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CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION 

The Maryland Airport, located in Indian Head, Maryland, is conducting a Supplemental 

Environmental Assessment (EA) to address the impacts of acquiring additional easements for the 

removal of obstructions for Runway 20. This Study is a supplemental document to the 2003 

Maryland Airport Environmental Assessment for Capital Development. The analysis for the 

proposed easement acquisition and obstruction removal was not included in the original 2003 

EA. The 2003 EA is being supplemented with this separate document which discusses the 

changed circumstances from the original EA. New data is presented for the following elements 

of the EA: 

• Proposed Action (Chapter 2) 

• Purpose and Need (Chapter 3) 

• Alternatives Analysis (Chapter 4) 

• Affected Environment (Chapter 5) 

• Environmental Consequences (Chapter 6) 

• Cumulative impacts (Chapter 7) 

• Mitigation (Chapter 8) 

The easement acquisition and obstruction removal was not included in the 2003 EA Proposed 

Action or Alternatives to the Proposed Action as the obstructions were not identified nor 

anticipated at that time. The Proposed Action for this Supplemental EA includes the easement 

acquisition and obstruction removal. The Affected Environment and Environmental 

Consequences sections of this supplemental EA have been developed based on the new Proposed 

Action and revised environmental data and therefore, all NEPA Impact categories were 

evaluated in this supplement. 

The airport serves general aviation needs in Charles County, Maryland. The airport is 

approximately 20 miles south of Washington, D.C. and 4 miles east of Indian Head, Maryland. 

The airport also offers access for travelers, provides relief for the General Aviation traffic at the 

Ronald Reagan Washington National Airport, and makes the region accessible to incoming 

visitors. A location and vicinity map are shown in Exhibits 1.1 and 1.2, respectively. 
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The Airport is owned and operated b"'yBauserman Service, nc. ancl has one runway (Runway 2-

20) which was constructed in 2013 and measures 3,7401 long and 75' wide. The removal of 

additional trees which are obstructions to the approach to Runway 20 will allow the Airport to 

complete the final obstruction removal phase for the runway construction. 

This Environmental Assessment, developed pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act 

(NEPA), describes the project (the Proposed Action), the project purpose & need, alternatives to 

the Proposed Action, the environmental consequences, and mitigation if applicable. An 

environmental determination is required prior to easement acquisitions and obstruction removal. 

1.1 Project Setting 

Maryland Airport is located in Charles County, Maryland approximately 20 miles south of 

Washington; D.C. The airport entrance is off Livingston Road (Rt. 224). The airport is 7 miles 

northwest of La Plata, Maryland and 4 miles east of Indian Head, Maryland and the Potomac 

River. The Mattawoman Creek is just south of the airport. A drainage way runs through airport 

property that supports the creek. The airport is bordered by rural residential development to the 

east and north. 

The 2006 Charles County Comprehensive Plan details the current land uses around the Maryland 

Airport as shown in Exhibit 1.3. The Comprehensive Plan identifies land uses by districts. The 

following is the description of each district encompassing or located adjacent to the Maryland 

Airport. As stated in the Comprehensive Plan: 

Employment and Industrial Park District: To provide locations for additional, up-graded and 

diverse job opportunities for residents of the County, the land use plan reserves several areas for 

development into employment and industrial clusters or parks. The Maryland Airport is located 

in this district as well as the adjacent property to the north which is reserved for industrial 

development. 

Neighborhood Conservation District: Neighborhood Conservation Districts are established to 

recognize residential subdivisions that have already been developed in the County. In these 

Talbert & Bright, Inc. 4 
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oistricts, esta6lisfieo- densities may 6einconsistentw iih- inose perm1ffeffTnt he fiiture. Future 

development in Neighborhood Conservation Districts will be permitted to continue in the density 

and pattern for which respective subdivisions were designed at the time they were first planned. 

The proposed easement and obstruction removal areas are located within this District. Deferred 

Development District: "The purposes of this district are to maintain low-density residential 

development (one dwelling unit per 10 acres), and preserve the rural environment, natural 

features and established character of the area." 

The airport is currently zoned IG - Light Industrial (Appendix A). This zone provides 

appropriate locations for industrial uses of a moderate scale and intensity. Zoning Text 

Amendment #46-17 adds General Aviation Airport as a permitted use in the IG zone subject to 

the specified conditions including the requirement for the airport to be public use and meeting 

the standards set forth by the Maryland Aviation Administration and the Federal Aviation 

Administration. 

The area surrounding Maryland Airport is primarily rural and undeveloped. The St. John's 

Chapel is located adjacent to Maryland airport property along Livingston Road however. The 

Chapel is not included in the Supplemental EA study area and will not be impacted by the 

proposed easement acquisition or obstruction removal. The viewshed from the church will also 

not be impacted by the Proposed Action. 

Two schools are located approximately a half mile north of the Maryland Airport along 

Livingston Road; Matthew Henson Middle School and J C Parks Elementary School. Neither of 

these schools is located within the EA study area nor will they be impacted by the proposed 

easement acquisitions and obstruction removal. 

1.2 Socioeconomic Characteristics 

The 2006 Charles County Comprehensive Plan details the growth and development of the county 

and the facilities and infrastructures needed to accommodate that growth in a controlled manner. 

Based upon several different factors influencing the growth in the county, Charles County is 

projecting an average annual employment growth rate of 0. 75 percent between 20 I 0-2030. 

Talbert & Bright, Inc. 6 
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CHAPTER 2 - PURPOSE AND NEED 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to allow the airport to construct the final phase of the 

runway development project by acquiring easements and removing obstructions to the future 

approach area for Runway 20. This will ensure compliance with Federal Aviation Administration 

(FAA) Part 77 and Maryland Aviation Administration (MAA). State Code of Maryland 

Regulations 11.03 .05. airspace regulations. The acquisition of 23.4 acres of off-airport property, 

via easements. will allow the airport to clear 6.5 acres of obstructions in the approach for 

Runway 20 on property not currently owned by the airport. An additional 2.2 acres of 

obstructions located on airport property also need to be removed which results in a total of 8.7 

acres of on and off-airport obstruction removal. The removal of these obstructions will enhance 

the safe operation of aircraft at the Maryland Airport. 

In 2007. an aerial survey conducted as part of the runway project identified additional 

obstructions on the north side of Pomfret Road to the new Runway 20 approach. These 

obstructions consist of trees of varying heights located in the F AA's Federal Aviation Regulation 

Part 77 approach surface. This regulation requires obstructions to be removed to ensure the safe 

operation of aircraft at the Airport. Since these obstructions were not included in the original EA. 

it was determined that the new runway would be constructed at a shorter length until the 

obstructions could be removed. This runway length allows the Airport to temporarily meet the 

future operational needs. 

The EA identifies and quantifies the environmental consequences of obstruction removal via tree 

clearing operations at the airport as well as addresses the acquisition of avigation easements off 

of airport property. This analysis includes site surveys and review of exiting data regarding the 

impact categories identified in NEPA and addressed in this EA. These avigation easements are 

necessary for the airport to clear obstructions on property adjacent to but not owned by the 

Airport. 

Talbert & Bright. Inc. 7 
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CITAPTER3-:-PROPOSED-ACTION 

The Proposed Action represents the solution for addressing the issues identified in the Purpose 

and Need Section discussed earlier. The Proposed Action is depicted in Exhibits 3.1 through 3.3 

and includes: 

• Airport acquisition of approximately 23.4 acres of avigation easements on sixteen ( 16) 

land parcels. 

• Clearing of approximately 8.7 acres of existing obstructions to the Part 77 approach and 

transitional surfaces including 2.2 acres on airport property and 6.5 acres on property 

adjacent to the Airport (5.6 acres on the northern parcels and 0.9 acres on the southern 

parcel). This 6.5 acre area falls within the proposed easement acquisition land. 

Obstructions will be removed from these 6.5 acres once the easements have been 

purchased by the Airport from the landowners. The clearing will include a combination 

of tree topping and clear cutting by mechanical means such as chain saws and tree fellers, 

depending upon the location of the tree and its proximity to the Airport. Grubbing is not 

included in the Proposed Action. A staging area will be located within the proposed 

limits of tree clearing along Promfret Road as shown in Exhibit 3.2. These areas will be 

maintained as cleared areas or allowed to regenerate with natural vegetation. Any 

vegetation that becomes a future obstruction will be removed as required using 

mechanical means. 

• Removing individual trees in the remaining 16.9 acre easement acquisition area if any 

trees grow to become obstructions in the future to the Part 77 approach surface for 

Runway 20. 

A vigation easements do not include the acquisition of the land in fee simple but allow the 

airspace over the subject property to be purchased and subsequently controlled by the airport. 

This gives the airport the ability to clear obstructions in the future if they impact or are likely to 

impact the safe operation of aircraft at the Airport. Obstructions to the full 4,300' runway 

encompass approximately 8. 7 acres currently however; trees in the 23.4 acre proposed easement 

acquisition area may need to be removed if they become obstructions in the future. The proposed 

Talbert & Bright, Inc. 8 
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easement acquisition-areas-are included-on-the-approved 2011 AirporrLayour Plan (ALP) and 

the Proposed Action identified in this EA is consistent with the development plans for the 

Maryland Airport. 

Talbert & Bright, Inc. 9 
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CHAPTER-4 - ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

Alternatives to the Proposed Action represent options for addressing the EA purpose & need, As 

stated in FAA Order 5050-48, "This section compares the No Action, the Proposed Action, and 

reasonable alternatives (if any), and each reasonable alternative's expected environmental 

effects." The Alternatives to the Proposed Action are discussed below. 

4.1 No Action Alternative 

Per FAA Part 77, the No Action alternative includes not acquiring the avigation easements nor 

clearing any of the areas identified as obstructions. This would create no environmental impact; 

however, it would also not allow the Airport to construct the full 4,300' runway as designed. The 

runway would remain at 3,740' which would not allow the Airport to effectively accommodate 

the types of aircraft for which the runway was designed. This alternative could also restrict the 

type of approaches that the FAA can develop to Runway 20 which pilots use during reduced 

visibility conditions. Therefore, the No Action Alternative is not a reasonable alternative. 

4.2 Fee-Simple Acquisition of Obstruction Areas Alternative 

The acquisition of the obstruction areas in fee simple would give the Maryland Airport complete 

ownership and control of the activities on the properties and allow the Airport to remove the 

obstructions impacting Runway 20. However, the acquisition of these sixteen parcels in fee 

simple would also result in the acquisition of three single-family homes. These residents would 

need to be relocated which could be averted by acquiring avigation easements instead. Potential 

Socioeconomic impacts are discussed further in Chapters 5 and 6. This alternative is not 

analyzed in further detail as part of this EA. If the Maryland Airport sponsor decides to acquire 

these properties in fee-simple in the future, additional environmental analysis via a supplemental 

EA would be required prior to fee simple acquisitions. The additional analysis would include an 

Environmental Due Diligence Audit on the properties to determine if there are any adverse 

attributes such as previous hazardous materials impacts, fuel spills, etc. 

Talbert & Bright, Inc. 13 



Maryland Airport 
Supplemental Environmental Assessment DRAFT 

4.3 Alternatives Analysis 

The two alternatives to the Proposed Action presented above were reviewed relative to the 

project Purpose and Need. The No Action Alternative was rejected because it does not result in 

the removal of the obstructions as required by FAA FAR Part 77 airspace regulations. The Fee­

Simple Alternative was rejected due to the need to relocate the existing residents if the property 

was acquired in fee-simple. The relocation of these residents is not necessary in order to remove 

the identified obstructions. The Proposed Action is the preferred development alternative as it 

meets the purpose and need while minimizing adverse impacts. 

Talbert & Bright. Inc. 14 



' 
' 
' [ 

I 
I 

r 
[ 

[ 

l 
I 
[ 

[ 

L 

l 
[ 

L 
L 
L 

Maryland Airport 
Supplemental Environmental Assessment DRAFT 

CHAPTER 5 - AFFECTED"ENVIRONMENT 

This section of the Environmental Assessment describes the existing conditions of the 

geographic area potentially affected by the Proposed Action or No Action Alternative. The 

following subsections describe the environmental resources that the Proposed Action and No 

Action Alternative are likely to affect (FAA Order I 050. IE, paragraph 405e). New data has been 

incorporated into this Chapter to supplement the 2003 EA Affected Environment. 

The Maryland Airport is located upstream of the estuarine portions of the Mattawoman Creek. 

This watershed provides habitat for a number of freshwater fish species and supports an 

economically important high quality largemouth bass sports fishery. Submerged aquatic 

vegetation in the estuarine portions of Mattawoman Creek functions as an important factor in 

maintaining high water quality and habitat quality for aquatic life. 

5.1 Fish, Wildlife, Plants 

The EA study area consists of a mix of mature deciduous/coniferous forest and regularly 

maintained residential lots. The vegetation on these lots ranges from singular instances of mature 

trees to shrubs and grasses maintained for aesthetic value to the resident. The trees in this area 

have experienced a long term, un-interrupted growth and have reached an estimated 50-65 feet in 

height. 

Impacts to fish, wildlife, and plants are possible with the implementation of the Proposed Action. 

These impacts to biotic communities include the removal of trees which may reduce interior 

dwelling habitats for avian species. Potential impacts and mitigation measures are discussed 

further in Section 6. 7 of the EA. 

5.2 Construction Impacts 

Specific effects during construction which may create adverse environmental impacts include 

noise from construction equipment; noise and dust from delivery of materials and excavation 

equipment, creation of borrow pits and disposal of spoil, air pollution from construction 

equipment exhaust, and water pollution from erosion. In addition, occasional problems arise 

Talbert & Bright, Inc. 15 
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from increased vehicular traffic around the actual construction site. 

5.3 Resources Affected 

Implementation of the Proposed Action would affect the following resources: 

• Air Quality - temporary impact from construction 
• Compatible Land Use - potential impact from obstruction removal 
• Construction Impacts - temporary noise, air quality, and water quality impact 
• Fish, Wildlife, and Plants - reduction of habitat for tree removal 
• Hazardous Materials. Pollution Prevention, and Solid Waste - potential temporary from 

construction activities 
• Light Emissions and Visual Impacts - increased viewshed of airport 
• Natural Resources and Energy Supply and Sustainable Design - reduction of natural 

resources due to vegetation/tree removal 
• Noise - temporary construction impact 
• Secondary (Induced) Impacts - potential impact from easement acquisitions on private 

property 
• Socioeconomic Impacts, Environmental Justice, and Children's Environmental Health 

and Safety Risks - potential impact from easement acquisitions on private property 
• Water Quality - potential impacts from construction activities 
• Wetlands - potential impacts from construction activities 

5.4 Resources Not Affected 

Implementation of the Proposed Action would not affect the following resources: 

• Coastal Resources 
• Department of Transportation Act: Section 4(/) 
• Farmlands 
• Floodplains 
• Historical, Architectural, Archeological, and Cullllral Resources 
• Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Implementation of the No Action Alternative would not affect the following resources: 

• Air Quality 
• Coastal Resources 
• Compatible Land Use 
• Construction Impacts 
• Department ofTransporlalion Act: Section 4(/) 
• Farmlands 
• Fish, Wildlife, and Plants 
• Floodplains 

Talbert & Bright, Inc. 16 
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• Hazardous Materials, Pollution Prevention, and Solid Waste 
• Historical, Architectural, Archeological, and Cultural Resources 
• Light Emissions and Visual Impacts 
• Natural Resources and Energy Supply and Sustainable Design 
• Noise 
• Secondary (Induced) Impacts 
• Socioeconomic Impacts, Environmental Justice, and Children 's Environmental Health 

and Safety Risks 
• Water Quality 
• Wetlands 
• Wild and Scenic Rivers 
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CHAPTER-o-ENVIRONMENT...0:-CONSEQUENCES 

An examination of environmental impact was completed and documented for the categories 

listed in FAA Order 5050.48, "Airport Environment Handbook." New data has been 

incorporated into this Chapter to supplement the 2003 EA Environmental Consequences. 

6.1 Air Quality 

The United States Congress has established the framework for air quality regulations through the 

passage of the Clean Air Act. The Clean Air Act requires the administrator of the Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA} to establish national ambient air quality standards for air contaminants. 

EPA accepted the FAA' s Emissions & Dispersion Modeling System (EDMS} as a formal EPA 

"Preferred Guideline" model for use at civil airports and military bases for air quality 

assessment. 

Charles County is located in an 8-hour Ozone nonattainment and maintenance area as well as a 

Particulate Matter (PM-2.5) maintenance area according to the U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency (EPA) Green Book. The proposed project is not an exempt action or presumed to 

conform (FAA Environmental Desk Reference for Airport Actions, October 2007, Chapter I Air 

Quality, 3.a.2.a) and therefore requires a direct emissions inventory for the implementation of the 

Proposed Action. 

The source of emissions from the proposed project includes construction equipment associated 

with the proposed removal of obstructions and vehicles that will be used to haul away the cut 

vegetation. Any associated emissions of nitrogen oxides and volatile organic compounds 

(precursors to ozone) will be well below the de minimis levels for nonattainment and 

maintenance areas as identified in 40 CFR 91.153 and shown in Table 6-1. The Emissions 

Inventory reflects the direct emissions associated with the proposed obstruction removal and was 

determined using the Emissions and Dispersion Modeling System (EDMS) Version 5.1.4.1. No 

additional aircraft operations will result from the obstruction removal or easement acquisition. In 

addition, the proposed project will not affect surface transportation. Air quality impacts will be 

minimal and temporary, and there will be no long-term impacts. 

Talbert & Bright, Inc. 18 



I 
t 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

f 

[ 

[ 

l 
[ 

l 
l 
l 
[ 

L 
L 

Maryland Airport 
Supplemental Environmental Assessment 

P dA . 
Table 6-1 
A" E .. I ropose ctaon Ir m1ss1ons nventory 

Emissions tons/year) -- ft -

- - -- NOxL soh voe co 
Direct Emissions 0.001 0 0.001 0.007 
Maintenance Area General 
Conformity Threshold too 100 50 100 
Nonattainment Area 
General Conformity 
Threshold 100 100 50 100 

Source: Emissions and Dispersion Modeling System Version 5.1.4. 1. 

DRAFT 

PM10 PMz.s 
0 0 

100 100 

100 100 

The airport's activity level is below the threshold for requiring a National Ambient Air Quality 

Standards (NAAQS) analysis. The FAA threshold is more than 180,000 forecasted operations 

(arrivals and departures) for general aviation airports like 2W5 (FAA Air Quality Procedures for 

Civilian Airports and Air Force Bases). As per FAA Airport Master Record Data (Fonn 5010-1) 

the Airport currently has approximately 17,000 annually, well below the current threshold. 

Implementation of the Proposed Action, No Action Alternative or Fee-Simple Alternative 

will not adversely impact air quality in the region. 

6.2 Coastal Zone Management I Coastal Resources 

The Charles County Zoning Ordinance defines the Overlay Zone: Critical Area Zone. The 

purpose of this zone is to provide special regulatory protection for the land and water resources 

located within the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area in Charles County. This zone includes all lands 

and waters within 1,000 feet of the heads of tides designated under Title 9 of the Natural 

Resources Article. The Maryland Airport is not included in this zone and therefore, no further 

analysis is needed for the Critical Area Zone of Charles County. The Proposed Action will be 

implemented in accordance with Executive order 13508 Chesapeake Bay Protection and 

Restoration. 

The Maryland Coastal Program, administered by the Maryland Department of Natural 

Resources, is a networked program comprised of several State agencies that collectively 

implement the Program. The Federal Consistency Review requirements are implemented through 
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the Wetlands & Waterways Program within the Water Management Kdministration of-the 

Maryland Department of the Environment. Maryland Airport, which received funding and other 

support from the FAA, is located within the Maryland Coastal Zone and will likely have 

foreseeable coastal effects. The Maryland Airport project is therefore subject to Federal Coastal 

Consistency Review. The FAA, or its agent acting on its behalf, is required to receive 

concurrence from the State of Maryland to ensure that the Maryland Airport project is consistent 

to the maximum extent practicable with Maryland1s enforceable policies. The Draft 

Supplemental EA was submitted to MDE for the Coastal Zone Consistency Determination. MDE 

did not respond 

The Coastal Barriers Resources Act of 1982 (CBRA) prohibits, with some exceptions, Federal 

financial assistance for development within the Coastal Barrier Resources System which consists 

of undeveloped coastal barriers along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts. The Maryland Airport is not 

within the Coastal Barrier Resources System. No further analysis is needed for the Coastal 

Barriers Resources Act. 

Implementation of the Proposed Action, No Action Alternative or Fee-Simple Alternative 

will not adversely impact coastal resources. 

6.3 Compatible Land Use 

This section includes documentation to support the required sponsor's assurance under Section 

511 (a) (5) of the 1982 Airport Act that appropriate action, including the adoption of zoning laws, 

has been or will be taken, to the extent reasonable, to restrict the use of land adjacent to or in the 

immediate vicinity of the airport to activities and purposes compatible with normal airport 

operations, including landing and takeoff of aircraft. Land use impacts exceeding thresholds of 

significance, which have impacts (for example, disruption of communities, relocation, induced 

socioeconomic impacts, wetlands, floodplains, coastal zones, critical habitat, or endangered or 

threatened species) will be analyzed and described accordingly under the appropriate impact 

category with any necessary cross-references to the Compatible Land Use section to avoid 

duplication. 
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Tlie 2006 Cliarles CountyComprehens1ve Plan showsthea1rporno be m the L1glitlrfdustnal 

(JG) Zone. A General Aviation airport is a permitted use in the Light Industrial Zone and as such 

is compatible with surrounding development that is a permitted use. The area north of the airport 

is zoned as a Neighborhood Conservation District. 

The County currently has no airport overlay zoning to reduce or preclude incompatible land uses. 

