland. MDOT
MAA will mitigate for unavoidable impacts on
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a project-by-project basis during the final
design stage. The largest impact to wetlands
is the tree clearing associated with
obstruction removal at the Runway 15 end.
Although the trees are currently in violation
of FAR Part 77 regulations, clearing the trees
would increase the attractiveness of the area
to potentially hazardous wildlife. Several
options exist to mitigate the additional wildlife
hazard caused by clearing of obstructions at
the end of Runway 15, including:
•

•

•

•

Clearing
of
obstructions
and
subsequent filling of exposed
wetlands so that resulting open water
will not attract potentially hazardous
wildlife;
Clearing of obstructions and draining
of exposed wetlands to render the
area unattractive to potentially
hazardous wildlife;
Clearing
of
obstructions and
subsequent installation of a grid
system over exposed wetlands to
deter potentially hazardous wildlife
from imprinting on the open water
areas; and
Clearing of existing tree obstructions
and replanting the area with lower
growing tree and shrub species to
mask open water that would be an
attractant to potentially hazardous
wildlife.

With the aforementioned scenarios, clearing
of obstructions and filling of exposed
wetlands would require mitigation of the
footprint of filled wetlands. Clearing of
obstructions and draining of the wetlands
would require mitigation of the footprint of
all hydrologically connected wetlands that
extend off-site of the area associated with
the Part 77 clearing. Clearing of obstructions
and installation of a grid system would
require mitigation of only the converted
Environmental Consequences

wetlands. The clearing/replanting scenario
includes cutting existing obstructions and
replanting with low-growing tree species that
would not grow to penetrate Part 77
surfaces. These low-growing species would
mask the open water below and reduce the
attractiveness of the area for hazardous
wildlife. Reestablishment of forest cover over
the wetland would be considered selfmitigating.
Additionally, due to known historic PFAS
activity at the Airport, and emerging
regulatory concerns, MDE Wetlands and
Waterways may require additional action
prior to issuance of project permits if PFAS
contamination is discovered within or near
project areas.
Water Quality
Impacts to water quality resulting from an
increase in impervious surface would be
avoided and mitigated through the use of
SWM techniques. Preliminary stormwater
treatment requirements for the proposed
projects were determined in accordance with
MDE’s Stormwater Management Guidelines
for
State
and
Federal
Projects.
Redevelopment projects require treatment of
the first 1” of rainfall for 50% of the
redeveloped area and new development
requires treatment of 100% of the net
impervious surface.
Potential treatment
requirements were based on preliminary
engineering estimates of changes in
impervious areas and limits of disturbance.
Concepts for SWM are discussed by
drainage area, including use of ESD
practices, structural BMPs, and use of
overtreatment. See Appendix K for details on
stormwater treatment requirements by
watershed. At the time of design for each
project, stormwater design would adhere to
MDE guidelines and regulations.
A

5-67

Martin State Airport Final Environmental Assessment
for Phase I Improvements

Stormwater Management Concept Report
would be provided during project design.

•

Comply with special flood-related
design criteria.

The proposed improvements would not be
located near or create a wildlife hazard as
defined in FAA AC 150/5200-33B. The AC
warns against the creation of any open water
within 10,000 feet of aircraft movement areas
or within five miles of approach or departure
surfaces. In addition, Maryland SWM
regulations require that ESD is used to the
MEP for SWM and does not allow for open
water facilities or landscaping that would
serve as habitat or attract waterfowl or
potentially hazardous wildlife on Airport
property. MDOT MAA has design standards
for SWM and landscaping that do not allow
construction of wildlife hazards on Airport
property. All SWM facilities would be
designed for consistency with Maryland
standards for both water quality (COMAR
26.08.02) and SWM (COMAR 26.17.02).

•

Controlling run off, while ensuring the
run-off control measures does not
attract wildlife hazards to aviation.

•

Controlling waste and spoils disposal
to prevent contamination of ground
and surface water.

•

Section 404 and 401 permit terms and
conditions
for
minimizing
and
compensating for impacts to surface
waters.

Floodplains
Mitigation measures to minimize potential
impacts to surface waters and floodplains
include:
•

Designing facilities above the base
flood elevation (such as hangars,
airfield pavement, and the ATCT).

•

Minimizing fill placed in floodplains
and wetlands.

•

Construction controls to minimize
erosion and sedimentation.

•

Restoring vegetation on disturbed
areas to prevent soil erosion following
project completion.

•

Designing facilities to allow adequate
flow circulation and preserve free,
natural drainage.

Environmental Consequences

An Erosion and Sediment Control Plan would
be developed in accordance with MDE
guidelines
and
implemented
during
construction activities to minimize erosion
and sedimentation and its impacts on
surface waters.

5.14.6 Permitting
As previously noted, MDOT MAA must
receive authorization from both MDE and
USACE for temporary and permanent
impacts to non-tidal and tidal wetlands as
well as streams, and MDE for temporary and
permanent alterations to 25-foot wetland
buffers.
USACE does not regulate the removal or
felling of trees in wetland areas, provided
wetlands are not filled and conversion does
not take place. Dependent on the vegetation
removal techniques used, a USACE permit
may not be required for vegetation removal
in wetland areas regulated by USACE.
MDOT MAA has been directed by MDE and
USACE to submit a single Joint Federal
/State Application requesting authorization
for all planning level impacts associated with
the improvements presented in this Draft EA.
The application is expected to include a
description of avoidance and minimization
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measures taken by MDOT MAA to reduce
impacts to wetlands and streams.
Conditional authorization is anticipated to be
granted for all projects with final
authorization issued at the final design stage
for individual projects; permit modifications
would then be issued for individual projects
based on final design impacts.
Prior to project permitting, both on- and offairport delineations would be field verified by
regulatory
agency
representatives.
Appropriate mitigation would be identified
and accepted by USACE and MDE prior to
issuance of authorizations.
Timing of authorization of impacts can vary
from project to project at both the state and
federal level and is largely based on the
extent of impacts and associated mitigation
requirements. Major projects (both tidal and
nontidal) at the state level will require public
notice as will all projects requiring federal
authorization. Receipt of a Tidal Wetlands
License from the Board of Public Works for a
major project can be expected to take up to
10 months, while a Nontidal Wetlands and
Waterways Permit can take up to 12 months;
both are dependent on submission of a
complete and correct permit application.
Federal authorization from USACE can take
12 to 18 months. Single and complete
projects, depending on the amount of impact,
could fall under general permits and have
truncated timeframes for authorization
compared to major projects.
MDE will need to review the project for an
individual Water Quality Certification under
Section 401 of the Clean Water Act if USACE
reviews the project as an individual permit.
During project design, potential modifications
to the NPDES permit to account for new or
modified discharges and new structural
BMPs at MTN may be required. Additionally,
Environmental Consequences