However, the County has expressed an interest in implementing such zoning. The Airport Master 

Plan includes a sample zoning ordinance for use by the County. The airport owners do not have 

regulatory control over property that is not owned by the Airport. Therefore, avigation easements 

are needed as discussed in this EA, which would allow the Airport to maintain and ensure 

obstruction free approaches. The airport owners are working closely with the County to enact 

zoning laws to restrict the use of land adjacent to and in the immediate vicinity of the airport to 

activities and purposes compatible with normal airport operations. 

6.4 Construction Impacts 

Specific effects during construction which may create adverse environmental impacts include 

noise from construction equipment, noise and dust from delivery of materials and excavation 

equipment, creation of borrow pits and disposal of spoil, air pollution from construction 

equipment exhaust, and water pollution from erosion. In addition, occasional problems arise 

from increased vehicular traffic around the actual construction site. Construction impacts are 

typically of short duration, associated with actual construction activities, and can be mitigated 

during the construction period with careful planning and proper controls. 

Ordinances and regulations address the impacts of construction activities, including construction 

noise, dust; and noise from heavy equipment traffic; disposal of construction debris; and air and 

water pollution. During construction of the Proposed Action, there are a number of potential 

environmental impacts that could occur, but these would be controlled through careful attention 

to construction methods and implementation of BMPs. 
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o.4.1-PotentiaC~ir Qualify Construction mpacts 

Air quality impacts could occur during construction of the Proposed Action due to dust and 

fumes from construction equipment, earthwork activities, and vehicles accessing the construction 

site. BMPs that limit dust generation could include vegetative cover, mulch, spray-on adhesive, 

calcium chloride application, water sprinkling, stone, tillage, wind barriers, and construction of a 

temporary graveled entrance/exit to the construction site. In an effort to limit the amount of dust 

that could be generated, construction activities could be staged. The contractor should also 

comply with county and/or other local air pollution regulations. 

The No Action Alternative would have no construction development and; therefore, would not 

result in any impact to the current air quality. 

During construction of the Proposed Action, BMP's would be implemented to limit air quality 

impacts. Additionally, the contractor would be required to comply with county and/or other local 

air pollution regulations. 

6.4.2 Potential Construction Noise Impacts 

Noise impact may occur in the vicinity of the construction site for the Proposed Action. Table 6-

2 illustrates the typical sound levels associated with various pieces of construction equipment 

that could be used during construction. 

Talbert & Bright, Inc. 
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Table 6-2 

f E ons rue aon ;c mpmen tN ' mse 
Typical Sound Level 

Eauioment Type dBA at SO feet 
Backhoe 85 
Bulldozer 87 
Concrete Mixer (truck} 85 
DumoTruck 88 
Generator 76 
Jackhammer 88 
Paver 89 
Pile Driver 101 
Pneumatic Tools 85 
Portable Air Compressor 81 
Pumo 76 
Rock Drill 98 
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Table 6=2 
Construction E 

Typical Sound Level 
E ui ment e dBA at SO feet 

Sera er 88 
Source: Handbook of Noise Assessments, page 215 

(Edited by Daryl N. May, Ph.D., 1978) 

DRAFT 

The No Action Alternative would have no construction development and; therefore, would not 

result in any noise impacts. 

During construction of the Proposed Action, BMP's would be implemented to reduce noise 

impacts. Additionally, the contractor will be required to comply with county and/or other local 

noise regulations. 

6.4.3 Potential Water Quality Impacts due to Construction 

Water quality could potentially be impacted by surface water runoff, accidental release of fuel or 

hydraulic fluids, sedimentation from soil erosiont and changes in stream channel grades. Several 

BMPs, which will be utilized during construction> include; construction of temporary diversions 

to dispose of runoff to control erosion and sedimentation: construction of diversion dikes to 

prevent sediment-laden runoff from exiting the construction site; construction of temporary 

sediment traps, which could detain sediment-laden runoff and trap the sediment to prevent 

impacts to surrounding water bodies; and construction of sediment basins, straw bale dikes, and 

rock dams to retain sediment on the construction site and prevent sedimentation to water bodies. 

The contractor would be required to comply with current federal and state laws and regulations 

regarding water quality and stormwater management. 

Oil and grease spills during construction are another possible source of water pollution. The 

chance for oil and grease spills is small. However, since such incidents would be handled by a 

Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures Plan (SPCC), as specified in a National 

Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit that is required during construction, 

any undetected accidental leakage would be absorbed and/or filtered by slopes and ditches before 

reaching major streams. Appropriate BMPs would be used during construction for erosion 

control and water quality protection, as well as other mitigative measures required for NPDES 
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pennit approval. Staging areas, haul routes, and laydown areas will be locatecl withinthe- limits 

of disturbance for the Proposed Action. Construction equipment it stored in the staging area 

while not working and the laydown area is where trees will be placed prior to being shredded or 

hauled off site. Additional mitigation measures are discussed in Chapter 8 of this EA. 

Implementation of the Proposed Action, No Action Alternative or Fee-Simple Alternative 

will not result in adverse construction impacts. 

6.5 Department of Transportation Act: Section 4(f) 

Section 4(t) of the Department of Transportation Act states that a project requiring 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 shall not be approved unless there is no feasible alternative to the use of such land. 

The areas encompassing easement acquisitions are currently comprised of single-family houses 

and undeveloped land. There are no public parks, recreation areas, wildlife or waterfowl refuges 

in the areas identified for easement acquisition or obstruction removal. The Proposed Action will 

not impact any land that falls under the requirements of Section 4(t). Exhibit 6.1 depicts 

"Protected Lands" identified by Charles County for the areas encompassing the proposed project. 

No Section 4(f) features are identified within the proposed project limits as shown on Exhibit 

6.1. Additionally, no property of historic significance will be impacted by this project. 

Implementation of the Proposed Action, No Action Alternative or Fee-Simple Alternative 

will not result in any Section 4(f) impacts. 

6.6 Farmlands 

The Fannland Protection Policy Act (FPPA), Public Law 97-98, authorized the Department of 

Agriculture to develop criteria pertaining to the conversion of fannlands to non-agricultural use. 

Fannland protected by the FPPA is either prime fannland that is not already committed to urban 

development or water storage, unique fannland, or fannland that is of state or local importance 

as detennined by the appropriate state or local government agency with the concurrence of the 
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Secretary-of-Agriculture. 

A U.S. Department of Agriculture {USDA) NRCS custom soil resource report (Appendix G; 

NCRS Web Soil Survey: http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov) identifies Beltsville silt loam (2 to 

5 percent slopes) in the project area. These soils are considered prime fannland soils only if 

drained. Prime fannland, as defined by the USDA, is land that has the best combination of 

physical and chemical characteristics for producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops 

and is available for these uses. It could be cultivated land, pastureland, forestland, or other land, 

but it is not urban or built-up land or water areas. Part 622.04 of the National Soil Survey 

Handbook, published by NRCS, states that some soil map units include both drained and 

undrained areas, but only the drained areas meet the prime farmland criteria. The identified soils 

on the project site are not protected by the Farmland Protection Policy Act. In addition, the 

proposed easement acquisition and obstruction removal will not impact the surrounding soil and 

will not change the current use of these properties. No fannland will be impacted by the 

Proposed Action. 

Implementation of the Proposed Action, No Action Alternative or Fee-Simple Alternative 

will not result in farmland impacts. 

6.7 Fish, Wildlife, and Plants 

Mill Creek Environmental Consultants, Ltd. completed a survey and analysis of the study area to 

determine the impact of airport development, in the form of clearing and tree removal, on the 

existing biotic communities. The delineation was conducted by Matthew Neely, Senior 

Environmental Scientist, PWD (VA), Mill Creek Environmental Consultants, Ltd. A map of the 

survey area and differing community types is included in Appendix C along with the Biotic 

Communities Report. The survey revealed two types of terrestrial habitat and one small aquatic 

habitat within the survey area boundaries. 

Community A consists of approximately 27+ acres of mature mixed deciduous/coniferous forest. 

Trees in this community have experienced a long term of un-interrupted growth and have 

reached an estimated 50-65' , in height. Dominant species prevalent throughout the community 
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include Virginia pine, White Oak. Black Oak. American Beech, and hickories, with lesser 

prevalent species being Sassafrass, Flowering Dogwood, Red Maple, Sweetgum, American 

Holly, and Willow Oak. 

In addition to multiple species of birds who nest and feed in the area, animals frequenting the 

area are White-tailed deer1 Raccoon, Gray Squirrel, Striped Skunk, Eastern Cottontail, Red Fox, 

Gray Fox and the Virginia Opossum. Common reptiles and amphibians associated with this type 

community are: the Common Garter Snake, Rat Snake, Common Kingsnake, Copperhead, 

Eastern Box Turtle, and various species of frogs and skinks. 

In addition to the terrestrial habitat discussed above, aquatic habitat does exist within the survey 

area boundaries. Approximately 281 + linear feet of intermittent stream segment was found in the 

northwest corner of the survey area. This stream bed averages about 4 feet in width with banks 

approximately 18-24" in height. Sheet-flow from the nearby roadway makes its way into this 

intermittent stream moving northwest (NW) out of the survey area. The substrate ranges from 

mud to course gravel in areas will locations of undercut banks and small point bars of deposition. 

While this habitat does not support fish species, it does provide suitable habitat for amphibious 

species such as frogs. 

The stream was determined to be intermittent in the field by the scientist conducting the wetland 

delineation. In addition to his own determination, the wetland delineation was confirmed and a 

JD was issued by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. A regulatory scientist from the Maryland 

Department of the Environment also reviewed the field scientist's delineation. In addition to the 

physical site inspection, background research/mapping was reviewed regarding all streams 

within the survey area. The stream segment identified in the field did not even merit inclusion in 

the national hydrography dataset or USGS topo. 

Mill Creek Environmental Consultants, Ltd. completed a survey to evaluate the presence of any 

Federal or State listed Threatened or Endangered Species and or habitat that may be potentially 

impacted by airport development in the future, particularly in the form of obstruction removal of 

trees. The results of this survey are included in Appendix D. 

Talbert & Bright, Inc. 27 



Maryland Airport 
Supplemental Environmental Assessment DRAFT 

Federally listed species are protected by the Endangered-Species Act of 1973,-as amended. The 

U.S. Department of the Interior's Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) administers the Act, listing 

and protecting federally endangered and threatened species. Currently there are 9 plant species 

federally listed as endangered or threatened which occur or formerly occurred in Maryland. In 

addition to these 9 plant species, 27 animals are currently federally listed as endangered or 

threatened in the state of Maryland. 

The Wildlife and Heritage Service Natural Heritage Program tracks the status of over I, I 00 

native plants and animals that are among the rarest in Maryland and most in need of conservation 

efforts as elements of our State's natural diversity. Of these species, the Maryland Department of 

Natural Resources officially recognizes 607 species and subspecies as endangered, threatened, in 

need of conservation, or endangered extirpated. Only 37, or 3% of the total tracked species, are 

listed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as nationally endangered or threatened. 

A physical inspection of the survey area did not reveal any federal or state listed threatened or 

endangered species. In addition to the physical inspection of the survey area, input for 

Endangered and Threatened species information was solicited from the US Fish and Wildlife 

Service (USFWS), and the Maryland Department of Natural Resources (MDNR). The USFWS 

confirmed that there are no federally listed species associated with the project area (Appendix 

D). Additionally, the Maryland Department of Natural Resources also confirmed that they have 

no concerns regarding state listed species within the boundaries of the Supplemental EA survey 

areas. Regarding benthic organisms, the most likely organism potentially present would be the 

freshwater crayfish (cambarus spp.). Impacts to the Mattawan watershed as a result of the 

Proposed Action will be temporary and mitigated with erosion and sediment controls. 

The Proposed Action will be designed and constructed to comply with Executive Order 13112 

Invasive Species. 

Implementation of the Proposed Action, No Action Alternative or Fee-Simple Alternative 

will not adversely impact fish, wildlife, or plants. 
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6.8 Floodplains 

Federal Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) are used as the primary reference to determine the base of 

floodplains. Additional references include Floodway maps and Flood Insurance Studies 

generally performed by FEMA. The Proposed Action is not located within either the 100-year or 

500-year flood area as determined by the Flood Insurance Rate Maps as shown in Appendix F. 

The Floodplain Management Ordinance of Charles County addresses utility installation within 

the limits of floodplains. This ordinance in no way discourages or prohibits such construction but 

specifies that the systems "must be designed to minimize or eliminate the infiltration of flood 

waters into the systems or discharges from the systems into flood waters and shall be located and 

constructed so as to minimize or eliminate flood damage." 

Implementation of the Proposed Action, No Action Alternative or Fee-Simple Alternative 

will not result in floodplain impacts. 

6.9 Hazardous Materials, Pollution Prevention, and Solid Waste 

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) established a cradle to grave 

hazardous waste management system. The EPA has authorized Maryland to administer a state 

hazardous waste program which generally parallels the federal program. 

No hazardous waste impacts are anticipated as a result of implementing the Proposed Action. No 

structures which could contain hazardous materials will be removed as part of the Proposed 

Action. In addition no hazardous materials were identified in the survey area (Appendix H). If 

hazardous materials or hazardous waste are encountered during implementation of the Proposed 

Action, they will be removed from site and disposed of in accordance with federal, state, and 

local hazardous material disposal regulations. 

The proposed obstruction removal will generate vegetative solid waste, which will be properly 

managed and disposed in accordance with Charles County and Maryland solid waste disposal 

requirements. The contractor will be required to remove and properly dispose of any and all 
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wood chips that may result from the Proposed Action. Vegetative-debris will be managed in 

accordance with Executive Order 12088 Federal Compliance with Pollution Conlrol Standards. 

The amount of solid waste generated by the obstruction removal will be reduced as vegetative 

debris will be recycled as opposed to being discarded in a landfill. This debris will be shredded 

and reused as mulch. 

Implementation of the Proposed Action, No Action Alternative or Fee-Simple Alternative 

will not adversely hazardous material or solid waste impacts. 

6.10 Historic, Architectural, Archeological and Cultural Resources 

Two laws apply to the disposition of historic, architectural, archeological and cultural resources. 

The first law is the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, and the second is the 

Archeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974. As part of the research for this project, a 

Phase I Cultural Resources Survey was prepared. The full report is included in Appendix B. 

The Summary and Recommendations from this report are as follows. 

A Cultural Resources Site Assessment was performed by Browning & Associates, Ltd. for the 

Area of Potential Effect (APE) for the proposed avigation easements and obstruction removal. 

No architectural properties were found to exist within the APE. 

A total of 101 previously recorded archaeological sites were found to be located within 

approximately two miles of the Maryland Airport project boundaries. Among these sites are 

numerous Native American lithic scatters and smaller number of historic components 

representing occupations from the late seventeenth. eighteenth, nineteenth, and twentieth 

centuries. No previously recorded sites were found to be located within the APE for archaeology. 

A Section I 06 project review form for the Proposed Action was submitted to the Maryland 

Historical Trust for review and comment. MHT determined that the project will have "no effect" 

on historic properties and that the federal and/or State historic preservation requirements have 

been met. 
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----- Implementation of the Proposed Action,-No-Action-Alternative or-Fee-Simple-Alternative 

[ will not impact any historic, architectural, archeological or cultural resources. 
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6.11 Light Emissions and Visual Impacts 

The FAA requires the airport sponsor to consider the extent to which any lighting associated 

with an airport action will create an annoyance among people in surrounding areas. There are 

existing sources of light emissions from the airport property due to the need for visual guidance 

for airplanes at night and during periods of low visibility. 

The acquisition of avigation easements will not cause additional light emission impacts to the 

surrounding community. No additional airport lighting is included as part of the Proposed 

Action. The tree clearing around residences on the North side of Pomfret Road may result in 

some additional airport light emissions to reach these properties. The majority of obstruction 

removal will occur in areas that are not situated between the properties and the airport. 

Visual impacts are identified by examining the visual viewshed of the Proposed Action study 

area. The visual viewshed, which takes into account the entire landscape, is comprised of two 

main aspects: views to and views from the Proposed Action. The existing viewshed of the 

Proposed Action study area is primarily an undeveloped environment with viewsheds typical of 

commercial and industrial development and large expanses of wooded area. 

Construction of the Proposed Action is not anticipated to result in visual impacts which cannot 

be mitigated. Temporary impacts would be the sighting of construction equipment during 

obstruction removal while permanent impacts include the conversion of wooded land to fields. 

From the standpoint of visual appeal from the Proposed Action, occupants would see wooded 

areas and Maryland Airport facilities. 

Potential mitigation of adverse visual impacts would be focused in the areas adjacent to the 

proposed obstruction removal. Measures that could be used to screen the Proposed Action 

include planting a mix of regionally native, noninvasive trees and shrubs in a diversity of sizes so 
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that they wouldn't become future obstructions-to the-Maryland Airport-airspace.-. ---------

Implementation of the Proposed Action, No Action Alternative or Fee-Simple Alternative 

will not result in adverse light emissions or visual impacts on the surrounding community. 

6.12 Natural Resources, Energy Supply, and Sustainable Design 

There will be no grubbing, grading or sidecasting of soil associated with the Proposed Action. 

Changes in hydrology will be minimal and the obstruction removal area will be allowed to 

regenerate naturally. Impacts associated with stormwater loss, habitat fragmentation and shade 

and vegetative buffer will be temporary until the obstruction removal area naturally regenerates. 

Executive Order 13123, Greening the Government through Efficient Energy Management, 

encourages each federal agency to expand the use of renewable energy within its facilities and in 

its activities. This Order also requires each federal agency to reduce petroleum use, total energy 

use and associated air emissions, and water consumption in its facilities. 

The assessment of natural resources and energy supply generally entails altered requirements for 

stationary facilities. The Proposed Action would result in the use of small amounts of fossil 

fuels. The proposed obstruction removal will require fuel consumption by harvesting and tree 

removal equipment but otherwise will have no long~term impacts. 

The Proposed Action does not include any major changes in stationary facilities nor does it 

include the use of scarce or unusual materials. Increased aircraft fuel use is not anticipated with 

the implementation of the Proposed Action. 

Vegetative debris generated as a result of the proposed obstruction removal will be recycled in 

an effort to reduce the amount of solid waste generated and promote a sustainable design. The 

larger marketable tree trunks will be sold to a mill. Other vegetative debris will be ground up and 

hauled away by the contractor to be used as mulch. This will reduce the solid waste impact as 

waste material will not be disposed of in a landfill. 
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Implementation of the Proposed Action, No Action Alternative or Fee-Simple Alternative 

will not impact natural resources. 

6.13 Noise 

The effects of aircraft noise on communities surrounding an airport are one of the most important 

environmental impacts to consider. If aircraft noise is sufficiently loud or frequent it can be 

highly objectionable, as it has the potential to interfere with the daily activities of neighboring 

residents and businesses. Because aircraft noise is one of the most noticeable environmental 

effects that an airport produces, the FAA' s Environmental Assessment Process (Order 5050.48) 

requires that a noise analysis be performed for proposals which individually or cumulatively 

involve airport location. runway location, major runway extension, or runway strengthening. 

The 2003 Maryland Airport EA determined that no residences would be adversely impacted by 

noise related to the runway realignment and extension and that the 65 decibel DNL contour does 

not extend off of airport property. The 65 decibel DNL noise contour represents the threshold for 

adverse impact. 

There will be noise impacts associated with construction activities if the Proposed Action is 

implemented. These impacts will be temporary and will not cause an adverse long-term impact 

on the surrounding community as discussed further in Section 6.4.2 of this document. 

Implementation of the Proposed Action, No Action Alternative or Fee-Simple Alternative 

will not result in noise impacts. 

6.14 Secondary (Induced) Impacts 

Induced socioeconomic impacts of airport development normally involve shifts in population, 

increased public service, or changes in the local business and economic climate. The Maryland 

Aviation Administration completed the Maryland Airport Economic Impact Study in 2013. This 

document assessed the direct, indirect, and induced socioeconomic impacts of the 35 public use 

airports in Maryland. The study determined that Maryland Airport contributes more than $9 
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million annually in direct and indirect business revenue to the local economy. 

The positive economic impacts of the airport are viewed as beneficial, and the Proposed Action 

is expected to extend these positive impacts to the local community and region by allowing the 

Airport to provide non-precision approach capabilities to Runway 2. 

6.15 Socioeconomic Impacts, Environmental Justice, and Children's Environmental 
Health and Safety Risks 

6.15.1 Socioeconomic Impacts 

Aviation development can impact the social environment as well as the physical environment by 

affecting public uses and/or community facilities. These impacts are typically associated with the 

relocation of families and/or disruption of the communities near an airport. Special social 

impacts (identified in FAA Order 5050.48) that are associated with airport development include: 

• The relocation of residences and/or businesses, 

• The alteration of surface transportation, 

• The disruption of established communities, 

• The disruption of orderly planned development, and 

• An appreciable change in employment. 

The Proposed Action of easement acquisition and obstruction removal will not cause any of the 

social impacts listed above. The easement will be acquired as per federal acquisition regulations 

including an appraisal and review appraisal of the easement. These appraisals will determine the 

fair market value of the easement and will consider how these easements will impact the future 

use of the property by the land owner. 

Any vehicular traffic increases that occur resulting from the Proposed Action will be due to 

obstruction removal activities and temporary in nature. The existing roads will be sufficient to 

accommodate this additional traffic without adversely impacting local residents and businesses. 
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6.15.2 Environmental Justice 

DOT Order 5610.2(a), Executive Order 12898, Actions lo Address Environmental Justice in 

Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations (May 2, 2012) states that: 11 to the greatest 

extent practicable and permitted by law, each federal agency should make achieving 

environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, 

disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, 

policies, and activities on minority and low-income populations." Environmental justice, in lay 

terms, precludes the targeting of low income, minority, economically disadvantaged, or 

underrepresented communities to further a Proposed Action. 

Implementation of the Proposed Action does not concentrate environmental impacts on any low 

income or economically disadvantaged communities. Approximately 15.3 percent of the United 

States population lives below the poverty level according to Census data while 5.6% of the 

population of Charles County, Maryland Jives below the poverty level (U.S. Census Bureau, 

2007-2011 American Community Survey). Minority populations in Charles County account for 

approximately 50 percent of the total County population compared to a US average of 28 

percent. 

The Proposed Action would have no permanent impact on minority populations and low-income 

populations, as construction of the Proposed Action will not require relocation of residences. In 

addition, the analysis of environmental justice centers around demonstrating if there are any 

adverse impacts based on the impact categories evaluated in this EA. The results of the EA 

indicate that there are no permanent adverse impacts related to environmental justice and 

therefore there is no permanent adverse effect to minority or low-income populations. 

Temporary impacts to minority populations include the impacts associated with the obstruction 

removal such as air quality and noise/vibration impacts. 

6.15.3 Children's Environmental Health and Safety Risks 

Executive Order 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety 

Risks (April 23, 1997), directs federal agencies to identify and assess environmental health risks 
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and safety risks that may disproportionately affect children. Environmental health risks and 

safety risks include risks to health or to safety that are attributable to products or substances that 

a child is likely to come in contact with or ingest, such as air, food, drinking water, recreational 

waters, soil, or products they might use or be exposed to. The Proposed Action is not anticipated 

to cause adverse impacts to Children's Health and Safety. Air quality impacts will be temporary 

during construction. Construction equipment will be stored in a location inaccessible by the 

public when not in use and hazardous impacts associated with this equipment are not anticipated. 

Implementation of the Proposed Action and No Action Alternative will not result in 

Socioeconomic Impacts. Implementation of the Fee-Simple acquisition alternative would 

result in the relocation of three residences but will not result in extensive relocation. 

6.16 Water Quality 

No adverse impacts to water quality are anticipated with implementation of the Proposed Action. 

Temporary impacts may occur during the Proposed Action construction phase. However, best 

management practices such as the use of silt fences and dedicated haul routes and staging areas 

will limit water quality impacts during the removal of obstructions. An erosion and sediment 

control plan will be developed and coordinated with the Charles (County) Soil Conservation 

District prior to the start of any construction activities associated with the Proposed Action. 

The Federal Water Pollution Control Act (Clean Water Act) provides the authority to establish 

water quality standards, control discharges into surface and subsurface waters, develop waste 

treatment management plans and practices, and issue permits for discharges (Section 402) and 

for dredged or fill material (Section 404). 

Under Section 402 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) all point source discharges of pollutants to 

waters of the United States (including lakes, rivers, wetlands, etc.) must be authorized under a 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. The point source discharges 

include stormwater discharges associated with industrial activity (daily operation of an airport) 

and construction activity disturbing five or more acres of land. Based on these criteria, a 

construction permit will be required for the Proposed Action. This permit is issued by the Water 
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Management Administration (WMA) of the Maryland Department of the Environment (MOE). 

No additional impervious areas will be constructed as part of the Proposed Action. 

The Charles County Zoning Ordinance defines the Overlay Zone: Resource Protection Zone. 

The purpose of this zone is to protect stream valley habitat and stream water quality. This zone 

applies to many county streams including the Mattawoman Creek and its tributaries. This zone 

encompasses an area based on the outermost combined limits of the existing 100-year floodplain, 

if present; non-tidal wetlands contiguous with or within 25 feet of the stream channel; and a 

buffer. There is no proposed clearing in any areas within the Overlay Zone. Best management 

practices to ensure water quality will be included in the obstruction removal design project. 

Stormwater management for the proposed clearing is addressed in the approved erosion control 

plan for timber harvesting as per the Charles County Soil Conservation District. No new 

impervious surfaces are included in the Proposed Action. All work will be conducted in 

accordance with the erosion control plan and monitored by Charles County. 

Implementation of the Proposed Action, No Action Alternative or Fee-Simple Alternative 

will not impact water quality. 

6.17 Wetlands 

One function of the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USA CE) is the management of the 

Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899, as well as the Clean Water Act of 1972, as amended. The 

USA CE does this through the review of any projects that will impact navigable waters or other 

waters of the United States through dredging, filling, diverting etc. those waters or otherwise 

altering them from their natural state. 

The wetlands delineation and survey of all assigned survey areas revealed the presence of 

approximately .34+ acres of PEM wetlands, in addition to 270' + of intermittent streams. Impact 

to these areas will require a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and possible 

compensatory mitigation. No obstruction removal is currently identified within the wetland or 
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stream areas and therefore, no impacts to wetlands are anticipated. 

Under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, USACE has authority to regulate fill into waters of 

the United States and adjacent wetlands. One wetland area was identified during the field survey 

as shown in Exhibit 6.2 and Exhibit 6.3. This area was confirmed during the USACE on-site 

Jurisdictional Determination assessment and is subject to USACE 404 permit requirements. 

However, this wetland is located within the area of proposed easement acquisition but outside of 

the obstruction clearing area having no impacts to wetlands therefore no USACE permit is 

required. 

In an email dated September 9, 2013 (Appendix E), MOE stated: "After conducting a site visit 

on August 29th at Maryland Airport, the Department determined that the depressional area is a 

regulated wetland and is considered connected by the State. If any impacts are proposed for this 

area or its adjacent 25-foot buffer then a Joint Federal/State Permit for Alteration to a Nontidal 

Wetland Waterway or JOO-year floodplain needs to be submitted to the State." No obstructions 

are identified within the 25-foot buffer. If obstructions need to be removed within this buffer in 

the future, the impacts to the wetlands will be evaluated via tiering or a supplemental study as 

per NEPA requirements and a Joint Federal/State Permit for Alteration to a Nontidal Wetland 

Waterway will be submitted to USACE and MOE for review and approval. The removal of trees 

within this wetlands buffer is not anticipated to adversely impact wetlands. 

Implementation of the Proposed Action, No Action Alternative or Fee-Simple Alternative 

will not impact wetlands. 

6.18 Wild and Scenic Rivers 

The "Wild and Scenic River Act" describes those river areas eligible to be included in a system 

afforded protection under the Act as free flowing and " ... outstandingly remarkable scenic, 

recreational, geologic, fish and wild life, historic, cultural, and other similar values." There are 

currently no National Wild or Scenic rivers in Maryland according to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service (www.rivers.gov/maryland). However, the State of Maryland has designated nine scenic 

and wild rivers. One of these rivers (Wicomico River) is partially located in Charles County. 
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Implementation of the Proposed Action, No Action Alternative or Fee-Simple Alternative 

will not impact any wild or scenic rivers. 
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CHAPTER 7 - CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Cumulative impacts address actions by others m combination with the Proposed Action. 

Cumulative impacts include the impact on the environment resulting from the incremental 

impact of the Proposed Action when added to other past. present, and reasonable foreseeable 

future actions, regardless of what agency or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative 

impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over 

time. 

Recent development at the Maryland Airport has been related to the construction of the new 

runway. Phase III of the runway construction was completed in 2013. Phase JV of the runway 

construction will be completed once the obstructions and avigation easements included in this 

Supplemental EA are removed. Projects completed in the last three years and proposed for the 

next five years for the Maryland Airport are discussed below. 

Past History - The Maryland Airport construction projects conducted over the past three years 

include: 

• Clearing approximately 129 acres of trees for the construction of the new runway 

• Construction Phases II & Ill of the new 3,740' x 75' runway and associated taxiway 

including grading existing terrain for the new runway alignment 

• Land acquisition of the area within the new Runway Protection Zones 

These completed projects were included in the 2003 Maryland Airport Environmental 

Assessment. 

Future Plans - The airport development plans for the next five years in addition to the Proposed 

Action of this EA include: 

• Phase IV construction of the runway which will result in a total runway length of 4,300' x 

75' 
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• Construction of a 35' wide parallel taxiway 

• Construction of a 33,000 square yard apron adjacent to the terminal building 

These projects were included in the 2003 Maryland Airport Environmental Assessment. The 

majority of the earthwork associated with these three projects has been completed as part of the 

recent runway construction. These projects will be completed once the obstructions have been 

removed. A review of these projects indicates that no adverse environmental impacts will result 

from the completion of these three projects based on field analysis of these project areas. Areas 

that included earthwork or grading as part of the completed phase of construction were seeded to 

reduce the likelihood of fugitive dust generation and resulting air quality impacts. This seeding 

also protects these areas from erosion. Adverse impacts which would elevate the Proposed 

Action and past/future action above the thresholds for significant impacts are not anticipated. 

Mitigation for the removal of tree associated with past project and the Proposed Action is 

included in the existing Maryland Airport Forest Conservation Plan. 

Potential induced and cumulative impacts which are not associated with the Proposed Action 

identified in this EA include indirect impacts to the Mattawoman watershed as a result of future 

airport development and commercial/residential development around the Maryland Airport. 
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CHAPTER 8 - MITIGATION 

The Proposed Action will not result in any impacts that would require mitigation. However, Best 

Management Practices (BMPs) are control measures which are used to limit impacts to water 

quality during construction. BMPs for the construction of the Proposed Action are discussed in 

the following chapters. 

Mitigation measures are used to reduce impacts associated with the implementation of the 

Proposed Action. Air pollutants most noticeable during construction are dust particles generated 

from earth moving activities, aggregate handling, and travel on non-paved haul routes. This dust 

will be controlled by methods including: use of water to keep exposed areas damp. This water 

will be provided by the construction contractor and brought to the project site via tanker trucks. 

Other air pollutants include exhaust fumes from construction equipment. Effects from exhaust 

fumes are generally considered to be negligible due to the large area in which the vehicles are 

operating. All construction equipment will be maintained and kept in proper operating conditions 

at all times. Burning of vegetative debris is not included as part of the Proposed Action. The 

contractor(s) will be required to adhere to all applicable state and local air quality regulations. 

Water pollution can occur during project construction primarily from erosion of exposed land 

surfaces. The use of temporary erosion and sedimentation controls will be required throughout 

the duration of the construction of each element of the Proposed Action. The 2009 Sediment and 

Erosion Control Plan that was developed for the runway realignment project includes the 

obstruction removal areas associated with the Proposed Action of this EA. This plan will be 

revised if necessary during the design phase of the project. This plan is required by Charles 

County prior to beginning construction for any land disturbance activities greater than I 0,000 sf. 

Precautions will also be taken during the maintenance and fueling of equipment so that no 

hazardous materials are dumped onto the ground and allowed to penetrate into the groundwater 

system. These precautions include collecting and disposing of all used oils in accordance with 

Federal, State and local laws and utilizing the staging area and drip pads during equipment 

refueling. Construction debris will be disposed of at a lawful site to reduce the risk of 

contamination to any wetlands and streams in the vicinity of the work. 
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Increases in noise levels created by construction equipment can be a source of irritation to nearby 

residents. Restrictions governing the time of day in which construction activities can take place 

may be necessary to minimize disruptions to nearby residences. 

The construction of the proposed projects may cause a slight increase in vehicular traffic in the 

airport area. Staging areas and haul routes will be restored to approximately original conditions 

by regrading and reseeding, where needed. 

Per the Maryland Department of Natural Resources: "The main purpose of the Maryland Forest 

Conservation Act (Natural Resources Article Section 5-160 I through 5-1613) enacted in 1991 

was to minimize the loss of Maryland's forest resources during land development by making the 

identification and protection of forests and other sensitive areas an integral part of the site 

planning process. Identification of priority areas prior to development makes their retention 

possible. Of primary interest are areas adjacent to streams or wetlands, those on steep or erodible 

soils or those within or adjacent to large contiguous blocks of forest or wildlife corridors. Any 

person making application for a subdivision, grading permit or sediment control plan on a tract 

of 40,000 square feet or more must submit a Forest Stand Delineation (FSD) and a Forest 

Conservation Plan (FCP)." The 2009 Forest Conservation Plan that was developed for the 

runway realignment at Maryland Airport will not need to be revised as it already depicts the 

limits of clearing associated with this Supplemental EA. 

Maryland Natural Resources Code Ann. § 5-1602 states that: "The cutting or clearing of trees to 

comply with the requirements of 14 C.F.R. § 77.25 relating to objects affecting navigable 

airspace, provided that the Federal Aviation Administration has determined that the trees are a 

hazard to aviation." 
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CHAPTER 9 - PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

This draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment is to be made available for a 30-day public 

review period and any comments received during this time will be addressed accordingly 

(Appendix I). 
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CHAPTER 10 - AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND PERSONS CONSULTED 

For the development of this Supplemental Environmental Assessment, the following groups 

were consulted and provided with copies of the Draft EA: 

• Maryland Airport 

• Federal Aviation Administration - Washington Airports District Office 

• Maryland Aviation Administration 

• Maryland Historical Trust 

• Maryland Department of the Environment 

• Maryland Department of Natural Resources 

• United States Army Corps of Engineers 

• United States Fish & Wildlife Service 
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ABSTRACT 

Browning & Associates, LTD, performed an environmental assessment for two areas to be affected 
by proposed improvements to the Maryland Airport, Indian Head, Charles County, Maryland, call sign 
2W5, herein abbreviated as IHAP. The survey was conducted in accordance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 as amended to determine whether the proposed 
improvements had the potential to disturb cultural resources. The project area has two components, one 
located north of the airport and north of SR 224 and the other located south of the airport east of Bumpy 
Oak Road, just east of Indian Head, Maryland. Prior survey had located four sites within the property 
and numerous sites are located in the vicinity. Topography on the south end indicated a high likelihood 
of prehistoric occupation. 

The previous survey for architectural resources was revisited but the conclusions reached then are 
still felt to be valid. None of the other resources appear to be potentially eligible for the National Register 
of Historic Places. 

The northern location will consist of FAR77 Obstruction Clearance by an Avigation Easement 
wherein trees above a certain height are either cut off at ground level or topped. Little to no ground 
disturbance would be occasioned by this effort. Further work is not recommended. 

The southern location will consist of FAR77 Obstruction Clearance by an Avigation Easement 
wherein trees above a certain height are either cut off at ground level or topped. Little to no ground 
disturbance would be occasioned by this effort. Further work is not recommended. 

Adjacent to but outside of the southern project location, four prehistoric archaeological sites 
(18CH831, 18CH832, 18CH833 and 18CH834) were recorded. A fifth archaeological site (18CH835) is half 
of a half-mile oval automobile racetrack that operated from 1951-1954±. This recreational resource was 
recorded as it was over the nominal 50 year limit for NRHP consideration. It was not felt to be eligible. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Browning & Associates, LTD, performed aSupplcmcnlalEnvironmental Assessment for two areas to 
be affected by proposed improvements to the Maryland Airport, Indian Head, Charles County, Maryland. 
The survey was conducted in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 
1966 as amended to determine whether the proposed improvements had the potential to disturb cultural 
resources. The project area has two components, one located north of the airport and north of SR '22.7 and 
the other located south of the airport and east of Bumpy Oak Road, just east of Indian Head, Maryland. 
Prior survey (Bamann 1999) had located four sites within the property and numerous sites are located in 
the vicinity. Topography on the south end indicated a high likelihood for prehistoric occupation. 

Figure 1 shows the general project location. Figure 2 shows the project locale on the SOOk USGS 
Quad Sheet. Figure 3 shows the project area on the lOOk USGS Quad Sheet. Figure 4 shows the project 
area on the Port Tobacco 24k USGS Quad Sheet. Figure 5 shows the airport and the project areas on a 1 
foot contour map. Figure 6 shows the north project area in detail on the 1' contour map. Figure 7 shows 
the south project area in detail on the 1' contour map. Figure 8 a LIDAR image of the airport property 
that brings out topographical detail using color gradients. Figure 9 shows the Maryland Archaeological 
Research Unit with the project area depicted. 

Figure 1. Project Location 
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Figure 8. LIDAR Image Of Airport Property Area.. 
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This eva uation is a follow·on to the 1999l'nase Cultura 'Resources Survey of the airport property 
performed by Coastal Carolina Research, Inc, (CCR) (Bamann 1999). CCR surveyed 350 acres:t for their 
project. The background information for that project and for these additions is identical except where we 
have updated information since the 1999 survey. That report should be consulted as needed for the 
general background. The project mission for this project was to evaluate the need for survey of the two 
areas. 

This evaluation was conducted in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act of 1966 as amended and in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards and Guidelines 
for Archaeology and Historic Preservation as well as the Maryland Standards and Guidelines for 
Archaeological Investigations in Maryland (Shaffer and Cole 1994). 

The survey was conducted on May 14 and 21, 2013. Lyle E. Browning, RPA was the project 
Principal Investigator, performed the fieldwork and authored the report. 

The project areas were designated as the north and south areas. Both will be subject to an avigation 
easement. That legal instrument is signed among the various parties, up to and including the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA), state level aviation authorities, county authorities and the land owner of 
record. In it, FAR77 Obstruction Clearance criteria are cited in that from an angle taken from the center of 
the runway(s) and extended at a perpendicular outward and from the end of the runway(s) and extended 
at a perpendicular outward. Any obstruction that breaks the plane of that angle can then be removed. 
Typically this involves either the removal of a tree down to the surface of the ground or the topping of 
the tree some feet below the angle plane to allow for an extended time to pass before topping was again 
necessary. As the area is in domestic strip development along state roads, clear·cutting is not an option, 
nor is disturbance of yard surfaces. In these cases, the least intrusive methods will be employed. See 
Figure 6 for the limits of the north area avigation easement and the nature of the structures. Therefore, the 
likelihood of damage to any resources (except visual intrusion upon the domestic structures which had 
been previously been determined ineligible) is quite low. In view of that visual examination of the area 
was performed. The landform where the houses are located abuts against SR 224 and SR225 and to the 
east slopes down into a drainage swale. Whereas the higher elevations might have prehistoric potential, 
the disturbance will be negligible and was evaluated in that light. 

The south area is a small rectangular parcel that has been developed into residential housing. As 
the area is in domestic strip development, clear·cutting is not an option, nor is disturbance of yard 
surfaces. In these cases, the least intrusive methods will be employed. See Figure 7 for the limits of the 
avigation easement and the nature of the structures. Therefore, the likelihood of damage to any resources 
(except visual intrusion upon the domestic structures which had been previously been determined 
ineligible) is quite low. In view of that visual examination of the area was performed. The landform 
where the houses are located abuts against Bumpy Oak Road and to the east slopes down into a drainage 
swale. Whereas the higher elevations might have prehistoric potential, the disturbance will be negligible 
and was evaluated in that light. 

PHYSICAL SETIING 

Topography 

Charles County is within the Atlantic Coastal Plain Geographic Province. In the project vicinity, the 
terrain is generally low and highly dissected with watercourses feeding either the Potomac River or 
tributary streams of it, notably Mattawoman Creek that bounds the project on the south and east. The 
geological component is generally marine deposited with attendant soil build·up via vegetation growth. 
Bamann (1999) and Rose & Comer (2009) have extensive information on the generalized to specific 
geomorphological background. The project area is in the Riverine Potomac Drainage Unit, as defined by 
the Council for Maryland Archaeology. 

The maximum elevation at the Maryland Airport south extension area is 173 feet while the north 
rises to 183 feet. The southern portion of the project area is a high and narrow ridge with margins sloping 
steeply down to Mattawoman Creek on the south and is high dendritically dissected on the north by a 
tributary stream of Mattawoman Creek. 
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Soils 

The Maryland Airport lands have been described in Bamann (1999). Figure 10 shows the project 
soils. The soils in the north project area are listed below: 

Charles County, Maryland (MD017) 
Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name 
BaB Beltsville silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes 
BaC Beltsville silt loam, 5 to 10 percent slopes 
BcA Beltsville-Aquasco complex, 0 to 2 percent slopes 
GwD Grosstown-Woodstown-Beltsville complex, 5 to 15 percent slopes 

The soils in the south project area are listed below: 

Charles County, Maryland (MD017) 
Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name 
BaB Beltsville silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes 
CmE Croom-Marr complex, 15 to 25 percent slopes 
CmG Croom-Marr complex, 25 to 60 percent slopes 

Vegetation 

The northern project area is within suburban strip developed yards with introduced plantings in a 
background of deciduous forest with some conifers. Vegetation cover over the area is at least 95%. 

The southern project area is in deciduous forest that has remained after domestic housing units 
have been constructed within it. 

HISTORIC CONTEXT 

Hamann (1999) indicated that a total of 101 sites are located within approximately two miles of the 
Maryland Airport. These included prehistoric sites, a Civil War camp and a spoon factory. The area has 
such a high density in the prehistoric due to topography and the availability of riverine and estuarine 
resources, potable water and other natural resources. Rose & Comer's subsequent work just south of the 
project area (2009) augments this pattern. Mattawoman Creek is an excellent example of a prehistoric site 
attractant for the resource base. Bamann notes high concentrations of prehistoric lithic scatters on 
ridgetops as do other surveyors. Bamann notes that 53 of 69 (77%) sites were on ridge tops. 

Both Bamann's and Rose & Comer's work has exhaustive detail on the background research for the 
project area and the area in general. Given the circumstances found at the airport, a background 
repetition would serve little purpose. The 1999 and 2009 surveys are considered the surveys of record for 
the project vicinity and should be consulted if needed. 