the Airport Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP) would be updated as
necessary to incorporate new stormwater
designs.

5.15 Non-Impacted Categories
Based on the nature of the Proposed Action
and the environmental setting at MTN, no
impacts are anticipated to Wild and Scenic
Rivers (Water Resources).

5.15.1 Wild and Scenic Rivers
There are no river segments listed in the Wild
and Scenic River System nor the Nationwide
Rivers Inventory (NRI) located within the
vicinity of MTN and the Direct Study Area.

5.16 Cumulative Impacts
The regulations which implement NEPA
require assessment of cumulative impacts in
the decision-making process for federal
projects. Cumulative impacts are defined as
"the impact on the environment which results
from the incremental impact of the action
when added to other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions
regardless of what agency (federal or nonfederal) or person undertakes such other
actions." 20
Cumulative impacts were determined by
combining the impacts of the Sponsor’s
Preferred Alternative with other past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable future actions.
Chapter 4, Affected Environment, describes
the past, on-going and reasonably
foreseeable future actions analyzed for
cumulative impacts with the Sponsor’s
Preferred Alternative.
The following is a qualitative assessment of
impact categories in which the potential for
cumulative impact associated with the
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projects
described
previously,
when
considered along with the Sponsor’s
Preferred Alternative.

5.16.1 Biological Resources
The Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative would
impact biological resources, specifically
forested areas, EFH/SAV, and anadromous
fish species. The impacts to forested areas
are mainly to meet FAA Part 77
requirements. However, in accordance with
the FCA, any project over 40,000 square feet
is subject to the FCA and preparation of an
FSD/FCP (regardless of whether forest
resources are present).
MDOT MAA
calculated forest mitigation requirements by
completing MDNR Forest Conservation
Worksheets for individual projects.
No mitigation under Maryland’s FCA is
required for removal of forested areas or
individual tree obstructions that occur within
FAR Part 77 primary, approach, departure,
and transitional surfaces (COMAR 51602(b)(11). Per state regulation, any
projects in the vicinity of MTN that impact
non-Part 77 forested areas would
necessarily be mitigated accordingly,
thereby reducing the potential for cumulative
impact for this resource.
Reasonably foreseeable future airport
projects include the Northrop Grumman
Hangar expansion and parking lot
reconfiguration, additional aircraft hangars
proposed as part of ALP Phase II projects
and new facilities as part of MANG Phase I
improvements.
The
parking
lot
reconfiguration would require approximately
0.16 acre increase in impervious area,
however no trees would be impacted. The
proposed hangars and new facilities would
be located in previously developed areas of
MTN and are not expected to impact existing
trees. However, all future projects over
Environmental Consequences

40,000 square feet would be subject to the
FCA. Any impacts to biological resources
associated with physical development would
be mitigated and thus the potential for
cumulative impacts is reduced.
There are no reasonably foreseeable actions
that would impact EFH/SAV beds or fish
species associated with future airport
development. Past activities have included
rehabilitation of the Strawberry Point Pier
and minor shoreline stabilization. As impacts
associated with construction of the Localizer
Pier, bollards, and Strawberry Point Pier
expansion would be mitigated appropriately,
the potential for cumulative impacts is
reduced. Any new impervious surfaces
associated with future airport development
plans
would
incorporate
stormwater
management features to provide quality and
quantity treatment of runoff to ensure no
adverse impacts to aquatic resources would
occur.

5.16.2 Coastal Resources
The Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative would
impact the CBCA and Habitat Protection
Areas. The impacts are mostly to meet FAA
Part 77 requirements, but also include
proposed facilities within the Critical Area.
The Part 77 impacts within the Critical Area
were significantly reduced as a result of the
proposed obstruction M&L Plan.
Past and future MANG Phase I facility
projects may be located within the CBCA or
Habitat Protection Areas but are located in
previously developed areas. The project site
for the Northrop Grumman hangar and
parking lot reconfiguration are within the
CBCA, but not within the Critical Area buffer.
Coordination with the CAC was conducted
and a consistency determination was
received with conditions such as a sediment
and erosion control plan. MDOT MAA and
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the MANG would follow guidelines outlined
within the approved MOU to determine
mitigation requirements for potential adverse
impacts to the Critical Area and Critical Area
Buffer as a result of the Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative and any other future airport
projects.