It is a truism that an open agricultural field with 100% surface visibility is the ideal surface survey 
condition. The only issue with it is whether there are deeply buried sites that have been obscured by later 
deposits. That was not the case with the southern part of the project. In fact, erosion prior to timbering 
had been severe enough that topsoil was virtually missing from the entire area surveyed. This appeared 
to have been due to erosion but also may have been a result of former agricultural practices that sought to 
farm flat terrain, however limited in extent. The ridgetop and the adjacent tongues of land were accessible 
from former farmlands and may therefore have been eroded from intensive farming. Maryland was 
tobacco country and can be expected to have had the same run of problems that other tobacco states were 
subjected to as a result of tobacco mono-cropping (Trimble 1974). 
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Bamann's summary is that the high probability areas are on high ridge top topography, but also 
concludes that of the sites inventoried, only one had subsurface integrity sufficient to warrant additional 
investigation. That sample is still sufficient for the project area and is standard for modeling of 
topography for site location. 

The previously recorded cemetery (18CH670 Trueman Cemetery) with the dual headstone for the 
sole marked grave occupies a small tongue of land and is upraised from the surrounding soil by about a 
foot, indicative of farming activities. In addition, to the south, a sharp drop-off may indicate a former 
borrow pit. Archival investigation showed that the land upon which the cemetery is located was 
originally part of Clark's Inheritance. This was one of the first land patents in the area in the 181

h century. 

Bamann mentions two log structures that may have been associated with the graveyard but also 
with the formation of St. John's Episcopal Parish which has a fenced graveyard on the west side of 
Bumpy Oak Road. 

For the purposes of this evaluation, the cemetery is outside the area of direct and indirect impacts. 

Located adjacent to the south project is a previously recorded house for the Carroll family. The 
property is rectangular, fronting onto Bumpy Oak Road, and contains several structures built by the 
family. The oldest of the structures has been recorded as CH-595 and was judged not eligible. This house 
is associated with the ribbon development along Bumpy Oak Road that contains a number of African­
American owners. The succession of smaller and modest houses to larger more upscale houses reflects 
the general improvement and stability of the African-American population in general in the 20•h century 
after the removal of race-based restrictions either by law or custom. 

METHODS 

The intent of this supplemental evaluation is to determine whether the avigation easement off the 
north end of the airport and the avigation easement off the south end of the airport will require Phase I 
Survey to identify archaeological sites or standing structures that are eligible for the NRHP and to make 
appropriate recommendations. 

Background Research 

Background research for this project was conducted at the Maryland Historical Trust, the Library of 
Congress and the Library of Virginia. Bamann's work was of particular use as it dealt specifically with the 
airport property. Rose & Comer's work bridged the gap between 1999 and 2009 for additional 
background material. This project was located just south of Mattawoman Creek and is thus germane to 
the project. In addition, the terrain analysis capabilities of LIDAR were of particular use in identifying 
features that were invisible in standard aerial photographs and upon topographic maps (Figure 8). 
Michael Davi as of Cintas Research kindly provided the LIDAR imagery for the project. 

Archaeological Field Methods 

Visual examination of the two project areas was performed. The project areas were examined using 
LIDAR, aerial photography, USGS Quads and the project 1' contour maps. 

Prehistoric cultural materials were encountered adjacent to the southern area. These were mapped 
using GPS for each artifact with notations on lithic material, artifact identification and function. UlM 
coordinates were then transferred to the computer and then used to compose pieceplot locations for each 
that were then placed on the project 1' contour maps. Quantum GIS was used for loci construction and 
for presentation of locations of particular interest groups of artifacts. Their spatial relationships to the 
terrain were of particular interest. 
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The analysis of archaeological sites on a map has formed the basis of predictive modeling for site 
locations. The location of-artifacts-within a site is normally a function of Phase III mitigation. However, 
with the advent of easy to use electronic means, a dataset of attributes from visible artifacts is obtainable 
at low cost. In this case, the artifacts were on the surface of the ground and were in sufficient numbers to 
provide meaningful information. 

Diagnostic artifacts and tools were photographed in situ and collected. Representative photographs 
of debitage were taken. Debitage samples were not taken. 

Laboratory Methods 

Individual artifacts were bagged in the field with photographs and waypoints taken for each 
recovered artifact. The intent is that all processed artifacts will be submitted to the Maryland Historical 
Trust for long-term curation. Disposition of the artifacts is at present undecided. 

Architectural Methods 

MHT files on standing structures were examined and found to be comprehensive. Visual 
examination showed no additional structures that met the 50 year threshold for NRHP eligibility. The 
Bamann survey was therefore considered the survey of record for the project. CH-595 Carroll House at 
4450 Bumpy Oak Road was recommended not eligible. The surveyed structure is the sole structure older 
than 50 years within that parcel. Further work was not recommended and agreed to by MHT. 

ARCHITECTURAL SURVEY 

The Bamann Survey is considered to be the survey of record and should be consulted for contextual 
information. The nature of this evaluation is to determine whether additional survey is warranted, thus 
we are building on the background already provided which includes the project areas. 

All effects of the project will be upon structures previously determined not eligible for the NRHP. 
Further work on standing structures is not recommended. 
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14 

,,3012013 
P•1• I of3 

JI J,f,U• 

r 
[ 

r 
r 

r 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

r 

l 

l 
[ 

[ 



l 
[ 

L 

Figure 11. 1994 Aerial View Of Racetrack Area. 
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Figure 12. 2005 Aerial View Of Racetrack Area. 
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Figure 13. 2007 Aerial View Of Racetrack Area. 
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Figure 14. 2013 Aerial View Of Airport Area. 
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Avigation Easement Area, South 

Figure 15. 2013 Aerial View Of South Project Area. 
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SURVEY RESULTS 

Main Airport Non-Project Area 

Site 18CH835 (IHAP-5) was recorded in the main airport area. This site will not be affected by the 
project and was recorded as it had achieved the 50 year threshold since the 1999 survey. The site is the 
former half-mile oval racetrack constructed by the Bauserman family in 1951 and which appears to have 
ceased operation in 1954. The track has been built over on the north half by hangar construction. The 
southern half is more or less intact. It consists of a 10' wide and 2' high earthen berm with a flat area 
inside it. To the west, historic photos show what appears to be the bleacher area with an access road 
leading to it. 

The racetrack was for modified stock cars and then for motorcycles. After the racetrack ceased 
operations, trees grew within the oval and have largely obscured the feature. LIDAR showed it very 
effectively (Figure 8). Aerial photographs from 1994, 2005 and 2007 (Figures 11 to 13) show the forest 
progression. Figure 14 shows the terrain in 2013. 

The site is represented by an earthen berm and a flat semi-oval area inside the berm. It is 
overgrown with trees and brush at present. While representative of an early form of mechanized 
recreation and spectator sport, the physical remnants are paltry compared with the activities that took 
place on the racetrack. The automobile races were the attraction for the spectators plus the sense of 
camaraderie that these events engender among the spectators. Bleachers were built for the spectators on 
the Bumpy Oak Road side of the track on the outside of it and there were staging, refill and repair areas 
for the cars on the interior as normal. What is left is a small remnant of the activities, but represents a 
typical earthen track of the period wherein the cars and the spectators were in very dose proximity. The 
racetrack ran modified stock cars from about 1952-54 and then it was used for a year or so as a motorcycle 
track using the infield as the track. After about 1955 the track was no longer used. 

Due to half of the track being obliterated, the nature of the activities that took place that left little 
trace of their presence apart from shed automobile and motorcycle parts and the bleacher remnants, the 
site is not recommended eligible for the NRHP. The value of this type of site lies in the slice of Americana 
that it represents and the time period in which it operated. Stock cars in that period tended to be 
composed of a mix of older and newer cars with modifications from various manufacturers. The result 
would be a melange of disparate parts. Further work is not recommended. 

Site 18CH670 was revisited and found to be substantially in the same condition as described by 
Bamann in 1999. Background research indicated that James Trueman was "a distinguished officer" in the 
Revolutionary War (Newman 1971:38) and that the land wherein he and his granddaughter are buried 
was part of the 500 acre Clarke's Inheritance tract owned by George Dent north of Mattawoman Creek. 
Without platting of the original patents, exact boundaries can't be determined. 

In addition, four sites: 18CH831, 18CH832, 18CH833, and 18CH834, were recorded outside of the 
south project area. 

The area off the southern end of the runways in a recently acquired parcel was also investigated 
due to proximity and as the conditions were conducive to site location. The area has already been affected 
by the clearance of trees down to the ground and the subsequent mowing of the remaining vegetation. 
The opportunity presented itself to record the artifacts on the ground that were visible and to estimate 
from a limited sample of clear area whether the cleared swaths were characteristic of the remainder. 
Based upon what was visible in the skidder tracks and from the visible ground in the randomly spaced 
bare patches, none of the edges of which was over 100 feet from one another and none of which was less 
than 50 feet in diameter with over 50% surface visibility, the cleared areas and the visible patches were 
characteristic of the area. In short, lemonade was possible to be made from this lemon. Figure 15 shows 
the aerial view of the south project area after partial clearcutting in 2013. Figure 16 shows the sites on the 
Port Tobacco 24k USGS Quad. Figure 17 shows the sites on the project contour map. The decision was 
made to survey the area as it had been acquired by the airport and conditions were as optimal as they 
were likely to ever be for efficient site discovery. In addition, the opportunity to directly compare two 
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disparate survey methods availed itself. The norm in wooded terrain is a gridded f!Jiovel test regimen. 
Bamann used 50' intervals per survey norms. The inspection of freshly prepared agricultural fields after 
rain is typically considered an ideal methodology. We have for the past 20 years used prepared (plowed, 
disked or rota-tilled) strips in former agricultural fields at 50' intervals as a far more effective alternative 
to shovel testing and one which is equally effective as visual inspection of freshly prepared fields at the 
same interval. We viewed the skidder trails as opportunistic prepared strips and sought to compare the 
results in terrain that would normally only have been shovel tested. Part of the area had been shovel 
tested by Bamann and found to be devoid of cultural materials when tested at a 50' interval. 

Clearcutting was performed when the land was wet and the subsoils were also wet. Mechanical 
Tree Cutters (MTC of which there are several variants but for this discussion are lumped together) cut off 
the trees at their bases and appear to have limbed them there. Skidders then moved the logs to the 
marshaling yard for further processing and loading onto trucks for transport. The MTC's appear to have 
done little damage to the ground, probably due to their being rubber tracked vehicles. The skidders are 
another matter. They have four large tires, articulate in the middle to steer and can literally swim through 
swampy terrain. They have a blade on the front that can create a road, or a bulldozer can be used to 
create one. Due to the generally limited time that they operate in an area, they seldom require multiple 
parallel tracks, although from personal observation, entire Dismal Swamp timber tracts have been 
thoroughly homogenized to a depth of 3 feet in VA by their use. 

CCR had surveyed using the standard 50' shovel test grid over their survey area. A small portion 
overlapped onto the southern area of this project. STU testing showed no positive tests in the area where 
we located a site. This is not meant to denigrate CCR or any other firm, but rather shows that gridded 
interval shovel testing is ineffective at finding relatively low density archaeological sites due to standard 
probability statistics. The likelihood of finding sites through gridded STU excavation decreases as a 
function of artifact density per unit area. The only guarantee is that artifact densities would have to be 1 
per unit excavated. There are sites with densities of that magnitude, but they tend to be lithic reduction 
stations along massive cobble deposits and are not typical for terrain used for other purposes. 

Below is a table constructed for the use of prepared strips (plowed, disked, roto-tilled, interval 
scraped or open-field walking at intervals), all of which are set at a 5' width and compared with the 
standard 15" shovel test excavated to subsoil. The issue of volumetric versus areal survey is addressed by 
subdividing the STU's into 0.25" deep arbitrary depth spits. The coverage percentages and differences are 
striking. Whereas STU coverage is 1.5%, any of the continuous strips offers at least 8 times the coverage 
and with punctuated strips whereby a cleared strip of 5 feet width and 10 feet length separated by 50 feet 
between clearance areas and at 50 foot intervals between strips is twice as effective. The graph shows that 
with increasing strip width, the coverage also increases dramatically. In the opposite direction, a 1 bottom 
plow with a 2' strip is 4 times more effective than shovel testing. 
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Shovel Shovel 
Strip, Test Test Visual 

Basis Plow/Disk Punctuated 0.5" 0.25" Exam 
FT/ACRE 43560.00 
SQRT43560= 208.71 
INTERVAL 50 50 50 50 50 
TESTS/ACRE 5.17 26.77 25.00 25.00 5.17 
STRIP WIDTH FT 5.00 5 1.3 1.3 5.00 
CLEARED UNIT LENGTH 10 
SQ FOOTAGE 
EXPOSED/ ACRE 5399.55 1338.62 325.00 650.00 5399.55 

%COVERAGE 12.40% 3.07% 0.75% 1.49% 12.40% 

TOPSOIL DEI7TH INS 5 
0.5" VISUAL INCREMENTS 10 
0.25" VISUAL INCREMENTS 20 
COVERAGE DIFFERENCE 
1/2" 16.61 
COVERAGE DIFFERENCE 
1/4" 8.31 

Below is a graph illustrating the effect on coverage of increased strip widths as compared with the 
standard 15" STU diameter. 
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STU 0.5 
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In this case, the skidder swaths and the bare areas resulting from erosion and other means were 
used as ready-made swaths for visual examination. Each artifact was piece-plotted using a GPS and 
transferred to the CAD drawings provided by Talbert & Bright and also introduced into Quantum GIS, a 
Geographical Information System package to be used for illustrating the different artifact types. The 
impetus was that the spring growth season was beginning and the area would soon have far less visibility 
as plants emerged. The procedure was to visually examine the skidder swaths which were up to 12 feet 
wide and to opportunistically examine bare patches where they occurred. The complete clearcutting and 
subsequent hydro-axing of the terrain allowed quick visual identification of small benches and other 
areas on side slopes that would have been difficult to see in full timber. Each artifact was given a separate 
Waypoint number in the GPS system. Debitage was given a "Q" suffix if quartz (all were milky quartz), a 
"QZ" suffix if quartzite, "FCR" for fire-cracked rock, "BL'' for blade and "PP" for projectile point. All 
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projectile points were photographed as wellin situ. Blades were also photographed and a representative 
sample of debitage was also sampled. All of the debitage noted on the site ranged in size downward from 
2cms square. No raw materials, cores or other resource materials were noted. One small area of FCR was 
noted but whether this was part of the prehistoric occupation was undecided. 

Site Descriptions 

SITE: 18CH831 (HAP-1) 
SITE TYPE: Native American lithic scatter, undated 
SOIL TOPOGRAPHY: Sideslope bench 
SITE SIZE: 133 x 114 ft 
ARTIFACTS OBSERVED: Milky Quartz debitage (n..-7) 
COMMENTS: This low-density lithic scatter site occupies a low terrace/bench oriented 

perpendicularly to Mattawoman Creek. All artifacts observed were white quartz. No diagnostic artifacts 
were observed. The site represents an overlook/hunting site beside a swale that allows access up to the 
adjacent higher elevations from the water and aquatic resources of Mattawoman Creek. 

This was a strictly visual examination of bare patches on the landform along skidder trails that went into 
the ground over a foot and churned up the area and thus removed vertical and horizontal integrity. 
Adjacent to the skidder trails, very limited clear areas showed minimal topsoil over a clayey, pebbly 
subsoil. The soil has eroded to less than 2" thick and has been disturbed by logging activities. The site 
consists of a low density scatter of quartz debitage (n=7) indicative of tool maintenance. No raw materials 
were observed. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: Further work on the site is not recommended due to the surface damage 
and erosion plus the very low likelihood of obtaining enough information to justify the effort. 

SITE: 18CH832 (HAP-2) 
SITE TYPE: Native American lithic scatter, undated 
SOIL TOPOGRAPHY: Sideslope bench 
SITE SIZE: 90 x 180 ft 
ARTIFACTS OBSERVED: Milky Quartz debitage (n=S) 
COMMENTS: This low-density lithic scatter site occupies a low terrace/bench oriented 

perpendicularly to Mattawoman Creek. All artifacts observed were white quartz. No diagnostic artifacts 
were observed. The site represents an overlook/hunting site beside a swale that allows access up to the 
adjacent higher elevations from the water and aquatic resources of Mattawoman Creek. 

This was a strictly visual examination of bare patches on the landform along skidder trails that went into 
the ground over a foot and churned up the area and thus removed vertical and horizontal integrity. 
Adjacent to the skidder trails, very limited clear areas showed minimal topsoil over a clayey, pebbly 
subsoil. The soil has eroded to less than 2" thick and has been disturbed by logging activities. The site 
consists of a low density scatter of quartz debitage (n,,,,5) indicative of tool maintenance. No raw materials 
were observed. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: Further work on the site is not recommended due to the surface damage 
and erosion plus the very low likelihood of obtaining enough information to justify the effort. 

SITE: 18CH833 (HAP-3) 
SITE TYPE: Native American lithic scatter 
SOIL TOPOGRAPHY: Ridge Top 
SITE SIZE: 150 x 1260 ft 
COLLECTED ARTIFACTS: 3 milky quartz (2 with red blotches) Halifax variant side notched 

projectile points. 2 milky quartz blades. 
OBSERVED ARTIFACTS: 90 quartz debitage, 2 milky quartz blades, 5 quartzite debitage, 4 FCR 
COMMENTS: The site occupies a long narrow erosion tongue oriented parallel with a very steep 

slope down to Mattawoman Creek to the south. To the north, the site is limited by a deep ravine used by 
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transiting.deer and other.game from the lowland water-sources/ resources to the uplands. It is along this 
margin that the site is most represented. 

This was a strictly visual examination of skidder trails along the top of the landform that went into the 
ground over a foot and churned up the area and thus removed vertical and horizontal integrity. Adjacent 
to the skidder trails, very limited clear areas showed minimal topsoil over a clayey, pebbly subsoil. 
Topsoil thickness was 2"± and was disturbed by erosion and by recent logging. The structural integrity of 
the site where the artifacts were identified was totally destroyed by skidder activity. To the south edge of 
the ridge top, small intermittent areas of clear ground were observed with low to no artifacts present and 
with minimal topsoil due to erosion. 

This was a strictly visual examination of skidder trails along the top of the landform that went into the 
ground over a foot and churned up the area and thus removed vertical and horizontal integrity. Adjacent 
to the skidder trails, very limited clear areas showed minimal topsoil over a clayey, pebbly subsoil. 
Topsoil thickness was 2"± and was disturbed by erosion and by recent logging. The structural integrity of 
the site where the artifacts were identified was totally destroyed by skidder activity. To the south edge of 
the ridge top, small intermittent areas of clear ground were observed with low to no artifacts present and 
with minimal topsoil due to erosion. 

The site occupies a high ridge top with a commanding view over Mattawoman Creek to the south. 
However, the artifact distribution (ni:::103) is argued to mean that the site was used as an 
ambush I kill I processing site for whitetail deer transiting up from the water and resources of 
Mattawoman Creek to the interior uplands for browse. The daily routine of deer is established from 
direct observation by modem hunters and is suggested from artifact scatters (Browning 2004) on similar 
terrain in Stafford County, VA. Numerous surveys prior to that project had shown four identical 
landforms with equal access to water, all oriented at a perpendicular to the stream. Of the four, one 
would have substantially more artifacts than the adjacent landform while the other two would have 
generally no evidence. Given several thousand years of activity, this anomalous behavior was finally 
plausibly explained by animal behavior. In each case, the ravine with the shallowest gradient up from the 
stream valley was adjacent to the highest density site. The highest density site was also more directly 
adjacent to the center of the ravine. In all cases, the ravine led to either a ridge or a high terrace. Where a 
ridge occurred, the usual situation was that on the far side of the ridge, another shallow ravine led to 
another watershed. Occam's Razor applied to that scenario was that we were not looking at human 
behavior, but rather were looking at animal behavior that the human apex predators identified to gain 
access to calories on the hoof. In short, the old saw "that it is best to hunt where the animals are" is 
applicable. This has direct implications for survival and reproductive success in hunter I forager societies. 

Fire cracked rock was noted in one location along the top portion of the ridge more towards the tip than 
the mouth of the ravine. The artifact distribution is heaviest on the northern face of the landform and still 
heavier towards the mouth of the ravine at the west. The overlook situation is shown on the attached 
contour maps by relation of the contour elevation to the loci of debitage. The high ridge parallels the 
ravine for a longer distance than does the north slope of the ravine where artifacts were present, but in 
lower densities. Figures 17 to 22 show the various artifacts plotted in categories on the contour map. 

The site was occupied apparently only during the time period that Halifax projectile points were made as 
no others were found. However, small quantities of quartzite debitage were identified, indicative of other 
time periods or people using the terrain for similar purposes. 

The presence of skidder trails along the north top and slightly side slope on the north side of the ridge 
has resulted in the total destruction of vertical and horizontal integrity in the trails. The skidders operated 
during wet soil conditions and sank into the soil up to a foot and well into subsoil. The soils are water 
retentive clays with pebbles. Topsoil was minimal, in the range of up to 3" from observation. Erosion is 
apparent in bare patches where the skidders had not ventured wherein about half of the areas had subsoil 
at the surface. No evidence of subsurface activity was noted. The absence of potable water would argue 
for an intermittently occupied camp and I or kill site. 

This was a visual reconnaissance only with no subsurface investigation. Opportunistic examination of the 
artifacts on the surface of the skidder trails with 100% surface visibility was made along with all bare 



patches.Jndividual artifacts were GES'd to geo-locate them and ad /10c photos of non-diagnostic and all 
diagnostic artifacts were taken in situ. The GPS loci were transformed using standard software and placed 
on the site contour maps and from there transferred to the less accurate USGS quadrangle sheet for 
recordation. 

Artifact density is a difficult measure to perform in the field, especially at the reconnaissance level. 
Typically reserved for Phase III excavations and then usually sampled and extrapolated, it is also an 
under-utilized measure of a site. Reading a paper site form without having seen the site in question gives 
no real appreciation for the density of artifacts and the usual low-medium-high subjective offerings leave 
those wishing more exactitude wanting. 

This site was GPS'd on the skidder trails and on bare patches. The limits of the site were determined by 
topography on the north where the site sloped steeply and by the numerous bare patches on the south 
leading to the precipitous slope down to Mattawoman Creek. On the east the artifacts simply ran out, as 
they did on the west in the fold of the ravine head. The advantage of the piece-plot using GPS approach is 
that some form of metrics can be obtained. By placing their locations on the site contour maps, follow-on 
measurements could be obtained. Distances between artifacts of 20-30 feet were typical where the 
artifacts were more dense and there were some gaps up to 50 feet. The measured artifact patterns were 
necessarily linear due to the shape of the skidder trails, but no noticeable differences were observed in the 
bare patches. The artifact density was estimated at 1 / 8 square meters. Densities of 1 / 1 are extraordinarily 
high as indicated above. However, metrical data on what constitutes a low density site, much less 
agreement on quantification, is difficult to find in the literature. Personal use over the last 30 years has led 
to the following classification: High artifact density is greater than 1 artifact per square meter. Medium 
artifact density is from less than 1 per square meter down to 1 per 5 square meters. Low density is 
anything below 1 artifact per 6 square meters. The difficulty with those measures is that artifact density 
maps, due to scale, often subjectively appear to be quite densely populated when artifacts are 
pieceplotted. When contours are used to denote density or color gradients, the mental imagery is better 
interpreted. 

The surface measure of artifact density presumes an even distribution throughout the presumptive "A" 
horizon wherein the artifacts of the Archaic are typically found, especially in eroded soil conditions such 
as were found on this site. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: Further work is not recommended as the time period of occupation has 
been identified, the nature of the lithics has been established and the soils have been so disturbed that 
meaningful recovery of anything but additional and repetitively similar artifacts is virtually precluded. 
Further work is not recommended. 

SITE: 18CH834 (HAP-4) 
SITE TYPE: Native American lithic scatter 
SOIL TOPOGRAPHY: Ridge Tip 
SELECTED ARTIFACTS: 16 milky quartz debitage 
COMMENTS: The site occupies a erosion tongue oriented nearly parallel with a ravine sloping 

down to a tributary of Mattawoman Creek. To the south, the site is limited by a deep ravine used by 
transiting deer and other game from the lowland water-sources/resources to the uplands. It is along this 
margin that the site is most represented. 

This was a strictly visual examination of skidder trails along the top of the landform that went into the 
ground over a foot and churned up the area and thus removed vertical and horizontal integrity. Adjacent 
to the skidder trails, very limited dear areas showed minimal topsoil over a clayey, pebbly subsoil. 

The site occupies a tongue of land north of a ravine feeding into a tributary of Mattawoman Creek to the 
east. The site has been recently logged and more recently hydro-axed to lower the vegetation level to 
ground height. Skidder trails were placed on the uplands and were used as survey swaths as they had 
100% surface visibility. Where possible due to ground cover from hydro-axe debris, visual examination of 
areas on the spine and south of the ridge were visually examined. The artifact densities were far less in 
those areas. However, the artifact distribution (n- 16) is argued to mean that the site was used as a 
secondary to IHAP-3 ambush/kill/ processing site for whitetail deer transiting up from the water and 
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reso"l!rCe~ oi M~t~~JY_oman_ CrE:?_e~ to the interior uP.lands_ fo_r_ QroW!l_~,__Toe daily routine of deer is 
established from direct observation by modem hunters and is suggested from artifact scatters (Browning 
2004) on similar terrain in Stafford County, VA. 

The presence of skidder trails along the top and slightly side slope on the southeast side of the ridge has 
resulted in the total destruction of vertical and horizontal integrity in the trails. The skidders operated 
during wet soil conditions and sank into the soil up to a foot and well into subsoil. The soils are water 
retentive clays with pebbles, Topsoil was minimal, in the range of up to 3" from observation. Erosion is 
apparent in bare patches where the skidders had not ventured wherein about half of the areas had subsoil 
at the surface. No evidence of subsurface activity was noted. The absence of potable water would argue 
for an intermittently occupied camp. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: Further work is not recommended as the time period of occupation has 
been identified, the nature of the lithics has been established and the soils have been so disturbed that 
meaningful recovery of anything but additional and repetitively similar artifacts is virtually precluded. 
Further work is not recommended. 

North Project Area 

The north area is recommended for no further work due to limited project impacts. As part of an 
avigation easement, trees above a fixed height are either cut off at the base or topped. That would depend 
upon individual landowner preferences. As the majority of the area is in yards subsurface damage would 
be minimal in any event. The remainder is either in former house lots that have been disturbed or in 
forest margins on the terrain dip into a swale that is of no archaeological interest. Therefore, further work 
is not recommended. 

South Project Area 

No sites were previously identified within the south project area, nor were they to be expected due 
to distance from terrain breaks, transportation corridors and ribbon development along Bumpy Oak Road 
for which a standing structure had been previously recorded: Carroll House CH-595. This is a small 
vernacular structure fronting onto Bumpy Oak Road. The parcel has since been subdivided into a family 
subdivision and has several structures all post-dating the CH-595 house. The terrain is also marginal at 
best for prehistoric occupation. 

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Architectural Survey 

Visual examination of the project areas showed a set of occupied and former rural domestic 
structure ribbon development along the roadways. All of these structures had been previously surveyed 
by Hamann (1999) and found not eligible by MHT. We concur with that recommendation. 

Further work on standing structures is not recommended. 

Archaeological Survey 

Visual examination of the north project showed a set of occupied and former rural domestic 
structure ribbon development along the roadways. The yards are developed and some houses have 
outbuildings. The landform occupied by the houses backs onto a ravine that slopes down from the east. 
The houses occupy the terrain that might have contained cultural materials. However, given that the 
avigation easement will not cut below the surface, further work is not recommended due to the low level 
of impact and the high likelihood that previous occupation has been seriously disturbed by land 
clearance and landscaping activities. 
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Visual examination of the south project showed that the Bamann survey had shovel tested around 
the perimeter and found no sites. The property is a narrow rectangle oriented with the thin end towards 
Bumpy Oak Road. 

Four archaeological sites were found outside the south project area. All were prehistoric lithic 
scatters consisting of primarily milky quartz debitage. One site had diagnostic artifacts consistent with 
Middle Archaic Halifax occupation. 

Two sites (18CH831 and 18CH832) were on small benches on a side slope overlooking 
Mattawoman Creek and had no diagnostics. The soils had been severely eroded, in effect deflating the 
site from its presumptive original position on top of existing topsoil down to where both were lying upon 
subsoil. The research potential is minimal for these sites and further work is not recommended. 

Site IHAP-3 (18CHB33) occupied a long narrow tongue of land and contained quartz majority 
debitage with a very small number of quartzite debitage. FCR was also noted in one location. In addition, 
this site had several small blades and three Halifax period variant projectile points. All were of quartz, 
although two had red blotches. They were damaged versions, with one specimen looking more stemmed 
than side notched due to the extent of damage. The topography was quite steep and the artifacts were 
concentrated on the north side of the ridge top adjacent to a swale that allowed a shallower gradient from 
the feeder stream to Mattawoman Creek to upland ridges. 

The site had been damaged by logging, but at the same time, due to the low artifact density 
represented, the site probably would not have been found had it been shovel tested prior to logging, or if 
it had, the general paucity of artifacts would have resulted in a no further work recommendation. 

Due to conditions as found, the decision was made to spot-locate the artifacts using GPS and then 
to plot them onto the project contour maps. The spread of artifacts is distinctive and nearly evenly spaced 
down the length of the ridge. The placement bias to the north edge is interpreted as using the overlook 
provided by the swale for game animals transiting from the water source below up to the uplands for 
browse and mast. 

Although the site has been damaged, it was able to provide information that was not obtainable by 
shovel testing and which allowed for interpretation that also would not have been possible by shovel 
testing. The topsoil on the site is virtually non-existent and is indicative of erosion such that the surface 
materials have deflated to the subsoil. Consequently, the research potential for the site is felt to be 
minimal and no further work is recommended. 

Site IHAP-4 (18CH834) is a smaller semi-mirror of the CH833 site to the south. It occupies the 
leading edge of the erosion tongues off an upland flat that overlooks the dendritic drainage of a tributary 
of Mattawoman Creek. It has higher numbers of artifacts at the head of the ravine separating the two sites 
and up which prey animals transited from water to upland browse and mast. Due to the spreading 
configuration, the site is less dense than CH833. No diagnostics were observed from the site, but the 
milky quartz was visually identical with that from the other three sites in the vicinity. 

Due to conditions as found, the decision was made to spot-locate the artifacts using GPS and then 
to plot them onto the project contour maps. The spread of artifacts is distinctive and nearly evenly spaced 
down the length of the ridge. The placement bias to the north edge is interpreted as using the overlook 
provided by the swale for game animals transiting from the water source below up to the uplands for 
browse and mast. 

Although the site has been damaged, it was able to provide information that was not obtainable by 
shovel testing and which allowed for interpretation that also would not have been possible by shovel 
testing. The topsoil on the site is virtually non-existent and is indicative of erosion such that the surface 
materials have deflated to the subsoil. Consequently, the research potential for the site is felt to be 
minimal and no further work is recommended. 
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S_ite l_!-IAP-5 (}8CH83~) is outside the project area and will not be affected by it. It is half of a half-____ _ 
mile race track built in 1951 and abandoned around 1954. This racetrack first ran modified stock cars and 
then motorcycles. It consists of an earthen berm around the perimeter, a flat area in the middle and the 
remnants of former bleachers. In addition, pit-stop areas should have been present in the infield. 

What remains of the site is an overgrown wooded half-oval embankment. The archaeological 
remnants would consist of disparate pieces of automobile and motorcycle parts that would give litt1e life 
to the slice of Americana that existed at the racetrack when it was in operation. Further work is not 
recommended as the site will not be affected by this project and due to the limited information potential 
that additional study would provide. 

The intent of this supplemental Environmental Evaluation was to determine whether further study of 
the avigation easement on the north end of the airport and the obstruction clearance area on the southern 
end of the airport warranted additional study to locate cultural resources that might be eligible for the 
National Register of Historic Places. The CH670 Trueman Cemetery was revisited and found to be in the 
same condition as when it was recorded in 1999. The remnant of the racetrack was mentioned in 1999 but 
was not then 50 years old. This was recorded as CH835 during this evaluation. 

In the north project area, rural ribbon development exists where negotiations to eliminate trees 
above a prescribed height will take place with the choice of removal or topping. The houses with their 
well developed yards will be unaffected by tree cutting and the landform slopes steeply in back of the 
yards, thus further work is not felt to be warranted. 

In the south project area, the avigation easement area had a structure less than 50 years old built 
upon it and was considered to be ineligible for the NRHP and for which further investigation is not 
recommended. 

This evaluation of the four sites outside the project appears to have exhausted their information 
potential and the project is recommended to proceed. 
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APPENDIX Bl 

ARTIFACTS RECOVERED FROM SURVEY 

18CH833 (IHAP-3) 
3 milky/veined quartz Halifax variant projectile points; 2 milky quartz blades, non -diagnostic. 

ARTIFACTS OBSERVED DURING SURVEY BY SITE 

18CH831 (IHAP-1) 
7 Milky Quartz Debitage 

18CH832 (IHAP-2) 
5 Milky Quartz Debitage 

18CH833 (IHAP-3) 
90 quartz debitage, 2 quartz blades, 5 quartzite debitage, 4 FCR 

18CH834 (IHAP-4) 
16 milky quartz debitage 

18CH835 (IHAP-5) 
NONE 
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IHAP - Clearance, View to NNE 

IHAP, Debltage, IHAP-2 

IHAP-1 Ground conditions 

1HAP-3 Skldder Trail 
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IHAP-3 Skidder Trail IHAP • 3 on ridge, View to SSE 
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MARYLAND INVENTORY OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES 

ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY: BASIC DATA FORM 

Date Flied: 06/t4nOt3 

Check if update: D 

Maryland Department of Planning 
Maryland Historical Trust 
Division of Historical and Cultural Programs 
l 00 Community Place 
Crownsville, Maryland 21032 

Site Number: 18CH831 

County: Charles 

A. DESIGNATION 

1. Site Name: IHAP-1 

2. Alternate Site Name/Numbers: 

3. Site Type (describe site chronology and function; see instructions)· 
Prehistoric Lithic Scatter 

4. Prehistoric X Historic __ _ 

5. Terrestrial X Submerged/Underwater __ _ 

B. LOCATION 

6. USGS 7.5' Quadrangle(s): Port Tobacco 
(For underwater sites) 
NOAA Chart No.: 

(Photocopy section of quad or chart on page 4 and mark site location) 

7. Maryland Archeological Research Unit Number: 

8. Physiographic Province (check one): 
___ Allegany Plateau 
___ Ridge and Valley 
___ Great Valley 
___ Blue Ridge 

11 

___ Lancaster/Frederick Lowland 
___ Eastern Piedmont 

X Western Shore Coastal Plain 
___ Eastern Shore Coastal Plain 

9. Major Watershed/Underwater Zone (see instructions for map and list): Lower Potomac River 

C. ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 

10. Nearest Water Source: Mattawoman Creek 

11. Closest Surface Water Type (check all applicable): 
___ Ocean 
___ Estuarine Bay/Tidal River 
___ Tidal or Marsh 

12. Distance from closest surface water: 

Stream Order: _ __,_1 _ 

X Freshwater Stream/River 
___ Freshwater Swamp 
___ Lake or Pond 
___ Spring 

....filL meters (or __ feet) 

Unknown 

Both __ _ 
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Page 2 
BASIC DATA FORM 

C. ENVIRONMENTAL DATA [CONTINUED] 

13. Current water speed: __ knots 

15. Water visibility: _____ _ 

16. SCS Soils Typology and/or Sediment Type: 

17. Topographic Settings (check all applicable): 
___ Floodplain 
___ Interior Flat 
___ Terrace 

X Low Terrace 
___ High Terrace 
___ Hillslope 

18. Slope: 0-5% 

14. Water Depth: __ meters 

Croom-Marr complex. 15 to 25 slopes 

___ Hilltop/Bluff 
___ Upland Flat 
___ Ridgetop 
___ Rockshelter/Cave 
___ Unknown 
___ Other: 

19. Elevation: meters (or 170 feet) above sea level 

20. Land use at site when last field checked (check all applicable): 
___ Plowed/Tilted Extractive 
___ No-Till Military 
___ Wooded/Forested Recreational 
_ ........... x_ Logging/Logged Residential 
___ Underbrush/Overgrown Ruin 
___ Pasture Standing Structure 
___ Cemetery Transportation 

Commercial Unknown ---
---Educational Other: 

21. Condition of site: 
_ ........... x_ Disturbed 
___ Undisturbed 
___ Unknown 

22. Cause of disturbance/destruction (check all applicable): 
___ Plowed ___ Vandalized/Looted 
__ x ___ Eroded/Eroding Dredged 
___ Graded/Contoured Heavy Marine Traffic 
___ Collected X Other: 

23. Extent of disturbance: 
___ Minor (0-10%) 
___ Moderate (10-60%) 
__ x_ Major (60-99%) 
___ Total (100%) 
___ % unknown 

Logged 

Site Number: 18CH831 



Site Number: 18CH831 

C. ENVIRONMENTAL DATA [CONTINUED] 

Page3 
BASIC DATA FORM 

r 
r 

24. Describe site setting with respect to local natural and cultural landmarks (topography, hydrology, fences, structures, r 
roads). Use continuation sheet if needed. 

The site occupies a small terrace/bench oriented perpendicularly to Mattawoman Creek to the south. To the north. 
the site is limited by a high ridge. 

25. Characterize site stratigraphy. Include a representative profile on separate sheet, if applicable. Address plowzone 
(presence/absence), subplowzone features and levels, if any, and how stratigraphy affects site integrity. Use 
continuation sheet if needed. 

This was a strictly visual examination of bare patches on the landform along skidder trails that went into the ground 
over a foot and churned up the area and thus removed vertical and horizontal integrity. Adjacent to the skidder 
trails, very limited clear areas showed minimal topsoil over a clayey, pebbly subsoil. 

26. Site size: 40 meters by _ __,3::..::0:.. meters (or ___ feet by __ feet) 

1 
l 

27. Draw a sketch map of the site and immediate environs, here or on separate sheet: 
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Site Number: 18CH831 

IHAP•_.._--...._ 

Figure xx. All Artifacts On Project Topo Map. 

Figure xx. FCR On Project Topo Map, 
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Site Number: 18CH831 Page 3b 
BASIC DATA FORM 
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Site Number: 18CH831 

IHAP 

ii" rr ::: 
- -1 c 

1 aa 

I ( 

/ 
IHAP-1 

I 

--.. --

Quartz Oebitge On Project Topo Map­Figure xx.. 

Page 3c 
BASIC DATA FORM 



Page4 Site Number: 18CH831 
BASIC DATA FORM 

Photocopy section of quadrangle map(s) and mark site location with heavy dot or circle and arrow pointing to it. 

a uni ff£T 9 ~ ,ooo MrnRS 
M11p created with TOl'O!~ C2003 National Gcopphic: (www.nationalgeoaraphic.conihapo) 

Port Tobacco, MD USGS 24k Quad Showing Maryland Airport At Indian Head. 
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Site Number. 18CH831 

0. CONTEXT 

28. Cultural Affiliation (check all applicable): 

PREHISTORIC 
__ x_ Unknown 
___ Paleoindian 
___ Archaic 
___ Early Archaic 
___ Middle Archaic 
___ Late Archaic 
___ Terminal Archaic 
___ Woodland 
___ Adena 
___ Early Woodland 
___ Middle Woodland 
___ Late Woodland 

___ CONTACT 

E. INVESTIGATIVE DAT A 

29. Type of investigation: 
__ x...._ Phase I 
___ Phase II/Site Testing 
___ Phase Ill/Excavation 
___ Archival Investigation 

30. Purpose of investigation: 
_---=--ax_ Compliance 
___ Research 
___ Regional Survey 

31. Method of sampling (check all applicable): 
_ __.....X_ Non-systematic surface search 
___ Systematic surface collection 
___ Non-systematic shovel test pits 
___ Systematic shovel test pits 
___ Excavation units 
___ Mechanical excavation 
___ Remote sensing 
___ Other: ___ _ 

32. Extent/nature of excavation: ------

F. SUPPORT DATA 

HISTORIC: 
___ Unknown 

1t" century 
-- 1630-1675 
--- 1676-1720 
18th century 
--- 1721-1780 
--- 1781-1820 
19th century 
--- 1821-1860 
--- 1861-1900 
2otn century 
--- 1901-1930 

post-1930 

___ Monitoring 
___ Field Visit 
___ Collection/Artifact Inventory 
___ Other: 

___ Site Inventory 
___ MHT Grant Project 
___ Other: 

33. Accompanying Data Form(s): __ :....:.X_ Prehistoric 
___ Historic 
___ Shipwreck 

34. Ownership: __ x_ Private 
___ Unknown 

___ Federal ___ State 

Pages 
BASIC DATA FORM 

UNKNOWN 

___ Local/County 



Page 6 
BASIC DATA FORM 

35. Owner(s): .,,,G,.,.,il ..... B,.,,a,.,,u""'se,,.,rm=.,.,:a:::..n,__ __________ _ 
Address: 3900 Livingston Road. Indian Head. MD 20640 
Phone: (301) 283-6202 

36. Tenant and/or Local Contact: ____ _ 
Address: 

Phone:-------------

37. Other Known Investigations: ______ _ 

38. Primary report reference or citation: ____ _ 

39. Other Records (e.g. slides, photos, original field maps/notes, sonar, magnetic record)? 
___ Slides Field record other: 
___ x __ Photos Sonar 
___ Field maps __ Magnetic record 

40. If yes, location of records:, __ ...,,Ma.::D'""'S""H.....,_P.;::O ___ _ 

41. Collections at Maryland Archeological Conservation (MAC) Lab or to be deposited at MAC Lab? 
___ Yes 
___ No 

X Unknown 

42. If NO or UNKNOWN, give owner: Indian Head Airport 
location: At airport 
and brief description of collection: ____ _ 

All debitage GPS'd, representative photos taken. No diagnostic artifacts observed. 

43. Informant: -------­
Address: ------­
Phone:---------

44. Site visited by Lyle E. Browning (Browning & Associates. Ltd.} 
Address: 2240 Chartstone Drive. Midlothian, VA 23113 
Phone: 804-357-2959 Date: 05/21/2013 

45. Form filled out by: Lyle E. Browning (Browning & Associates. Ltd.) 
Address: 2240 Chartstone Drive, Midlothian, VA 23113 
Phone: 804-357-2959 Date: 06/06/2013 

46. Site Summary/Additional Comments (append additional pages if needed); 

Site Number: 18CH831 

This low density lithic scatter site occupies a low terrace/bench overlooking Mattawoman Creek. AU artifacts observed 
were white quartz. No diagnostic artifacts were observed. The site represents an overlook/hunting site beside a swale 
that allows access up to the adjacent higher elevations from the water and aquatic resources of Mattawoman Creek. 

The soil has eroded to less than 2· thick and has been disturbed by logging activities. The site consists of a low density 
scatter of quartz debitage (n=7) indicative of tool maintenance. No raw materials were observed. 

Further work on the site is not recommended due to the surface damage and erosion plus the very low likelihood of 
obtaining enough information to justify the effort. 