5.16.3 Water Resources
Implementation of the cumulative projects
would result in localized, temporary impacts
to water quality. These impacts would result
from
land
clearing
and
temporary
construction activities and primarily consist
of potential increases in sediment runoff and
transport, siltation, and changes in storage
volumes, flow velocities and pollutant levels
in receiving water bodies. All off-airport
construction activities should adhere to the
design standards and guidelines contained
in state and local specifications. These
standards would help minimize any
cumulative water quality impacts.
The Proposed Action projects would also
result in permanent impacts to wetlands,
streams, and floodplains, incurred by tree
clearing activities and construction of
facilities.
The potential for permanent water quality
and ground water quality impacts varies by
the individual project. Impacts would
primarily result from the runoff of stormwater
from newly constructed impervious surfaces
and increase runoff in areas where
vegetation is cleared.
Reasonably foreseeable future airport
projects include aircraft hangar development
and other new facilities as part of MANG
Phase I improvements, on currently
impervious surface.
The parking lot
reconfiguration associated with the proposed
Northrop Grumman hangar expansion would
Environmental Consequences

require approximately 0.16 acre increase in
impervious area. As with all on-airport
projects, the project would be designed in
accordance with Maryland regulations for
quantity and quality control for stormwater.
Any potential impacts from increased runoff
would be minimized by implementing BMPs
during and after construction. BMPs may
include the use of silt fences, covering soil
stockpiles, temporary storage of hazardous
liquids using secondary containers, and
creating buffer areas near storm drains or
streams where appropriate.
Commercial construction in the vicinity of
MTN would be required to utilize onsite water
retention and water quality control measures
to prevent degradation of water quality in
groundwater
and
receiving
surface
waterbodies.
The Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative would
not impact surface waters such that water
quality standards set by MDE would be
exceeded. SWM requirements for each
project would be met in accordance with
MDEs Stormwater Management Guidelines
for State and Federal Projects. At the time of
design for each project, stormwater design
would necessarily adhere to the MDE
guidelines and regulations.
All SWM facilities would be designed for
consistency with Maryland standards for
both water quality (COMAR 26.08.02) and
SWM (COMAR 26.17.02).
Necessary
stormwater
discharge
permits
and
construction permits would be obtained prior
to project implementation. Along with BMPs,
adherence to the MDE Stormwater
Management Guidelines for State and
Federal Projects, and an NPDES permit,
potential water resource impacts of the
Sponsor’s
Preferred
Alternative
and
cumulative projects would be minimized.
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5.16.4 Construction
Overall, the construction phasing of the
projects is expected to create minor and
temporary impacts at project sites and in the
surrounding area. These impacts would be
short-term in nature, lasting for the duration
of construction activities. Construction of the
Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative would result
in temporary impacts to ambient noise levels,
air quality, and potentially localized water
quality when runoff occurs.
As shown in Section 5.1, Air Quality,
although construction-related emissions
associated with the proposed improvements
would be well below de minimis thresholds
and temporary in duration, these emissions
could be further reduced by employing the
BMPs and by incorporating the provisions of
FAA Advisory Circular 150/5370 – 10E,
Standards for Specifying Construction of
Airports.
If uncontrolled, construction activities have
the potential to cause erosion and
sedimentation that can impact water quality.
Short-term construction impacts would be
minimized by strict adherence to erosion and
sediment control procedures. It is expected
that runoff from construction projects would
be minimized by BMPs that would limit
sediment transport.
During implementation of the Proposed
Action and other proposed development in
the area, contaminated and potentially
hazardous materials may be encountered
during excavation. However, if all stormwater
management
requirements
are
met,
sediment and erosion control measures are
implemented, and all contaminated materials
are handled and disposed off-site properly,
the migration of any on-site contaminants
would be minimal. Additionally, the removal
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and disposal of these contaminants and
potential replacement with clean fill would
have a beneficial impact to Airport property
and surrounding development areas by
eliminating portions of these residual areas
of concern.
All impacts associated with construction of
the Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative would be
temporary and below thresholds of
significance. Permit requirements would be
adhered to and would minimize or mitigate
any potential temporary impacts due to
construction. Temporary pollution controls
employed by MDOT MAA could include
restricting open burning; wetting of active
equipment work areas; covering of all trucks
hauling loose materials; stabilizing materials,
mulch, sandbags, slope drains, sediment
checks, artificial covering, and berms. All
applicable local, state, and Federal
environmental construction controls should
be incorporated into the specifications and
construction plans necessary for the
individual cumulative projects.

5.16.5 Summary of Potential
Cumulative Impacts
Through the use of BMPs and mitigation
measures, the potential impacts of the
Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative would be in
accordance with all Federal, state, and local
laws and regulations and therefore not result
in a significant impact. The government
agency responsible for the development of
each cumulative project would be
responsible for obtaining all necessary
approvals and permits to minimize impacts.
Based on the types of cumulative projects
planned for the area surrounding MTN,
MDOT MAA has concluded that the
implementation of the Sponsor’s Preferred
Alternative along with the cumulative
projects would not result in a significant
cumulative impact.
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Endnotes

1

Aircraft “climbout” is the part of a flight after takeoff and before it reaches a level altitude.

2

MOVES2014a is the latest version of MOVES/NONRAOD. Additional information is
https://www.epa.gov/moves/moves2014a-latest-version-motor-vehicle-emission-simulator-moves.

3

FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, July 2015, p. 4-4.

4

Baltimore County was within a PM2.5 maintenance area for the 1997 standard, however the 1997 standard was
revoked on October 24, 2016. Therefore, MDE is no longer required to make conformity determinations for the
1997 PM2.5 NAAQS.

5

Maryland Department of Natural Resources, Wildlife and Heritage Service, Environmental Review for Martin State
Airport – Phase I Improvements, Baltimore County, Maryland. 2013.

6

Maryland Department of Natural Resources, Wildlife and Heritage Service, Environmental Review for Martin State
Airport – Phase I Improvements, Baltimore County, Maryland, Email (Lori Byrne), April 11, 2019.

7

available

at

National Marine Fisheries Service/Federal Highway Administration Best Management Practices Manual For
Transportation Activities in the Greater Atlantic Region, NOAA Fisheries and Integrated Statistics, April 2018.