Maryland Department of Planning REVISED AUGUST 2006 
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MARYLAND ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY: PREHISTORIC DATA FORM 

1. Site type (check all applicable): 
__ village 

hamlet 
__ base camp 
__ short-term resource procurement 
__ lithic quarry/extraction 

rocks helter/cave 
cairn 

Site Number 18CH831 

earthen mound 
shell midden 
fish weir 

__ submerged prehistoric 
__ X_ lithic scatter 

unknown 
other: 

2. Categories of aboriginal material or remains at site (check all applicable): 
__ x_ flaked stone human skeletal remains 

__ faunal implements/ornaments 
faunal material 

__ ground stone 
stone bowls 
fire-cracked rock 
other lithics 

__ ceramics (vessels) 
__ other fired clay 

3. Lithic materials (check all applicable): 
__ jasper 

chert 
__ rhyolite 
_X_quartz 
__ quartzite 
__ chalcedony 
___ .ironstone 
__ argillite 

4. Diagnostics {choose from manual and give number recovered or observed); 

5. Features present: 
__ yes 
__ x_no 

unknown 

6. Types of features identified (check all applicable): 
midden 

__ postmolds 
__ house patterns 
__ palisade 

hearths 
__ chipping clusters 

__ oyster shett 
floral material 
unknown 
other: 

steatite 
sandstone 
silicified sandstone 

__ ferruginous quartzite 
__ European flint 

basalt 
unknown 
other: 

_ refuse/storage pits 
burials 
ossuaries 
unknown 
other: 



Page2 
PREHISTORIC DATA FORM 

7. Flotation samples collected: 
__ yes 

--------__ x_ no 
unknown 

8. Samples for radiocarbon dating collected: 
__ yes 
__ x_no 

unknown 

Dates and Lab Reference Nos. 

9. Soil samples collected: 
__ yes 
__ X_no 

unknown 

10. Other analyses (specify): _____ _ 

11. Additional comments: 

Site Number: 18CH831 

analyzed: 
__ yes. by __ 
__ x_no 

unknown 

analyzed: 
__ yes, by __ 
__ x_no 

unknown 

Survey was visual only with photos and GPS waypoints of all artifacts observed on the severely disturbed surface. 

12. Form filled out by: Lyle E. Browning (Browning & Associates, Ltd.) 
Address/Company Name: 2240 Chartstone Drive. Midlothian, VA 23113 

Date: 06/06/2013 
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MARYLAND INVENTORY OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES 

ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY: BASIC DATA FORM 

Date Flied: 06/1412013 

Check if update: D 

Maryland Department of Planning 

Maryla11d Historical Trust 
Division of Historical and Cultural Programs 
100 Community Place 
Crownsville, Maryland 21032 

Site Number: 18CH832 

County: Charles 

A. DESIGNATION 

1. Site Name: IHAP-2 

2. Alternate Site Name/Numbers: 

3. Site Type {describe site chronology and function: see instructions): 
Prehistoric Lithic Scatter 

4. Prehistoric _ ........ X---- Historic __ _ 

5. Terrestrial _ ....... X ___ Submerged/Underwater __ _ 

B. LOCATION 

6. USGS 7.5' Quadrangle(s): Port Tobacco 
{For underwater sites) 
NOAA Chart No.: 

(Photocopy section of quad or chart on page 4 and mark site location) 

7. Maryland Archeological Research Unit Number: 

8. Physiographic Province (check one): 
___ Allegany Plateau 
___ Ridge and Valley 
___ Great Valley 
___ Blue Ridge 

11 

___ Lancaster/Frederick Lowland 
___ Eastern Piedmont 

X Western Shore Coastal Plain 
___ Eastern Shore Coastal Plain 

9. Major Watershed/Underwater Zone (see instructions for map and list): Lower Potomac River 

C. ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 

10. Nearest Water Source: Mattawoman Creek 

11. Closest Surface Water Type (check all applicable): 
___ Ocean 
___ Estuarine Bay/Tidal River 
___ Tidal or Marsh 

12. Distance from closest surf ace water. 

Stream Order: __ _ 

X Freshwater Stream/River 
___ Freshwater Swamp 
___ Lake or Pond 
___ Spring 

....fil.L meters (or __ feet) 

Unknown 

Both----



Page 2 Site Number: 18CH832 
BASIC DATA FORM 

C. ENVIRONMENTAL DATA [CONTINUED] 

13. Current water speed: knots 14. Water Depth:_ meters 

15. Water visibility: Mattawoman Creek in distance 

16. SCS Soils Typology and/or Sediment Type: _....::C:.:.r...,oo...,m..:.:..:.-M::..:;a=.:r.,_r-=-co=m=pl..,.e,...x,,_1.:.a5:..;t=o-=2a.::5:......:asl.,.o...,pe:.:s:c....-_ 

17. Topographic Settings (check all applicable): 
___ Floodplain 
___ Interior Flat 
___ Terrace 
___ x~ Low Terrace 
___ High Terrace 
___ Hillslope 

18. Slope: 0-5% 

___ Hilltop/Bluff 
___ Upland Flat 
___ Ridgetop 
___ Rockshelter/Cave 
___ Unknown 
___ Other: 

19. Elevation: meters (or 165 feet) above sea level 

20. Land use at site when last field checked (check all applicable): 
___ Plowed/Tilled Extractive 
___ No-Till Military 
___ Wooded/Forested Recreational 
_.........._X_ Logging/Logged Residential 
___ Underbrush/Overgrown Ruin 
___ Pasture Standing Structure 
___ Cemetery Transportation 
___ Commercial Unknown 
___ Educational Other: 

21. Condition of site: 
___ X'-'- Disturbed 
___ Undisturbed 
___ Unknown 

22. Cause of disturbance/destruction (check all applicable): 
___ Plowed ___ Vandalized/Looted 
----'-'X_ Eroded/Eroding Dredged 
___ Graded/Contoured Heavy Marine Traffic 
___ Collected X Other: 

23. Extent of disturbance: 
___ Minor (0-10%) 
___ Moderate (10-60%) 
_____ X_ Major (60-99%) 
___ Total (100%) 
___ %unknown 

Logged 

l 
r 
r 

[ 

r 
[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

l 
l 
l 
l 
[ 



l 

r 
J 

I 
r 

I 
[ 

[ 

I 
l 
I 
l 
l 
l 
l 
L 

Site Number. 18CH832 

C. ENVIRONMENTAL DATA [CONTINUED] 

Page 3 
BASIC DATA FORM 

24. Describe site setting wTth respect to local natural and cultural landmarks (topography, hydrology, fences, structures, 
roads). Use continuation sheet if needed. 

The site occupies a small terrace/bench oriented perpendicularly to Mattawoman Creek to the south. To the north, 
the site is limited by a high ridge. 

25. Characterize site stratigraphy. Include a representative profile on separate sheet, if applicable. Address plowzone 
(presence/absence), subplowzone features and levels, if any, and how stratigraphy affects site integrity. Use 
continuation sheet if needed. 

This was a strictly visual examination of bare patches on the landform along skidder trails that went into the ground 
over a foot and churned up the area and thus removed vertical and horizontal integrity. Adjacent to the skidder 
trails, very limited clear areas showed minimal topsoil over a clayey, pebbly subsoil. 

26. Site size: 57 meters by _ _.::.;30=- meters (or ___ feet by __ feet) 

I 27. Draw a sketch map of the site and immediate en · here or on separate sheet 

North arrow: 

• Qw..·tz Deb~~ 

Qu=,t~ Oeb,t;t~ 

• Ill* 

• Ftqt<tilt Pcint 

• Fa. 



Site Number: 18CH832 

IHAP~--

IHAP· 

I . .__. -

ilx··_:2;::?- _,_ 
} t - -

Figure xx. All Artifacts On Project Topo Map. 

IHAP~--

Figur~ xx. FCR On Project Topo M.lp. 
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Site Number: 1 BCHB32 

IHAP4-----..... 

Figure xx. Blades On Project Topo Map. 

lHAP'-S------..... 

~ ~ 

[~~~. -; 
r;-- --- .._-=----

Q 

IHAP·• 

Figure xx.. Prc,jtttDe Points On Project Topo M.:ip. 
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BASIC DATA FORM 
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Page4 Site Number: 18CH832 
BASIC DATA FORM 

Photocopy section of quadrangle map(s) and mark site location with heavy dot or circle and arrow pointing to it. 

9.. ]Im JUI 9 \Dall MUEii$ 

Map cn::ital 'Ailh TOPO!® C2003 National Geographic: (www.llll!ional~ ic.comhopo) 

Port Tobacco, MD USGS 24k Quad Showing Maryland Airport At Indian Head. 



Site Number: 18CH832 Page 5 r 
BASIC DATA FORM 

D. CONTEXT l 
28. Cultural Affiliation (check all applicable): 

[ 
PREHISTORIC HISTORIC: UNKNOWN 

x Unknown Unknown 
Paleoindian 1 ?'h century 

( Archaic 1630-1675 
Early Archaic 1676-1720 
Middle Archaic 181n century 
Late Archaic 1721-1780 r Terminal Archaic 1781-1820 
Woodland 191n century 
Adena 1821-1860 r Early Woodland 1861-1900 
Middle Woodland 20•n century 
Late Woodland 1901-1930 

post-1930 r CONTACT 

E. INVESTIGATIVE DATA 

29. Type of investigation: r 
x Phase I Monitoring 

Phase II/Site Testing Field Visit 
[ Phase Ill/Excavation Collection/Artifact Inventory 

Archival Investigation other: 

30. Purpose of investigation: [ 
x Compliance Site Inventory 

Research MHT Grant Project 
Regional Survey Other: [ 

31. Method of sampling (check all applicable): [ Non-systematic surface search 
x Systematic surface collection 

Non-systematic shovel test pits 
Systematic shovel test pits [ Excavation units 
Mechanical excavation 
Remote sensing 
Other: [ 

32. Extent/nature of excavation: 

[ 
F. SUPPORT DATA [ 

33. Accompanying Data Form(s): x Prehistoric 
Historic 

[ Shipwreck 

34. Ownership: x Private Federal State Local/County 
Unknown [ 

I 
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Page& 
BASIC DATA FORM 

35. Owner(s): .::G::..:.,il-=B:o.::a:.::u .... s=er:..:..:m:..:.:a::.:.n,...._ __________ _ 
Address: 3900 Livingston Road, Indian Head, MD 20640 
Phone: (301} 283-6202 

36. Tenant and/or Local Contact:. ____ _ 
Address: 
Phone:-----------~ 

37. Other Known Investigations: ______ _ 

38. Primary report reference or citation:. ____ _ 

39. Other Records (e.g. slides, photos, original field maps/notes, sonar, magnetic record)? 
___ Slides Field record Other: 
_ _.,X......_ Photos Sonar 
___ Field maps __ Magnetic record 

40. If yes, location of records:. _____ _ 

41. Collections at Maryland Archeological Conservation (MAC) Lab or to be deposited at MAC Lab? 
___ Yes 
___ No 

X Unknown 

42. If NO or UNKNOWN, give owner: Indian Head Airport 
location: At airport 
and brief description of collection:. ____ _ 

All debitage GPS'd, representative photos taken. No diagnostic artifacts observed. 

43. Informant: --------
Address: ______ _ 

Phone:---------

44. Site visited by Lyle E. Browning (Browning & Associates, Ltd.) 
Address: 2240 Chartstone Drive, Midlothian, VA 23113 
Phone: 804-357-2959 Date: 05/21/2013 

45. Form filled out by: Lyle E. Browning (Browning & Associates, Ltd.) 
Address: 2240 Chartstone Drive, Midlothian, VA 23113 
Phone: 804-357-2959 Date: 06/06/2013 

46. Site Summary/Additional Comments (append additional pages if needed): 

Site Number: 18CH832 

This low density lithic scatter site occupies a low terrace/bench overlooking Mattawoman Creek. All artifacts observed 
were white quartz. No diagnostic artifacts were observed. The site represents an overlook/hunting site beside a swale 
that allows access up to the adjacent higher elevations from the water and aquatic resources of Mattawoman Creek. 

The soil has eroded to less than 2· thick and has been disturbed by logging activities. The site consists of a low density 
scatter of quartz debitage (n=5) indicative of tool maintenance. No raw materials were observed. 

Further work on the site is not recommended due to the surface damage and erosion plus the very low likelihood of 
obtaining enough information to justify the effort. 

Maryland Department of Planning REVISED AUGUST 2006 



MARYLAND ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY: PREHISTORIC DATA FORM 

1. Site type (check all applicable): 
__ village 

hamlet 
__ base camp 
__ short-term resource procurement 
__ lithic quarry/extraction 

rocks helter/cave 
cairn 

Site Number 1 BCH832 

earthen mound 
shell midden 
fish weir === submerged prehistoric 

__ x_ lithic scatter 
unknown 
other: 

2. Categories of aboriginal material or remains at site (check all applicable): 
__ x_ flaked stone human skeletal remains 

__ faunal implements/ornaments 
faunal material 

__ ground stone 
stone bowls 
fire-cracked rock 
other lithics 

__ ceramics (vessels) 
__ other fired clay 

3. Lithic materials (check all applicable): 
__ jasper 

chert 
__ rhyolite 
__ X_quartz 
__ quartzite 
__ chalcedony 
__ ironstone 
__ argillite 

4. Diagnostics {choose from manual and give number recovered or observed)· 

5. Features present: 
__ yes 
__ x_no 

unknown 

6. Types of features identified (check all applicable) 
midden 

__ postmolds 
__ house patterns 
__ palisade 

hearths 
__ chipping clusters 

__ oyster shell 
floral material 
unknown 
other: 

steatite 
sandstone 
silicified sandstone 

__ ferruginous quartzite 
__ European flint 

basalt 
unknown 
other: 

__ refuse/storage pits 
burials 
ossuaries 
unknown 
other: 
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Page2 
PREHISTORIC DATA FORM 

7. Flotation samples collected: 
__ yes 

analyzed: 
__ yes.by __ 

__ X_no ~----------~--__ x_no 
unknown 

8. Samples for radiocarbon dating collected: 
__ yes 
__ X_no 

unknown 

Dates and Lab Reference Nos. 

9. Soil samples collected: 
__ yes 

no 
unknown 

10. Other analyses (specify): _____ _ 

11. Additional comments: 

unknown 

analyzed: 
__ yes,by __ 
_x_no 

unknown 

Site Number: 18CH832 

Survey was visual only with photos and GPS waypoints of all artifacts observed on the severely disturbed surface. 

12. Form filled out by: Lyle E. Browning (Browning & Associates1 ltd.) 
Address/Company Name:2240 Chartstone Drive. Midlothian. VA 23113 

Date: 06/06/2013 



MARYLAND INVENTORY OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES 

ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY: BASIC DATA FORM 

Date Filed: 06/17/2013 

Check if update: O 

Maryland Department of Planning 

Maryland Historical Trust 
Division of Historical and Cultural Programs 
100 Community Place 
Crowns ville, Maryland 21032 

Site Number: 18CH833 

County: Charles 

A. DESIGNATION 

1. Site Name: IHAP-3 

2. Alternate Site Name/Numbers: 

3. Site Type (describe site chronology and function; see instructions): 
Prehistoric Lithic Scatter 

4. Prehistoric X Historic __ _ 

5. Terrestrial X Submerged/Underwater __ _ 

8. LOCATION 

6. USGS 7.5' Quadrangle(s): Port Tobacco 
(For underwater sites) 
NOAA Chart No.: 

(Photocopy section of quad or chart on page 4 and mark site location) 

7. Maryland Archeological Research Unit Number: 11 

8. Physiographic Province (check one): 
___ Allegany Plateau 
___ Ridge and Valley 
___ Great Valley 
___ Blue Ridge 

___ Lancaster/Frederick Lowland 
___ Eastern Piedmont 

X Western Shore Coastal Plain 
___ Eastern Shore Coastal Plain 

9. Major Watershed/Underwater Zone (see instructions for map and list): Lower Potomac River 

C. ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 

10. Nearest Water Source: Mattawoman Creek tributary Stream Order: __ _ 

11 . Closest Surface Water Type (check all applicable): 
___ Ocean 
___ Estuarine Bay/Tidal River 
___ Tidal or Marsh 

12. Distance from closest surface water: 

X Freshwater Stream/River 
___ Freshwater Swamp 
___ Lake or Pond 
___ Spring 

.1filL.. meters (or __ feet) 

Unknown 

Both __ _ 
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BASIC DATA FORM 

[. C. ENVIRONMENTAL DATA [CONTINUED] 
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13. Current water speed: __ knots 

15. Water visibility: _____ _ 

16. SCS Soils Typology and/or Sediment Type: 

17. Topographic Settings (check all applicable): 
___ Floodplain 
___ Interior Flat 
___ Terrace 
___ Low Terrace 
___ High Terrace 
___ Hillslope 

18. Slope: 0-5% 

14. Water Depth: __ meters 

Beltsville silt loam. 2 to 5 percent slopes 

___ Hilltop/Bluff 
___ Upland Flat 

X Ridgetop 
___ Rockshelter/Cave 
___ Unknown 
___ Other: 

19. Elevation: meters (or 165-170 feet) above sea level 

20. Land use at site when last field checked (check all applicable): 
___ Plowed/Tilled Extractive 
___ No-Till Military 
___ Wooded/Forested Recreational 
_..........;.x_ Logging/Logged Residential 
___ Underbrush/Overgrown Ruin 
___ Pasture Standing Structure 
___ Cemetery Transportation 

Commercial Unknown ---
---Educational Other: 

21. Condition of site: 
__ x~ Disturbed 
___ Undisturbed 
___ Unknown 

22. Cause of disturbance/destruction (check all applicable): 
___ Plowed ___ Vandalized/Looted 
_..........;.X_ Eroded/Eroding Dredged 
___ Graded/Contoured Heavy Marine Traffic 
___ Collected X Other: 

23. Extent of disturbance: 
___ Minor (0-10%) 
___ Moderate (10-60%) 
__ x_ Major (60-99%) 
___ Total (100%) 
___ % unknown 

Logged 

Site Number: 18CH833 



Site Number: 18CH833 

C. ENVIRONMENTAL DAT A [CONTINUED] 

Page 3 
BASIC DATA FORM 

24. Describe site setting with respect to local natural and cultural landmarks (topography, hydrology, fences, structures, 
roads). Use continuation sheet if needed. 

The site occupies a long narrow erosion tongue oriented parallel with a very steep slope down to Mattawoman 
Creek to the south. To the north, the site is limited by a deep ravine used by transiting deer and other game from 
the lowland water-sources/resources to the uplands. It is along this margin that the site is most represented. 

25. Characterize site stratigraphy. Include a representative profile on separate sheet, if applicable. Address plowzone 
(presence/absence), subplowzone features and levels, if any, and how stratigraphy affects site integrity. Use 
continuation sheet if needed. 

This was a strictly visual examination of skidder trails along the top of the landform that went into the ground over a 
foot and churned up the area and thus removed vertical and horizontal integrity. Adjacent to the skidder trails, very 
limited clear areas showed minimal topsoil over a clayey, pebbly subsoil. Topsoil thickness was 2"± and was 
disturbed by erosion and by recent logging. The structural integrity of the site where the artifacts were identified 
was totally destroyed by skidder activity. To the south edge of the ridge top, small intermittent areas of clear ground 
were observed with low to no artifacts present and with minimal topsoil due to erosion. 

26. Site size: 410 meters by 50 meters (or ___ feet by __ feet) 

27. Draw a sketch map of the site and immediate environs. here or on separate sheet: 
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Site Number: 18CH833 

I 
IHAP·I 

L ... 

Figure xx. All Artifact:. On Project Topo Map. 

I 
IHAP· l 

IHAP-+-------.... 

Figutt xx. FCR On Project Topo Map 

Page 3a 
BASIC DATA FORM 



Site Number: 18CH833 

j 

IHAP-1 

IHAP•..1.---

Figure xx. Blades On Project Topo Map. 

[HAP·~--.... 

Figure xx. Projectile Poin~ On Project Topo Map. 
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BASIC DATA FORM 
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Site Number: 18CH833 

JHAP....1----, 

IHAP-1 

,-

-- V' 

, ·" Dl'\.n\a"" Ou ?iu)t.'l\ iopu Map. F~gurt- AA. Qu.u=,t.' c-

IHAP'-1-----......._ 

.. -

Figurexx. ... Qu~rtz Debitge On Project Topo Map. 
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Page4 Site Number: 18CH833 
BASIC DATA FORM 

Photocopy section of quadrangle map(s) and mark site location with heavy dot or circle and arrow pointing to it. r 
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Map aca1cd wilh TOl'O!® C2003 National Geographic (www.natiOlllllgcoppbic.comftopo) [ 
Port Tobacco, MO USGS 24k Quad Showing Maryland Airport At Indian Head. 
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Site Number: 1 BCH833 

D. CONTEXT 

28. Cultural Affiliation (check all applicable): 

PREHISTORIC 
___ Unknown 
___ Paleoindian 
___ Archaic 
___ Early Archaic 
__ X,__ Middle Archaic 
___ Late Archaic 
___ Terminal Archaic 
___ Woodland 
___ Adena 
___ Early Woodland 
___ Middle Woodland 
___ Late Woodland 

___ CONTACT 

E. INVESTIGATIVE DATA 

29. Type of investigation: 
___ Phase I 
___ Phase II/Site Testing 
___ Phase Ill/Excavation 
___ Archival Investigation 

HISTORIC: 
----.......-- Unknown 
171n century 
--- 1630-1675 
~- 1676-1720 
181n century 
--- 1721-1780 
--,,,--- 1781-1820 
191h century 
--- 1821-1860 
--,,....--- 1861-1900 
201h century 
--- 1901-1930 

post-1930 

___ Monitoring 
___ Field Visit 
___ Collection/Artifact Inventory 

X Other: 

Page5 
BASIC DATA FORM 

UNKNOWN 

Cultural Resources Short Form Evaluation 

30. Purpose of investigation: 
__ X::..,_ Compliance 
___ Research 
___ Regional Survey 

___ Site Inventory 
___ MHT Grant Project 
___ Other: 

31. Method of sampling (check all applicable): 
___ Non-systematic surface search 
_......:..ax_ Systematic surface collection 
___ Non-systematic shovel test pits 
___ Systematic shovel test pits 
___ Excavation units 
___ Mechanical excavation 
___ Remote sensing 
___ Other: ___ _ 

32. Extent/nature of excavation: ------

F. SUPPORT DATA 

33. Accompanying Data Form(s): 

34. Ownership: ......:..:X __ Private 
___ Unknown 

__ X:....:..,_ Prehistoric 
___ Historic 
___ Shipwreck 

___ Federal ___ State ___ Local/County 



Page6 
BASIC DATA FORM 

35. Owner(s): -=G=il_.B ... a .... u_.s __ erm ____ a __ n _____________ _ 
Address: 3900 Livingston Road, Indian Head, MO 20640 
Phone: (301) 283-6202 

36. Tenant and/or Local Contact: ____ _ 
Address: 
Phone:------------

37. other Known Investigations: ______ _ 

38. Primary report reference or citation; ____ _ 

39. Other Records (e.g. slides, photos, original field maps/notes, sonar, magnetic record)? 
___ Slides Field record Other: 

X Photos Sonar 
___ Field maps __ Magnetic record 

40. If yes, location of records: __ :.:.M::..A:.;:C'""L::.:a:::b:.....-__ _ 

41 . Collections at Maryland Archeological Conservation (MAC) Lab or to be deposited at MAC Lab? 
___ Yes 
___ No 

X Unknown 

42. If NO or UNKNOWN, give owner: __ 
location: ______ _ 
and brief description of collection: ____ _ 

Site Number: 18CH833 

See accompanying inventory. 95% white quartz, 5% quartzite. FCR present in one location. Halifax Period 
projectile points observed & collected after GPS'd. 