8

Chesapeake Bay Program, Climate Change, https://www.chesapeakebay.net/issues/climate_change, accessed
7/1/2019.

9

The existing perimeter fence will be replaced in-kind with an 11-foot fence with the exception of the existing fence
located within the AWOS Critical Area. The fence will be relocated to remain outside the AWOS Critical Area.

10

The existing perimeter fence will be replaced in-kind with an 11-foot fence with the exception of the existing fence
located within the AWOS Critical Area. The fence will be relocated to remain outside the AWOS Critical Area.

11

The five acres of clearing within the CBCA does not include the forest thinning area for WHMP implementation.

12

FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, July 2015, p. 4-6.

13

Aria Environmental, Inc., Hazardous Materials Survey for the Demolition of 1313 and 1315 Wilson Point Road,
Middle River, MD, February 2, 2018.

14

FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, July 2015, p. 4-8.

15

FAA Order 1050.1F Desk Reference, July 2015, pp. 8-20 and 8-21.

16

Thresholds of Significance for historic resources are based on guidance within the Historic Preservation Plan
(HPP) for BWI Marshall Airport (1996), which were reviewed and approved by MHT. Thresholds were deemed
applicable to MTN.

17

Lockheed Martin Fact Sheet, Middle River Complex and Martin State Airport, Environmental Studies and Cleanup,
April 2019.

18

FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4-1.
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19

Multi-Agency, Memorandum of Agreement Between the Federal Aviation Administration, the U.S. Airforce, the U.S.
Army, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the U.S. Department of
Agriculture to Address Aircraft-Wildlife Strikes, July 2003

20

Code of Federal Regulations, Title 40 (CFR) Part §1508.7 (1978).
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Chapter 6:
Public and Agency Involvement
Public and agency involvement is important
to ensure that information is provided to the
general public and public agencies. The
MDOT MAA considers an open public
process to be an important component of this
project and therefore has involved the public
and agencies with jurisdiction or special
knowledge in the environmental review
process.

During the scoping period for this EA the
public and other agencies were given the
opportunity to assist in determining the
scope of issues to be addressed. In addition
to the scoping process, the MDOT MAA
participated at two community meetings to
educate, inform, as well as to discuss the
proposed project and to receive feedback
from concerned citizens and organizations.

The sections that follow provide a summary
of public and agency involvement completed
for development of this EA.

6.2 Public and Agency Scoping

6.1 Scoping
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 Scoping is also
used to eliminate from detailed study the
issues that are not significant or have been
evaluated by prior environmental review.
The MDOT MAA conducted scoping as the
first step in preparing the EA. Recognizing
the value of identifying issues early and the
potential for the proposed action to affect
resources protected by special purpose laws
such as wetlands and floodplains, the MDOT
MAA conducted scoping with agency and
public stakeholders.

Public and Agency Involvement

Scoping was initiated with the publication of
a public notice in the legal section of The
Baltimore Sun as well as direct mailings to
relevant parties in advance of the public and
agency scoping meeting date. The public
notice in The Baltimore Sun was advertised
on October 17th and 20th, 2013 with
information about the EA and notification of
the upcoming public scoping meeting to be
held on October 24th. The notice was also
posted under “Events” on the Essex-Middle
River Patch website and on the MDOT MAA
website. The public notices announced the
date and location of the public scoping
meeting and provided directions for
submitting comments to the MDOT MAA.
Scoping materials regarding the project were
disseminated to potentially interested
agencies, elected officials and community
organizations 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
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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 the
Scoping Report in Appendix L, Public and
Agency Involvement.

comments for consideration, which are
included in Appendix L.

6.3 Scoping Meetings

A follow-up email message with meeting
minutes and a PDF of the PowerPoint
presentation was sent to agencies that were
able to attend the scoping meeting, as well
as to agencies that were not able to attend.
The presentation, meeting notes, agency
sign-in sheet, and follow-up email are
included in the Scoping Report in Appendix
L.

6.3.1 Agency Scoping Meeting

6.3.2 Public Scoping Meeting

An Agency Scoping Meeting was held on
Thursday, October 24th, 2013 at 10:00 a.m.
at the MDOT 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
MDOT MAA, FAA and the MDOT MAA
Project Team. The following agencies
attended the Agency Scoping Meeting:

A public scoping meeting was also held on
October 24th, 2013, in the evening, 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 MDOT 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.

•

USDA – Wildlife Services

•

USACE

•

MHT

•

MDOT

•

Baltimore County Planning

•

MDE – Planning

•

Maryland CAC

The meeting included a PowerPoint
presentation with the project background,
proposed action, purpose and need,
preliminary
alternatives,
affected
environment, anticipated environmental
impacts, and anticipated project schedule,
followed by an open discussion. Following
the meeting, agencies submitted formal
Public and Agency Involvement

A total of 20 people attended the scoping
meeting, with 11 members from the public.
Other attendees included MDOT 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 the Scoping
Report in Appendix L.
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6.3.3 Bowley’s Quarter’s
Improvement Association
The MDOT MAA also presented project
information at the Bowley’s Quarters
Improvement Association (BQIA) meeting on
November 14th, 2013. The MDOT MAA was
represented by two staff members and two
members of its Project Team. The MDOT
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
MDOT 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
MDOT MAA’s plans for the Airport’s future
were also a topic of discussion.

and potential mitigation strategies; and other
potential impacts to natural resources,
stormwater, noise and land use. Refer to
Appendix L for the list of participants and
agenda from the Roundtable Meeting.

6.3.5 Agency Re-Scoping Meeting
The MTN EA progress was “slowed” starting
in early 2015 to conduct further planning and
agency
coordination
necessary
for
vegetative
obstruction
removal
and
continued
consideration
of
specific
components of the Proposed Action. After
the necessary planning was conducted, an
Agency Re-Scoping Meeting was held on
January 24, 2017 at MDOT MAA Offices at
10:00 AM to formally re-start agency
coordination for the EA. Given the passage
of time since initial scoping, the meeting
objectives included: (1) providing an update
to agencies previously involved in the 2013
EA efforts; (2) informing agencies about the
changes to the Proposed Action; (3)
introducing the project to agencies or
personnel not previously involved; and (4)
soliciting input and discussing any potential
concerns and options for mitigation. The
following agencies attended the Agency ReScoping Meeting:
•

USACE

6.3.4 Middle River Roundtable

•

Baltimore County Planning

Additional public involvement effort for the
project included attending and presenting to
the Middle River Roundtable participants at
a Middle River Roundtable Meeting on June
26th, 2014. The meeting agenda included
planned MTN Improvements, to include the
MTN Phase I Improvements Draft EA.

•

MDE – Planning

•

MDE – Nontidal Wetlands

•

MDNR – Forest Service

•

NOAA Fisheries

Discussion topics included the Airport Layout
Plan and the phasing of the proposed
improvements;
FAA
Airport
Design
Standards; vegetative obstruction clearing
Public and Agency Involvement

A PowerPoint presentation with project
information
was
provided.
The
environmental concerns that were identified
during initial agency scoping and agency
coordination meetings were presented and
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discussed. Following the meeting, agencies
submitted comments for consideration,
which are included in Appendix L. The
MDOT MAA also requested, and agencies
agreed, to have monthly coordination
meetings until resource agency topics were
resolved and appropriate mitigation had
been determined.
A follow-up email message with meeting
minutes and a PDF of the PowerPoint
presentation was sent to agencies that were
able to attend the scoping meeting, as well as
to agencies that were not able to attend. The
presentation, meeting notes, agency sign-in
sheet, and follow-up email are included in the
Scoping Report in Appendix L.

6.4 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
MDOT MAA requested that comments be
provided by November 25, 2013 during initial
scoping so that comments could be
considered as early as possible in the EA
process, however scoping comments
continued to be accepted throughout
preparation of the Draft EA.
During the initial scoping comment period,
five (5) agencies or agency departments
(MDNR, Maryland CAC, MHT, MDE, and
USDA-Wildlife
Services),
one
(1)
neighborhood association (Wilson Point
Civic Improvement Association), and three
(3) residents submitted comments. After the
Agency Re-Scoping Meeting, one (1) agency
(Maryland CAC) submitted comments. All
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agency and public comments are provided in
the Scoping Report in Appendix L.
Agency scoping comments focused on air
quality, stormwater management, Critical
Area, cultural resources, and wildlife and
habitat.
Resident and community
organization
comments
focused
on
stormwater management, noise, the project
purpose and need, the proposed action, the
project
cost,
and
commercial
flights/Maryland Air National Guard.

6.5 Agency Coordination
Meetings
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.
As a result of this input, the MDOT MAA held
two agency coordination meetings following
the initial Scoping Meeting in 2013, and held
two more meetings following the Agency ReStart Scoping Meeting in early 2017 to
continue coordination with the necessary
agencies 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.
The MTN EA progress was again “slowed” in
late 2017/2018 to complete an obstruction
marking and lighting plan (M&L Plan)
analysis. After the completion and FAA
approval of the M&L Plan, two additional
agency meetings were held in late 2018 to
present the findings of the M&L Plan and to
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ensure agency resources were evaluated to
their needs and discuss the viability of
permitting impacts. It should be noted that
the agency coordination meetings were
similar to pre-application meetings.
Representatives from the following agencies
were invited to attend the agency
coordination meetings: U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
Maryland Department of the Environment,
Maryland Department of Natural Resources,
U.S. Department of Agriculture, State of
Maryland Critical Area Commission, and the
National
Oceanic
and
Atmospheric
Administration. Materials from the agency
coordination meetings (presentations, signins, minutes) are provided in Appendix L.

6.5.1 Agency Coordination Meeting
#1
The first Agency Coordination Meeting was
held at MDOT MAA Offices on July 9th, 2014
as a working session to discuss and gather
input on vegetation removal, options for
mitigation, and any other agency or MDOT
MAA concerns. The following agencies
attended Agency Coordination Meeting #1,
along with MDOT MAA and members of the
Project Team:
•

MDNR – Forest Services

•

NOAA Fisheries

•

MDE – Nontidal Wetlands

•

USACE

•

CAC

•

USDA – Wildlife Services

The meeting included a PowerPoint
presentation with the background of the MTN
EA, with a focus on the proposed vegetation
removal, affected resources and other
concerns, including potential risks to wildlife,
Public and Agency Involvement

obstructions,
possible
methods
for
vegetation removal and disposal, and
potential impacts to Frog Mortar Creek and
its native species.
The MDOT MAA requested mitigation
suggestions from the agencies, and
discussion of potential mitigation plans and
options for vegetation removal were the
primary topics of concern. Several agencies
offered suggestions for mitigation and
provided input regarding wildlife hazards for
consideration during the EA development.
At the end of the meeting, another working
session with agencies was proposed. A list
of action items was developed, to include a
matrix of alternative vegetation removal
methods and associated issues. Materials
from Agency Coordination Meeting #1 are
included in Appendix L.