43. Informant: -------­
Address: -------­
Phone:---------

44. Site visited by Lyle E. Browning (Browning & Associates, Ltd.} 
Address: 2240 Chartstone Drive. Midlothian. VA 23113 
Phone: 804-357-2959 Date: 05/21/2013 

45. Form filled out by: Lyle E. Browning (Browning & Associates. Ltd.} 
Address: 2240 Chartstone Drive. Midlothian, VA 23113 
Phone: 804-357-2959 Date: 06/06/2013 
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Page7 Site Number: 18CH833 
BASIC DATA FORM 

46. Site Summary/Additional Comments (append additional pages if needed)~ 

The site occupies a high ridgetop with a commanding view over Mattawoman Creek to the south. However, the artifact 
distribution (n=103) is argued to mean that the site was used as an ambush/kilVprocessing site for whitetail deer 
transiting up from the water and resources of Mattawoman Creek to the interior uplands for browse. The daily routine of 
deer is established from direct observation by modem hunters and is suggested from artifact scatters (Browning 2013) 
on exactly similar terrain in Stafford County, VA. Fire cracked rock was noted along the top portion of the ridge more 
towards the tip than the mouth of the ravine. The artifact distribution is heaviest on the northern face of the landforrn and 
still heavier towards the mouth of the ravine at the west. The overlook situation is shown on the attached contour maps 
by relation of the contour elevation to the loci of debitage. The high ridge parallels the ravine for a longer distance than 
does the north slope of the ravine where artifacts were present. but in lower densities. 

The site was occupied apparently only during the time period that Halifax projectile points were made as no others were 
found. However, small quantities of quartzite debitage were identified, indicative of other time periods or people using 
the terrain for similar purposes. 

The presence of skidder trails along the north top and slightly side slope on the north side of the ridge has resulted in the 
total destruction of vertical and horizontal integrity in the trails. The skidders operated during wet soil conditions and 
sank into the soil up to a foot and well into subsoil. The soils are water retentive clays with pebbles. Topsoil was 
minimal, in the range of up to 3~ from observation. Erosion is apparent in bare patches where the skidders had not 
ventured wherein about half of the areas had subsoil at the surface. No evidence of subsurface activity was noted. The 
absence of potable water would argue for an intermittently occupied camp. 

Further work is not recommended as the time period of occupation has been identified, the nature of the lithics has been 
established and the soils have been so disturbed that meaningful recovery of anything but additional and repetitively 
similar artifacts is virtually precluded. Further work is not recommended. 

Maryland Department of Planning REVISED AUGUST 2006 



MARYLAND ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY: PREHISTORIC DATA FORM 

1. Site type (check all applicable): 
__ village 

hamlet 
__ base camp 
__ short-term resource procurement 
__ lithic quarry/extraction 

rocks helter/cave 
cairn 

Site Number 18CH833 

earthen mound 
shell midden 
fish weir 

__ submerged prehistoric 
__ X_ lithic scatter 

unknown 
other: 

2. Categories of aboriginal material or remains at site (check all applicable): 
__ x_ flaked stone human skeletal remains 

__ faunal implements/ornaments 
faunal material 

__ ground stone 
stone bowls 

__ x_ fire-cracked rock 
other lithics 

__ ceramics (vessels) 
__ other fired clay 

3. Lithic materials (check all applicable): 
__ jasper 

chert 
__ rhyolite 
__ X_quartz 
__ x_ quartzite 
__ chalcedony 
___ ironstone 
__ argillite 

4. Diagnostics (choose from manual and give number recovered or observed); 
Halifax variant Projectile Points (3) 
Blades, quartz, (2) 

5. Features present: 
__ yes 
__ x_no 

unknown 

6. Types of features identified (check all applicable)· 
midden 

__ postmolds 
__ house patterns 
__ palisade 

hearths 
__ chipping clusters 

__ oyster shell 
floral material 
unknown 
other: 

steatite 
sandstone 
silicified sandstone 

__ ferruginous quartzite 
__ European flint 

basalt 
unknown 
other: 

_ _ refuse/storage pits 
burials 
ossuaries 
unknown 
other: 
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I ntroduction 

Mill Creek Environmental Consultants, Ltd. recently completed an analysis of given 
survey area parcels adjacent and in the vicinity of Maryland Airport, Indian Head, 
Maryland. The purpose of this survey was to evaluate the presence of any Federal or 
State listed Species and or habitat that may be potentially impacted by airport 
development in the future, particularly in the form of obstruction removal of trees. The 
survey area was comprised of three parcels approximately 24± acres in size and can be 
seen in Appendix DI. This survey was conducted as part of an FAA mandated 
Environmental Assessment. 

Endangered, Threatened, and Special Concerns (ETS} Species Information 

Federally listed species are protected by the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as 
amended. The U.S. Department of the Interior's Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) 
administers the Act, listing and protecting federally endangered and threatened species. 
Currently there are 9 plant species federally listed as endangered or threatened which 
occur or formerly occurred in Maryland. In addition to these 9 plant species, 27 animals 
are currently federally listed as endangered or threatened in the state of Maryland. 

In addition to the federal program: 

The Wildlife and Heritage Service Natural Heritage Program tracks the status of over 
I, I 00 native plants and animals that are among the rarest in Maryland and most in need 
of conservation efforts as elements of our State's natural diversity. Of these species, the 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources officially recognizes 607 species and 
subspecies as endangered, threatened, in need of conservation, or endangered extirpated. 
Only 37, or 3% of the total tracked species, are listed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service as nationally endangered or threatened. 
The primary State Jaw that allows and governs the listing of endangered species is the 
Nongame and Endangered Species Conservation Act (Annotated Code of Maryland I 0-
2A-01 ). This Act is supported by regulations (Code of Maryland Regulations 08.03.08) 
which contain the official State Threatened and Endangered Species list 
(http://www.dnr.state.md.us/wildlife/Plants Wildlife/eseaa.asp). 

There are currently 345 plant and I IO animal species listed as state threatened or 
endangered in the state of Maryland. A comprehensive list of Rare, Threatened and 
Endangered Plants in Maryland can be found here 
(http://www.dnr.state.md.us/wildlife/Plants Wildlife/rte/rteplants.asp). A comprehensive 
list of Rare, Threatened and Endangered Animals of Maryland can be found here 
(http://www.dnr.state.md.us/wildlife/Plants Wildlife/rte/rteanimals.asp). 

Overview of the Survey Area 

The overwhelming majority of all three survey areas consist of mature mixed 
hardwood/pine forests. Where not forested, the survey areas consist of manicured 

3 



-- - - -- - residential lawns and homes located on parcels throughout. This area is typical of rural 
areas throughout this region. 

The elevation change throughout the survey areas is relatively minor, between 150-170 
feet above sea level. The topography of the site is naturally level for the exception of 
those areas that slope to and away from the intermittent streams and tributaries in the 
vicinity. Waters originating within the survey areas are carried into small unnamed 
tributaries eventually leading into Mattawoman Creek, then the Potomac River and 
eventually the Chesapeake Bay. 

Vegetation throughout all three survey areas can be classified as mature forested mixed 
hardwood/pine. Areas that arc not mature forested areas are typically manicured lawns of 
residential homes. Tree stratums are composed of species such as Pignut hickory (Carya 
glabra), White Oak (Quercus alba), Black Oak (Quercus velutina), Virginia Pine (Pinus 
virginiana), Red Maple (Acer rubrum), and American I-lolly (llex Opaca). 

Summarv of Findings 

A physical inspection of the survey area did not reveal any federal or state 1 isted 
threatened or endangered species 

Findings Reviewed 

In addition to the physical inspection of the survey area, input for Endangered and 
Threatened species information was solicited from the US Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS), and the Maryland Department of Natural Resources (MDNR). The USFWS 
confirmed that there are no federally listed species associated with the project area. This 
confirmation and documentation can be seen in Appendices 2 and 3. Additionally, the 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources also confirmed that they have no concerns 
regarding state listed species within the boundaries of the survey areas. Their 
coordination letter can be seen in Appendix 04. 
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Survey Area Map Maryland Airport 
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1'1SKaYm.ni.m1 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
SJIR1l!CB 

Natural Resources of Concern 

This resource list is to be used for planning purposes only - it is not an official species list. 

Endangered Species Act species list information for your project is available online and listed below for 
the following FWS Field Offices: 

CHESAPEAKE BAY ECOLOGICAL SERVICES FIELD OFFICE 
177 ADMIRAL COCHRANE DRIVE 
ANNAPOLIS, MD 21401 
(410) 573-4500 

Project Name: 
Maryland Airport ETS 

10/25/2013 lnfonnation, Planning, and Conservation System {IPAC) 

Version 1.4 

Page I of3 



U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Natural Resources of Concern 

Project Location Map: 

Project Co11nties: 
Charles, MD 

Geographic coordinates (Open Geospatial Consortium Well-Known Text, NAD83): 
MULTIPOLYGON (((-77.0694508 38.6055753, -77.0721545 38.6077392, -77.0724978 38.608041, 
-77.0729055 38.6085273, -77.0729484 38.6100355, -77.0696868 38.6099693, -77.0687111 38.606858, 
-77.0689578 38.6061286, -77.0694508 38.6055753))) 

Project Type: 
Federal Grant I Loan Related 

10/25/2013 Information, Planning, and Conservation System (IPAC) 

Version 1.4 
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l'l'iuVdt.num U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
~ 

Natural Resources of Concern 

Endangered Species Act Species List (USFWS Endangered Species Program). 
There nre no listed species found within the vicinity of your project. 

FWS National Wildlife Refuges (USFWS National)J!ildli(e Refitge.5 Prog'"am ). 
There are no refuges found within the vicinity of your project. 

FWS Migratory Birds (USFWS Migrato01 Bird Program). 

Most species of birds, including eagles and other raptors, are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 
U.S.C. 703). Bald eagles and golden eagles receive additional protection under the 
Bald and QoJden Ea~le Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668). The Service's Birds of Conserwtj.on Concem{2008) report 
identifies species, subspecies, and populations of all migratory nongame birds that, without additional 
conservation actions, are likely to become listed under the Endangered Species Act as amended (16 U.S.C 1531 
et seq.). 

NWI Wetlands (.USFWS National Wetlands lnventaty). 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is the principal Federal agency that provides information on the extent and 
status of wetlands in the U.S., via the National Wetlands Inventory Program (NWI). In addition to impacts to 
wetlands within your immediate project area, wetlands outside of your project area may need to be considered 
in any evaluation of project impacts, due to the hydrologic nature of wetlands (for example, project activities 
may affect local hydrology within, and outside of, your immediate project area). It may be helpful to refer to 
the USFWS National Wetland Inventory website. The designated FWS office can also assist you. Impacts to 
wetlands and other aquatic habitats from your project may be subject to regulation under Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act, or other State/Federal Statutes. Project Proponents should discuss the relationship of these 
requirements to their project with the Regulatory Program of the appropriate 
U,S..Army Cows ofEng:ineers Distric t 

10125/2013 lnfonnation, Planning, and Con$ervation System (IPAC) 

Version 1.4 

Page 3 of3 



U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Natural Resources of Concern 

This resource list is to be used for planning purposes only - it is not an official species list. 

Endangered Species Act species list information for your project is available online and listed below for 
the following FWS Field Offices: 

CHESAPEAKE BAY ECOLOGICAL SERVICES FIELD OFFICE 
177 ADMIRAL COCHRANE DRIVE 
ANNAPOLIS, MD 21401 
(410) 573-4500 

Project Name: 
Maryland Airport ETS 2 

10i25/2013 lnfonnntion, Planning, and Conservation System (IPAC) 

Version 1.4 

Page I of3 



7mraYdt.m.m. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

~ Natural Resources of Concern ________ _ 

Project Location Map: 

Project Counties: 
Charles, MD 

Geographic coordinates (Open Geospatial Consortium Well-Known Text, NAD83): 
MULTIPOLYGON (((-77.0746417 38.6061818, -77.0737421 38.6072118, -77.0727658 38.6082254, 
-77.0715733 38.6071036, -77.0736868 38.6055614, -77.0746417 38.6061818))) 

Project Type: 
Federal Grant I Loan Related 

10/2512013 Information. Plnnning, and Conservation System (!PAC) 

Version 1.4 

Page 2 of3 



U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Natural Resources of Concern 

Endangered Species Act Species List (.USFU!S Endangered Species l!rpgrom). 
There are no listed species found within the vicinity of your project. 

FWS National Wildlife Refuges (.USFWS National Wildlife Ref11ges Program). 
There are no refuges found within the vicinity of your project. 

FWS Migratory Birds (.U.SFWS Migratof'}' Bird P,-o.zrqm). 

Most species of birds, including eagles and other raptors, are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 
U.S.C. 703}. Bald eagles and golden eagles receive additional protection under the 
Bald and Golden Eag:Je Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668}. The Service's Birds ofConservatiQILConcem £2008) report 
identifies species, subspecies, and populations of all migratory nongame birds that, without additional 
conservation actions, are likely to become listed under the Endangered Species Act as amended (16 U.S.C 1531 
et seq.). 

NWI Wetlands (USFWS National Wetlands Invent(!l'J!). 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is the principal Federal agency that provides information on the extent and 
status of wetlands in the U.S., via the National Wetlands Inventory Program (NWI). In addition to impacts to 
wetlands within your immediate project area, wetlands outside of your project area may need to be considered 
in any evaluation of project impacts, due to the hydrologic nature of wetlands (for example, project activities 
may affect local hydrology within, and outside of, your immediate project area}. It may be helpful to refer to 
the USFWS National Wetland Inventory website. The designated FWS office can also assist you. Impacts to 
wetlands and other aquatic habitats from your project may be subject to regulation under Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act, or other State/Federal Statutes. Project Proponents should discuss the relationship of these 
requirements to their project with the Regulatory Program of the appropriate 

u.s, Anny Cm:ps of Eneineers Pis~rict. 

10/25/2013 lnfonnation, Planning, 1111d Conservation System ((PAC) 

Version 1.4 

Page 3 ofJ 
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,.mu.1Mt.nJ.11JI U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

[~ NaturarResources Of Concern --------

This resource list is to be used for planning purposes only - it is not an official species list. 

Endangered Species Act species list information for your project is available online and listed below for 
the following FWS Field Offices: 

CHESAPEAKE BAY ECOLOGICAL SERVICES FIELD OFFICE 
177 ADMIRAL COCHRANE DRIVE 
ANNAPOLIS, MD 21401 
(410) 573-4500 

Project Name: 
Maryland Airport ETS 3 

I Oi'25,'2013 lnfonnation, Planning, and Conservation System (IPAC) 

Version 1.4 

Page I ofJ 



:rJsu'Mt.Dtm1 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
OII\VIC:B 

Natural Resources of Concern 

Project Location Map: 

Project Counties: 
Charles, MD 

Geographic coordinates (Open Geospatial Consortil11n Well-Known Text, NAD83): 
MULTIPOLYGON (((·77.0762992 38.5877068, -77.0765511 38.5884028, -77.0754302 38.5888599, 
-77.0754356 38.5880716, -77.0762992 38.5877068))) 

Project Type: 
Federal Grant I Loan Related 

\012512013 lnfonnation, Planning, and Conservation System (IPAC) 

Version 1.4 

Page2 of3 
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Natural Resources of Concern 

Endangered Species Act Species List (l!SFWS Endangered Species Pro£ram). 
There are no listed species found within the vicinity of your project. 

FWS National Wildlife Refuges (USEWS !Yqtiru111l Wildlife Reft,ge.'* Program). 
There are no refuges found within the vicinity of your project. 

FWS Migratory Birds (USFWS Migratory Bird Progra,u). 

Most species of birds, including eagles and other raptors, are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 
U.S.C. 703) . Bald eagles and golden eagles receive additional protection under the 
Bald and Golden EaeJe ProtecJion Act (16 u.s.c. 668). The Service•s Ri,1;ds ofConseryation Concern ,(2008} report 
identifies species, subspecies, and populations of all migratory nongame birds that, without additional 
conservation actions, are likely to become listed under the Endangered Species Act as amended (16 U.S.C 1531 
et seq.). 

NWI Wetlands (.USFWS National Wetlands Inventor£). . 4-

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is the principal Federal agency that provides information on the extent and 
status of wetlands in the U.S., via the National Wetlands Inventory Program (NWI), In addition to impacts to 
wetlands within your immediate project area, wetlands outside of your project area may need to be considered 
in any evaluation of project impacts, due to the hydro logic nature of wetlands (for example, project activities 
may affect local hydrology within, and outside of, your immediate project area). It may be helpful to refer to 
the USFWS National Wetland Inventory website. The designated FWS office can also assist you. Impacts to 
wetlands and other aquatic habitats from your project may be subject to regulation under Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act) or other State/Federal Statutes. Project Proponents should discuss the relationship of these 
requirements to their project with the Regulatory Program of the appropriate 
U,S, A IJllY Con,s of En wneers Districl. 

10/25/2013 lnfonm1tion, Planning, and Conservation System (IPAC) 

Version 1.4 

Page 3 of3 
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United States Department of the Interior 
U.S. Fish & W'tldlife Service 
Chesapeake Bay Field Office 
177 Admiral Cochrane Drive 

Online Certification Letter 

Annapolis, MD 21401 
410/573 4575 

Today's date: ._r 0_1_2a_12_0_1 _3 ___ ___, 

Project: IMaryland Airport ETS Project Review Survey Area 1 

Dear Applicant for online certification: 

Thank you for using the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) Chesapeake Bay Field Office 
online project review process. By printing this letter in conjtn1Ction with your project review 
package, you are certifying that you have completed the online project review process for the 
referenced project in accordance with all instructions provided, using the best available information 
to reach your conclIBions. This letter, and the enclosed project review package, completes the 
review of your project in accordance with the Endangered Species Act of1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531-
1544, 87 Stat. 884), as amended (ESA).This letter also provides information for your project 
review under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (P .L. 91-190, 42 U.S.C. 4321-434 7, 
83 Stat. 852), as amended. A copy of this letter and the project review package must be submitted 
to this office for this certification to be valid. This letter and the project review package will be 
maintained in our records. 

Based on this information and in accordance with section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (87 
Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), we certify that except for occasional transient 
individuals, no federally proposed or listed endangered or threatened species are known to exist 
within the project area. 1berefore, no Biological Assessment or further section 7 consuhation with 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is required. Should project plans change, or if additional 
information on the distnbution of listed or proposed species becomes available, this determination 
may be reconsidered. 

This response relates only to federally protected threatened or endangered species under our 
jurisdiction. For additional information on threatened or endangered species in Maryland, you 
should contact the Maryland Wildlife and Heritage Division at (410) 260-8540. For information in 
Delaware you should contact the Delaware Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program, at 
(302) 653-2880. For information in the District ofColmnbia, you should contact the National Park 
Service at (202) 535-1739. 

1be U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service also works with other Federal agencies and states to minimize 
loss of wetlands, reduce impacts to fish and migratory birds, including bald eagles, and restore 
habitat for wildlife. Information on these conservation issues and how development projects can 
avoid affecting these resources can be found on our website (www.iws.gov/chesapeakebay) 

- We appreciate the opportunity to provide information relative to fish and wildlife issues, and thank 



you fur your interest in these resources. If you have any questions or need finther assistance, please 
contact Chesapeake Bay Fie kl Office Threatened and Endangered Species program at ( 410) 573-
4527. 

Sincerely, 

Genevieve LaR.ouche 
Field Supervisor 
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United States Department of the Interior 
U.S. Fish & Wtldlife Service 
Chesapeake Bay Field Office 
177 Admiral Cochrane Drive 

Annapolis. MD 21401 
410/573 4675 

Online Certification Letter 

Today's date: 1012812013 

Project: Maryland Airport ETS Project Review Survey Area 2 

--------·---

Dear Applicant for online certification: 

/, 

Thank you for using the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) Chesapeake Bay Field Office 
online project review process. By printing this letter in conjtmCtion with your project review 
package, you are certifying that you have completed the online project review process for the 
referenced project in accordance with all instructions provided, using the best available info nnation 
to reach your conclusions. This letter, and the enclosed project review package, completes the 
review of your project in accordance with the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. I 531-
1544, 87 Stat. 884), as amended (ESA).This letter also provides infonnation for your project 
review under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (P.L. 91-190, 42 U.S.C. 4321-4347, 
83 Stat. 852), as amended. A copy of this letter and the project review package must be submitted 
to this office for this certification to be valid. This letter and the project review package will be 
maintained in our records. 