6.5.2 Agency Coordination Meeting
#2
A second Agency Coordination Meeting was
held on September 11th, 2014 at MDOT MAA
Offices to present the findings and
responses to the action items that resulted
from the first agency consultation meeting,
and to further discuss vegetation removal,
affected resources, and other concerns.
Representatives
from
the
agencies
previously in attendance were invited to
attend the meeting, as well as new attendees
that were suggested following the first
meeting, including the State Highway
Administration.
The following agencies
attended Agency Coordination Meeting #2,
along with MDOT MAA and members of the
Project Team:
•

MDE

•

MDE – Nontidal Wetlands
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•

MDE – Tidal Wetlands

•

MDE – Nontidal Wetlands

•

MDNR – Forest Services

•

MDNR – Forest Services

•

NOAA Fisheries

•

USACE

•

USACE

•

CAC

•

CAC

•

USDA – Wildlife Services

•

MDOT State Highway Administration
(SHA)

Action Items from the previous meeting were
discussed. New discussion items were also
posed to the agencies, including questions
surrounding the Forest Conservation
Easement, FIDS, potential SAV/ EFH
mitigation,
and
time-of-year
(TOY)
restrictions for construction. The Project
Team also presented a matrix of alternative
vegetation removal methods and associated
issues for discussion.
The agencies in attendance provided
feedback on the discussion items presented,
made recommendations to the MDOT MAA,
and requested additional information on
various topics, including FAA thresholds of
significance and the costs associated with
the various methodologies.

6.5.3 Agency Coordination Meeting
#3
Agency Coordination Meeting #3 was held
on February 21, 2017 as a follow-up from the
Agency Re-Scoping Meeting (see Section
6.3.5). Agency Coordination Meeting #3
addressed action items from the Agency ReScoping Meeting and reviewed impacts and
mitigation opportunities for forest resources,
wetlands, Waters of the U.S., and critical
area.
The following agencies attended
Agency Coordination Meeting #3, along with
MDOT MAA and members of the Project
Team:

Public and Agency Involvement

Agencies discussed forest conservation
easements, reviewed SAV, and reviewed
impacts and mitigation opportunities.

6.5.4 Agency Coordination Meeting
#4
Agency Coordination Meeting #4 was held
on April 18, 2017 and included an on-site
field visit to MTN to review wetland and forest
areas. In addition to the field visit, the
meeting objectives included providing
updates and status of the project, discussion
and gathering of input from agencies
regarding any potential concerns and
mitigation options, and a review of current
natural resources impact regulations and
status. The following agencies attended
Agency Coordination Meeting #4, along with
MDOT MAA and members of the Project
Team:
•

Baltimore County

•

FAA – Washington Airports District
Office

•

MDE

•

MDE – Nontidal Wetlands

•

NOAA Fisheries

•

USACE

•

CAC

•

USDA – Wildlife Services
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A PowerPoint presented project updates,
natural resource information, and associated
preliminary impact calculations.
An
obstruction lighting and marking plan for
vegetative obstructions was also discussed.

obstruction removal and present them at
another agency meeting.

6.5.5 Agency Coordination Meeting
#5

Agency Coordination Meeting #6 was held
on November 13, 2018 to follow up on items
discussed at the last coordination meeting
(Agency Meeting #5) and to discuss whether
or not the impacts to resources can be
permitted by each of the agencies. The
following
agencies
attended
Agency
Coordination Meeting #6, along with MDOT
MAA and members of the Project Team:

Agency Coordination Meeting #5 was held
on September 11, 2018 to review the 2018
Proposed Action and approved M&L Plan,
and discuss the reduction in obstruction
removal and impacts associated with
implementation of the M&L Plan.
The
following
agencies
attended
Agency
Coordination Meeting #5, along with MDOT
MAA and members of the Project Team:
•

MDE

•

MDE – Nontidal Wetlands

•

MDNR – Forest Services

•

USACE

•

USDA – Wildlife Services

•

FAA – Washington Airports District
Office

•

Baltimore County

A PowerPoint presented the Proposed
Action, an overview of the M&L Plan, and
total impacts. Agencies discussed the
proposed impacts to wetlands and forests.
Agencies concurred that the proposed
obstruction removal along the transitional
surfaces and the Runway 33 end are
appropriate. The meeting discussion focused
on the impacts off the Runway 15 end and
methods of tree removal. MDE and USACE
preferred to minimize filling in of wetlands.
From a wildlife safety perspective, USDA
had major concerns about leaving wetlands
open (unfilled). MDOT MAA agreed to
develop scenarios for the Runway 15 end
Public and Agency Involvement

6.5.6 Agency Coordination Meeting
#6

•

FAA – Washington Airports District
Office

•

MDE

•

MDE – Nontidal Wetlands

•

USACE

•

CAC

•

USDA – Wildlife Services

A PowerPoint touched on action items from
the previous agency meeting and presented
scenarios for tree removal off the Runway 15
end and presented updated Critical Area
impacts. MDOT MAA sought agency input
on several impact scenarios related to the
potential methodology to conduct the
necessary vegetation removal. Agencies
responded that impacts could be permitted if
it can be demonstrated that mitigation can be
provided. Action items included setting up a
meeting with the Critical Area Commission.

6.5.7 Other Agency Coordination
Meetings
Other agency meetings were held as needed
to discuss ongoing plans and projects.
MDOT MAA coordinated with the pertinent
agencies throughout the Draft EA
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development process to ensure that all state
and federal requirements were being
adhered to and that the appropriate
measures were taken to reduce impacts to
the natural environment and surrounding
communities. Following the Agency Meeting
#5 and #6 in late 2018, meetings were held
individually with USDA-Wildlife Services and
the Critical Area Commission.

6.5.7.1 USDA – Wildlife Services
Meeting
A meeting was held with USDA – Wildlife
Services on December 6, 2018 to discuss
concerns regarding the ability to eliminate
open water off the Runway 15 end and
options to reduce potential wildlife attraction
to the area without eliminating wetland
areas. The Project Team presented options
to remove open water (drain/fill wetlands)
and the challenges associated with those
options. USDA stated there is no research to
show that low growth species would
reasonably mask wetlands. Other options
discussed included leaving the trees as is
(unlikely for FAA to agree), creating a grid
system, and leaving the Runway 15
threshold as is to shift Part 77 surfaces back
(less obstructions). MDOT MAA suggested
that a Safety Management System (SMS)
panel could be useful to bring all agencies
together and explore the risks of various
options.
The MDOT MAA will continue to coordinate
with USDA – Wildlife Services as project
plans progress to identify appropriate
mitigation for impacts related to wildlife and
airport safety.
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6.5.7.2 Critical Area Commission
Meeting
A meeting was held with the CAC on
December 12, 2018 to provide an overview
of the MTN EA Proposed Action to CAC staff
who are new to the project and to discuss
what the CAC will require to approve the
project impacts to the Critical Area. A
PowerPoint presented an overview of the
Proposed Action, M&L Plan and impacts to
the Critical Area. CAC stated that a
discussion of mitigation is appropriate within
the EA but that more specific mitigation plans
would be needed for CAC approval.
The MDOT MAA will continue to coordinate
with the CAC as project plans progress to
identify appropriate mitigation for impacts to
the CBCA.

6.6 Section 106 and Tribal
Consultation
The
project
required
Section
106
consultation with MHT regarding cultural
resources that could potentially be affected
by the undertaking. The laws and regulations
guiding this consultation are included in
Chapter 5, Section 5.8.1. The applicable
consultation with MHT is contained in
Appendix G.
Consultation was initiated with MHT in 2013.
FAA consulted with MHT on the original
proposed APEs and received MHT
concurrence on December 13, 2013.
Following additional project planning, slight
modifications were made to the proposed
APEs. FAA consulted with MHT on this
modification to the proposed APEs and
received MHT concurrence on September
16, 2019. See Appendix G, Attachment 2 for
MHT concurrences.
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Following the original APE concurrence, a
Phase I Archaeological Identification Survey
report was completed in February 2015
within portions of the proposed APEs. See
Appendix G, Attachment 1 and Attachment 3
for the February 2015 Report and MHT
correspondence related to the survey,
respectively.
FAA again consulted with MHT in 2020,
requesting concurrence on the eligibility of
various architectural and archaeological
resources within the APEs. MHT concurred
with FAAs determinations on August 4, 2020
See Appendix G, Attachment 5.
The
FAA
initiated
government-togovernment consultation as described in
Federal
Executive
Order
13175,
Consultation and Coordination with Indian
Tribal Governments, and FAA’s Order
1210.20, American Indian and Alaska Native
Tribal Consultation Policy and Procedures,
to ensure that Federally recognized tribes
are given the opportunity to provide
meaningful and timely input regarding
proposed FAA actions that uniquely or
significantly affect tribes.
FAA sent consultation letters to Delaware
Nation, Delaware Tribe and Seneca-Cayuga
Nation on July 31, 2020. A response was
received from the Delaware Nation on
November 9, 2020 indicating that they have
no objections to the proposed projects but
would like to be notified should an
archaeological site or artifacts be unearthed
during construction. After notification of an
address change, FAA resubmitted a
consultation letter to Delaware Tribe on
March 16, 2021, however no response was
received. See Appendix G, Attachment 6 for
tribal consultation letters and responses.
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6.7 Notice of Draft EA Availability
The Draft EA was made available to the
public via a Notice of Availability (NOA) for a
30-day review period.
The public and
agencies were provided an opportunity to
review and comment on the Draft EA from
Thursday, February 11th, 2021 through
March 29th, 2021. A NOA was published in
The Baltimore Sun, The Dundalk Eagle, The
Avenue and Essex-Middle River Patch on
February 11th, 2021, and again in The
Baltimore Sun on Sunday, February 14th,
2021. Notice of availability of the draft and
links to the Draft EA document were also
available on the MDOT MAA website. Hard
copies of the document were made available
to the public during the review period at the
following locations by appointment only due
to ongoing COVID-19 public health
protocols:
MDOT Maryland Aviation Administration
991 Corporate Boulevard
Linthicum, MD 21090
By appointment only
(kclarke@bwiairport.com or 410-859-7787)
Baltimore County Public Library
Essex Branch
1110 Eastern Boulevard
Essex, MD 21221
By appointment only (410-887-0295)
Baltimore County Public Library
White Marsh Branch
8133 Sandpiper Circle
Baltimore, MD 21236
By appointment only (410-887-5097)
Notification letters were also sent to the
property owners with potential Part 77 tree
obstructions on their property off of the
Runway 15 and Runway 33 ends, as well as
to members of the public that had previously
6-9

Martin State Airport Final Environmental Assessment
for Phase I Improvements

attended public meetings related to the
project. The Draft EA was also submitted to
the Maryland Department of Planning State
Clearinghouse for distribution to relevant
agencies. An email with the NOA and an
invitation to the Virtual Public Workshop was
sent to relevant agencies and members of
the MTN airport community, as identified in
Appendix L.
Agency comments received on the Draft EA
are included in Appendix M, Comments
and Responses. Copies of the NOA and
comments received from the public in
response to the Draft EA are also included in
Appendix M, along with a response to the
comment, as part of the Final EA.

6.8 Virtual Public Workshop
A virtual public workshop was advertised as
part of the NOA. As a result of public health
guidance and at the direction of the State of
Maryland, virtual public workshops were
held in lieu of an in-person workshop on
Tuesday, March 16, 2021 at 12:00 PM – 1:30
PM and 6:00 PM – 7:30 PM to share
information and invite comments on the
project. There were 19 attendees at the
midday 12:00 PM workshop and 11
attendees at the evening 6:00 PM workshop.
Following an audio-guided presentation with
background and information on the project, a
question and answer session between the
public and the MDOT MAA Project Team
was held. The public used the Question
function to type questions or comments.
Members of the project team responded to
the comments verbally during the meeting. In
several cases, participants were unmuted to
clarify questions or follow up verbally. The
Question and Answer session is included as
official comments and have received
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responses in Appendix M, Comments and
Responses of the Final EA.
During the public workshops, handouts were
available for download from the meeting
platform. Following the workshops, the
meeting presentation and materials were
posted on the MDOT MAA website. All
materials, including the Draft EA document
remained on the MDOT MAA website
through the close of the comment period on
March 29, 2021.
All of the Virtual Public Workshop Materials,
including the announcements, attendee list,
and meeting materials are included in
Appendix L, Attachment 6. Responses to
comments received during the virtual public
workshops and received by MDOT MAA
during the comment period are included in
this Final EA. Refer to Appendix M for the
comments and a comment-response matrix.
The transcripts from the virtual public
workshops with questions and comments as
they appeared during the Question and
Answer session from the public are also
included in Appendix M.

6.9 Draft EA Comments
Comments were received on the Draft EA
through March 29, 2021. Several comments
received after this date were also accepted
by MDOT MAA. A comment and response
matrix for comments received on the Draft
EA is included in Appendix M, Attachment 1.
The emails and letters received are included
in Appendix M, Attachment 2.
A comment and response matrix for the
Question & Answer session during the virtual
public workshops is included in Appendix M,
Attachment 3. The Question and Answer
session written transcript is included in
Appendix M, Attachment 4.
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During the comment period, nine agencies or
organizations provided written comments
(some via the MDP State Clearinghouse),
and two comments were received from
members of the public.
Twenty-two comments or questions were
received during the virtual public workshops
Question and Answer sessions from ten
members of the public. Nine comments or
questions were received at the 12:00 PM
workshop and 13 comments or questions
were received at the 6:00 PM workshop.
The primary comments and questions from
elected officials and from the public received
during and following the virtual public
workshops were concerns related to the tree
removal associated with the Proposed
Action.
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Endnotes

1

FAA, Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, July 16, 2015, p. 7-7.

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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Chapter 7:
List of Preparers
7.1 List of Preparers

involved in its review. Supporting the FAA in
this effort are individuals from HNTB, Airport
Design Consultants, Inc., Johnson, Mirmiran
& Thompson, KB Environmental Sciences,
Chesapeake Environmental Management
Inc., Michael Baker International, and
EAC/Archaeology.

This chapter identifies the individuals
assisting in the preparation and independent
review of this EA along with each preparer’s
responsibilities. Table 7.1.1 includes MDOT
MAA staff who are responsible for the
preparation of the EA and/or who were

Table 7.1.1
List of Preparers
Personnel

Mindy Lee
Andrew Brooks
Genevieve Walker

Robin Bowie

Title
FAA
Civil Engineer, Washington Airports
District Office
Regional Environmental Program
Manager
Environmental Protection Specialist,
Washington Airports District Office
MDOT MAA
Director, Office of Environmental
Services (left MDOT MAA July 2020)

Years of
Experience

Project Responsibilities

15

Document Review

20

Document Review

35

Document Review

29

Previous Project Manager

John Hurt

Manager, Environmental Planning
Section, Office of Environmental
Services (retired February 2020)

34

Document Review

Kevin Clarke

Director, Office of Planning

24

Project Manager

Shawn Ames

Deputy Director, Office of Planning

24

Document Review

HNTB
Kim Hughes, PE

Manager of Environmental Services

34

Project Manager; Quality
Assurance, Quality Control

Caroline Pinegar,
AICP, ENV SP

Environmental Project Manager

14

EA Development

Ryan Lombardi, PE

Environmental Planner

9

EA Development

Yue Xu, PE, PhD

Aviation and Environmental Planner

12

Noise Analysis

Kent Miller

Senior GIS Analyst

19

GIS; Graphics
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Table 7.1.1
List of Preparers
Personnel

Years of
Experience
Airport Design Consultants, Inc. (ADCI)
Title

Project Responsibilities

Cedrick Johnson, PE

Project Manager

27

Manager, Technical Lead,
QA/QC

Keith Fritz, PE

Senior Engineer

24

QA/QC

Michael Pizza, PE

Senior Engineer

25

Alternatives Development

Raj Kondapalli

Engineer

11

Alternatives Development

Rosalyn Zhou

CAD Designer

11

Alternatives Development

Formerly KB Environmental Sciences, Inc. (KBE)
Justin Godin

Air Quality Specialist/ Meteorologist

17

Air Quality, Climate

Paola Pringle

Senior Air Quality Specialist

18

Air Quality Analysis

Johnson, Mirmiran & Thompson, Inc. (JMT)
Leyla Lange

Senior Environmental Scientist

26

Agency Coordination,
Biological and Water
Resources Impact Analysis

Lindsey Snyder

Environmental Scientist

15

Agency Coordination,
Biological and Water
Resources Impact Analysis

Chesapeake Environmental Management, Inc. (CEM)
Kevin DiMartino

Vice President (Contamination
Division)

18

Hazardous Materials
Survey

Peter Scherr

Senior Project Manager

18

Wetland Delineation,
Wetland Report

Will Twupack

Project Manager

20

Wetland Delineation Field
Work, Wetland Report

Seth Hinder

Staff Scientist

4

Wetland Delineation Field
Work

Kristen Hyde

Senior Environmental Scientist

7

Wetland Delineation Field
Work

Michael Baker International (MBI)
Ali Boga, PE

Civil Engineer

12

Stormwater Management,
Erosion/Sediment Control

Joshua Hebb, EIT

Civil Associate 2

6

Stormwater Management,
AutoCAD Support

Elizabeth Anderson Comer / Archaeology (EAC/A)
Elizabeth Comer

Principal Investigator

37

Cultural Resources Survey

Robert Wanner

Archaeologist

20

Cultural Resources Survey
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