Based on this infonnation and in accordance with section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (87 
Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), we certify that except for occasional transient 
individuals, no federally proposed or li5ted endangered or threatened species are known to exist 
within the project area. lberefore, no Biological Assessment or further section 7 consuhation with 
the U.S- Fish and Wildlife Service is required. Shoukl project plans change, or if additional 
information on the distribution of li5ted or proposed species becomes available~ this determination 
may be reconsidered. 

This response relates only to federally protected threatened or endangered species under our 
jurisdiction. For additional information on threatened or endangered species in Maryland, you 
should contact the Maryland Wildlife and Heritage Division at (410) 260-8540. For infonnation in 
Delaware you should contact the Delaware Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program, at 

~ (302) 653-2880. For information in the District ofColt.mbia, you should contact the National Park 
Service at (202) 535-1739. 

1be U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service also works with other Federal agencies and states to minimiz.e 
loss of wetlands, reduce impacts to fish and migratory birds, including bald eagles, and restore 

~ habitat for wildlife. Information on these conservation issues and how development projects can 
avoid affecting these resources can be folllld on our website (www.fws.gov/chesapeakebay) 

L We appreciate the opportunity to provide information relative to fish and wildlife issues, and thank 



you fur your interest in these resources. If you have any questions or need further assistance, please 
contact Chesapeake Bay Field Office Threatened and Endangered Species program at (410) 573-
4527. 

Sincerely, 

Genevieve LaRouche 
Field Supervisor 
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United States Department of the Interior 
U.S. Fish & WHdlife Service 
Chesapeake Bay Field Office 
177 Admiral Cochrane Drive 

l 
Online Certification Letter 

Today's date: 10/28/2013 

Annapolis, MD 21401 
410/578 4575 

Project: Maryland Airport ETS Project Review Survey Area 3 

L 
Dear Applicant fur online certification: 

Thank you fur using the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) Chesapeake Bay Field Office 
online project review process. By printing this letter in conjunction with your project review 
package, you are certifying that you have completed the online project review process for the 
referenced project in accordance with all instructions provided, using the best available infu nnation 
to reach your conclusions. This letter, and the enclosed project review package, completes the 
review of your project in accordance with the Endangered Species Act ofl 973 (16 U.S.C. 1531-
1544, 87 Stat. 884), as amended (ESA).This letter also provides infunnation for your project 
review w,der the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (P.L. 91-190, 42 U.S.C. 4321-4347, 
83 Stat. 852), as amended. A copy of this letter and the project review package must be submitted 
to this office fur this certification to be valid. This letter and the project review package will be 
maintained in our records. 

Based on this infonnation and in accordance with section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (87 
Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), we certify that except fur occasional transient 
individuals, no federally proposed or listed endangered or threatened species are known to exist 
within the project area. Therefore, no Biological Assessment or further section 7 consuhation with 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is required. Should project plans change, or if additional 
information on the distribution of listed or proposed species becomes available, this determination 
may be reconskiered. 

This response relates only to federally protected threatened or endangered species tmder our 
jurisdiction. For additional infonnation on threatened or endangered species in Maryland, you 
should contact the Maryland Wildlife and Heritage Division at ( 410) 260-8540. For infurmation in 
Delaware you should contact the Delaware Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program, at 
(302) 653-2880. For infunnation in the District of Columbia, you should contact the National Park 
Service at (202) 535-1739. 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service also works with other Federal agencies and states to minimiz.e 
loss of wetlands, reduce impacts to fish and migratory birds, including bald eagles, and restore 

L habitat fur wildlife. Infonnation on these conservation issues and how development projects can 
avoid affecting these resources can be found on our website (www.fws.gov/chesapeakebay) 

l We appreciate the opportunity to provide infunnation relative to fish and wildlife issues, and thank 



you for your interest in these resources. If you have any questions or need further assistance, please 
contact Chesapeake Bay Field Office Threatened and Endangered Species program at (410) 573-

4527. 

Sincerely, 

Genevieve LaRouche 
Field Supervisor 
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December 5, 2013 

Mr. Matthew A. Neely 
Mill Creek Environmental Consultants, Ltd. 
11400 Longtown Drive 
Midlothian, VA 23112 

Martin O'Malley, Governor 
Anthony G. Brown, Lt. Governor 

Joseph P. Gill, Secretory 
Frank W. Dawson Ill, Deputy Secretary 

RE: Environmental Review for Obstruction Removal Project in Vicinity of Maryland Airport, 
Indian Head, Charles County, Maryland. 

Dear Mr. Neely: 

The Wildlife and Heritage Service has completed our review of the obstruction removal project in the vicinity 
of Maryland Airport. At this time we have no concerns or comments regarding rare, threatened and endangered 
species or their habitats for this proposal. If plans change or the need arises for any additional work in the area. 
please let us know. 

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to review this project. If you should have any further questions 
regarding this information, please contact me at (410) 260-8573. 

ER# 2013.1622.ch 
Cc: T. Larney, DNR 

K. McCarthy, DNR 

Sincerely, 

of~·a. 8~ 
Lori A. Byrne, 
Environmental Review Coordinator 
Wildlife and Heritage Service 
MD Dept. of Natural Resources 

Tawes State Office Building - 580 Taylor Avenue - Annapolis, Maryland 21401 
410-260-SDNR or toll free in Maryland 877-620-SDNR - dnr.maryland.gov - TTY Users Call via the Maryland Relay 
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Maryland Airport 
Supplemental Environmental Assessment 
A~pendices DRAFT 

Appendix E 
Wetlands Survey, Delineation, and USACE & MDE Coordination 

Talbert & Bright, Inc. 



r 
r 
r 

r 
r 
r 
[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

I 
[ 

r 
l 
[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

l 



-
l . 

[ ... .....:.. Mill Creek 
Environmental Consultants, LTD 

Technical Report: 
Wetland Delineation for Maryland Airport 

Indian Head, Maryland 

Prepared for: 

Talbert & Bright, Inc. 
10105 Krause Road, Suite 100 
Chesterfield, Virginia 23832 

1 October 2013 

3940 Palmer Road Massanunen, Virginia 22840 (540) 289-6735 Email: rni!lcreekemironment@romQst,rn:t 

www.milkreelcec.com 
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Page2 Site Number: 18CH833 
PREHISTORIC DATA FORM 

I 7. Flotation samples collected: 
I __ yes 

analyzed: 
__ yes, by __ 

~-----~-__ x_no no I unknown 

8. Samples for radiocarbon dating collected: 

unknown 
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__ yes 
__ X_no 

unknown 

Dates and Lab Reference Nos. 

9. Soil samples collected: 
__ yes 
__ x_no 

unknown 

10. Other analyses (specify):, _____ _ 

11. Additional comments: 

analyzed: 
__ yes.by __ 

no 
unknown 

This was a visual reconnaissance only with no subsurface investigation. Opportunistic examination of the artifacts on the 
surface of the skidder trails with 100% surface visibility was made along with all bare patches. Individual artifacts were 
GPS's to gee-locate them and ad hoc photos of non-diagnostic and all diagnostic artifacts were taken in situ. The GPS 
loci were transformed using standard software and placed on the site contour maps and from there transferred to the 
less accurate USGS quadrangle sheet. 

12. Form filled out by: Lyle E. Brownina (Browning & Associates. Ltd.} 
Address/Company Name:2240 Chartstone Drive. Midlothian, VA 23113 

Date: 06/06/2013 
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PREHISTORIC DATA FORM 
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PREHISTORIC DATA FORM 
Ground conditions near IHAP-1 and IHAP-3 
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MARYLAND INVENTORY OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES 

ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY: BASIC DATA FORM 

Date Flied: 06/17/2013 

Check if update: D 

Maryland Department of Planning 

Maryland Historical Trust 
Division of Historical and C11/tural Programs 
100 Community Place 
Crownsville, Maryland 21032 

Site Number: 18CH834 

County: Charles 

A. DESIGNATION 

1. Site Name: IHAP-4 

2. Alternate Site Name/Numbers: 

3. Site Type (describe site chronology and function; see instructions): 
Prehistoric Lithic Scatter 

4. Prehistoric _ ....... X.-.. 

5. Terrestrial _...._X..,__ 

B. LOCATION 

6. USGS 7.5' Quadrangle(s): Port Tobacco 

Historic __ _ 

Submerged/Underwater __ _ 

(For underwater sites) 
NOAA Chart No.: 

(Photocopy section of quad or chart on page 4 and mark site location) 

7. Maryland Archeological Research Unit Number: 11 

8. Physiographic Province (check one): 
___ Allegany Plateau 
___ Ridge and Valley 
___ Great Valley 
___ Blue Ridge 

___ Lancaster/Frederick Lowland 
___ Eastern Piedmont 

X Western Shore Coastal Plain 
___ Eastern Shore Coastal Plain 

9. Major Watershed/Undeiwater Zone (see instructions for map and list): Lower Potomac River 

C. ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 

10.. Nearest Water Source: Mattawoman Creek Tributary Stream Order: __ _ 

11 . Closest Surface Water Type (check all applicable): 
___ Ocean 
___ Estuarine Bay/Tidal River 
___ Tidal or Marsh 

12. Distance from closest surface water: 

X Freshwater Stream/River 
___ Freshwater Swamp 
___ Lake or Pond 
___ Spring 

..l§Q_ meters (or __ feet) 

Unknown 

Both 
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Page 2 
BASIC DATA FORM 

C. ENVIRONMENTAL DATA [CONTINUED] 

13. Current water speed: __ knots 

15. Water visibility:------

16. SCS Soils Typology and/or Sediment Type: __ 

17. Topographic Settings (check all applicable): 
___ Floodplain 
___ Interior Flat 
___ Terrace 
___ Low Terrace 
___ High Terrace 
___ Hillslope 

18. Slope: 0-5% 

14. Water Depth: __ meters 

___ Hilltop/Bluff 
___ Upland Flat 

X Ridgetop 
___ Rockshelter/Cave 
___ Unknown 
___ Other: 

19. Elevation: meters (or 165 feet) above sea level 

20. Land use at site when last field checked (check all applicable): 
___ Plowed/Tilled Extractive 
___ No-Till Military 
___ Wooded/Forested Recreational 
_---a...aX_ Logging/Logged Residential 
___ Underbrush/Overgrown Ruin 
___ Pasture Standing Structure 
___ Cemetery Transportation 
___ Commercial Unknown 
___ Educational Other: 

21. Condition of site: 
__ x_ Disturbed 
___ Undisturbed 
___ Unknown 

22. Cause of disturbance/destruction (check all applicable): 
___ Plowed ___ Vandalized/Looted 
______ x_ Eroded/Eroding Dredged 
___ Graded/Contoured Heavy Marine Traffic 
___ Collected X Other: 

23. Extent of disturbance: 
___ Minor (0-10%) 
___ Moderate (10-60%) 
_ _.....x_ Major {60-99%) 
___ Total (100%) 
___ % unknown 

Logged 

Site Number: 18CH834 



Site Number: 18CH834 

C. ENVIRONMENTAL DATA [CONTINUED] 

Page3 
BASIC DATA FORM 

I 
r 

24. Describe site setting with respect to local natural and cultural landmarks (topography, hydrology, fences, structures, r 
roads). Use continuation sheet if needed. 

The site occupies an erosion tongue oriented nearly parallel with a ravine sloping down to a tributary of 
Mattawoman Creek. To the south, the site is limited by a deep ravine used by transiting deer and other game from I 
the lowland water-sources/resources to the uplands. It is along this margin that the site is most represented. 

25. Characterize site stratigraphy. Include a representative profile on separate sheet, if applicable. Address plowzone 
(presence/absence), subplowzone features and levels, if any, and how stratigraphy affects site integrity. Use 
continuation sheet if needed. 

This was a strictly visual examination of skidder trails along the top of the landform that went into the ground over a 
foot and churned up the area and thus removed vertical and horizontal integrity. Adjacent to the skidder trails, very 
limited clear areas showed minimal topsoil over a clayey, pebbly subsoil. 

26. Site size: 212 meters by 73 meters (or ___ feet by __ feet) 

27. Draw a sketch map of the site and immediate en 
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Site Number: 18CH834 

IHAP-i,------

Figure xx. All Artifa~ On Project Topo Map. 

lHAP-i.----... 

c 

aO'(/ ,_,r:-: 

Figure xx. FCR On Project Topo Map, 

IHAP. 

Page 3a 
BASIC DATA FORM 



Site Number: 18CH834 Page 3b r 
BASIC DATA FORM 
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Site Number: 18CH834 

IHAP·-t-----....._ 

IHAP-1 

IHA.P·.-----... 

L Figure xx. Qu3rtz Debit~ On Project Topo Map. 

L 

IHAP-

lHAP-

Page 3c 
BASIC DATA FORM 



Page4 Site Number: 18CH834 
BASIC DATA FORM 

Photocopy section of quadrangle map(s) and mark site location with heavy dot or circle and arrow pointing to it. 

i+, 1000 rur 9 :II 1000 ME1t11S 
t.1411 acattd wilh lOPO!llt C200J Nllliaaal Ocogn,phic (www.naliaaalgcographic.comf1apo} 

Port Tobacco, MD USGS 24k Quad Showing Maryland Airport At Indian Head. 
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Site Number: 18CH834 

D. CONTEXT 

28. Cultural Affiliation (check all applicable): 

PREHISTORIC 
_........_x_ Unknown 
___ Paleoindian 
___ Archaic 
___ Early Archaic 
___ Middle Archaic 
___ Late Archaic 
___ Terminal Archaic 
___ Woodland 
___ Adena 
___ Early Woodland 
___ Middle Woodland 
___ Late Woodland 

__ CONTACT 

E. INVESTIGATIVE DATA 

29. Type of investigation: 
___ Phase I 
___ Phase II/Site Testing 
___ Phase Ill/Excavation 
___ Archival Investigation 

30. Purpose of investigation: 
___ X...__ Compliance 
___ Research 
___ Regional Survey 

31. Method of sampling (check all applicable): 
___ Non-systematic surface search 
_........,X_ Systematic surface collection 
___ Non-systematic shovel test pits 
___ Systematic shovel test pits 
___ Excavation units 
___ Mechanical excavation 
_ __ Remote sensing 
___ Other: ___ _ 

32. ExtenUnature of excavation: ------

F. SUPPORT DATA 

HISTORIC: 
___ Unknown 
111n century 
--- 1630-1675 
--- 1676-1720 
181n century 
--- 1721-1780 
--- 1781-1820 
191n century 
--- 1821-1860 
--- 1861-1900 
201n century 
--- 1901-1930 

post-1930 

___ Monitoring 
___ Field Visit 
___ Collection/Artifact Inventory 

X Other: 
Cultural Resources Evaluation 

___ Site Inventory 
___ MHT Grant Project 
___ Other. 

33. Accompanying Data Form(s): ____ x ___ Prehistoric 

34. Ownership: _........_X_ Private 
___ Unknown 

___ Historic 
___ Shipwreck 

___ Federal ___ State 

Pages 
BASIC DATA FORM 

UNKNOWN 

___ LocaVCounty 



Page& 
BASIC DATA FORM 

35. Owner(s): .a:G=il._.B=a=u=s=erm""""""a=n...__ __________ _ 
Address: 3900 Livingston Road. Indian Head. MD 20640 
Phone: (301}283-6202 

36. Tenant and/or Local Contact:. ____ _ 
Address: 
Phone:-----------~ 

37. Other Known Investigations: ______ _ 

38. Primary report reference or citation: ____ _ 

39. Other Records (e.g. slides, photos, original field maps/notes, sonar, magnetic record)? 
___ Slides Field record Other: 

X Photos Sonar 
___ Field maps __ Magnetic record 

40. If yes, location of records: ____ MA.......,C'-"L=a=b=-----

41. Collections at Maryland Archeological Conservation (MAC) Lab or to be deposited at MAC Lab? 
___ Yes 
___ No 

X Unknown 

42. If NO or UNKNOWN, give owner: Indian Head Airport 
location: At airport 
and brief description of collection: ____ _ 

ALL Debitage GPS'd. representative photos taken. No Datable artifacts observed. 

43. Informant: -------­
Address: ------­
Phone:---------

44. Site visited by Lyle E. Browning (Browning & Associates. Ltd.} 
Address: 2240 Chartstone Drive, Midlothian. VA 23113 
Phone: 804-357-2959 Date: 05/21/2013 

45. Form filled out by: Lyle E. Browning (Browning & Associates. Ltd.) 
Address: 2240 Chartstone Drive. Midlothian. VA 23113 
Phone: 804-357-2959 Date: 06/06/2013 
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Page7 Site Number: 1BCH834 
BASIC DATA FORM 

46. Site Summary/Additional Comments (append additional pages if needed): 

The site occupies a tongue of land north of a ravine feeding into a tributary of Mattawoman Creek to the east. The site 
has been recently logged and more recently hydro-axed to lower the vegetation level to ground height. Skidder trails 
were placed on the uplands and were used as survey swaths as they had 100% surface visibility. Where possible due to 
ground cover from hydro-axe debris, visual examination of areas on the spine and south of the ridge were visually 
examined. The artifact densities were far less in those areas. However, the artifact distribution (n=16) is argued to mean 
that the site was used as a secondary to IHAP-3 ambush/kill/processing site for whitetail deer transiting up from the 
water and resources of Mattawoman Creek to the interior uplands for browse. The daily routine of deer is established 
from direct observation by modern hunters and is suggested from artifact scatters (Browning 2013) on exactly similar 
terrain in Stafford County, VA 

The presence of skidder trails along the top and slightly side slope on the southeast side of the ridge has resulted in the 
total destruction of vertical and horizontal integrity in the trails. The skidders operated during wet soil conditions and 
sank into the soil up to a foot and well into subsoil. The soils are water retentive clays with pebbles. Topsoil was 
minimal, in the range of up to 3" from observation. Erosion is apparent in bare patches where the skidders had not 
ventured wherein about half of the areas had subsoil at the surface. No evidence of subsurface activity was noted. The 
absence of potable water would argue for an intermittently occupied camp. 

Further work is not recommended as the time period of occupation has been identified, the nature of the lithics has been 
established and the soils have been so disturbed that meaningful recovery of anything but additional and repetitively 
similar artifacts is virtually precluded. Further work is not recommended. 

Maryland Department of Planning REVISED AUGUST 2006 



MARYLAND ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY: PREHISTORIC DATA FORM 

1. Site type (check all applicable): 
__ village 

hamlet 
__ base camp 
__ short-term resource procurement 
__ lithic quarry/extraction 

rocks helter/cave 
cairn 

Site Number 18CH834 

earthen mound 
shell midden 
fish weir 

__ submerged prehistoric 
_x_ lithic scatter 

unknown 
other: 

2. Categories of aboriginal material or remains at site (check all applicable): 
__ X_ flaked stone human skeletal remains 

__ faunal implements/ornaments 
faunal material 

__ ground stone 
stone bowls 
fire-cracked rock 
other lithics == ceramics (vessels) 

__ other fired clay 

3. Lithic materials {check all applicable): 
__ jasper 

chert 
__ rhyolite 
__ X_quartz 
__ quartzite 
__ chalcedony 
___ .ironstone 
__ argillite 

4. Diagnostics (choose from manual and give number recovered or observed). 

5. Features present: 
__ yes 
__ x_no 

unknown 

6. Types of features identified (check all applicable) : 
midden 

__ postmolds 
__ house patterns 
__ palisade 

hearths 
__ chipping clusters 

== oyster shell 
floral material 
unknown 
other: 

steatite 
sandstone 
silicified sandstone == ferruginous quartzite 

__ European flint 
basalt 
unknown 
other: 

_ refuse/storage pits 
burials 
ossuaries 
unknown 
other: 

r 
[ 

r 

r 
r 
r 
r 
[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

r 
[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 



Page 2 Site Number: 18CH834 
PREHISTORIC DATA FORM 

7. Flotation samples collected: analyzed: 
__ yes __ yes,by __ 

--------__ x_ no ~-~----------~ no ----~--~~----

[ 
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unknown 

8. Samples for radiocarbon dating collected: 
__ yes 
__ x_no 

unknown 

Dates and Lab Reference Nos. 

9. Soil samples collected: 
__ yes 
__ x_no 

unknown 

10. Other analyses (specify): _____ _ 

11. Additional comments: 

unknown 

analyzed: 
__ yes.by __ 

no 
unknown 

This was a visual reconnaissance only with no subsurface investigation. Opportunistic examination of the artifacts on the 
surface of the skidder trails with 100% surface visibility was made in addition to bare patches that were all examined. 
Individual artifacts were GPS's to geo-locate them and ad hoc photos of non-diagnostic were taken in situ. The GPS loci 
were transformed using standard software and placed on the site contour maps and from there transferred to the less 
accurate USGS quadrangle sheet. 

12. Form filled out by: Lyle E. Browning {Browning & Associates. Ltd.) 
Address/Company Name:2240 Chartstone Drive, Midlothian, VA 23113 

Date: 06/06/2013 



Page3 Site Number: 18CH834 
PREHISTORIC DATA FORM 
Projectile point 
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Page4 
PREHISTORIC DATA FORM 
Blade 

Site Number: 18CH834 



Pages Site Number: 18CH834 
PREHISTORIC DATA FORM 
Proiectile Point 
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MARYLAND INVENTORY OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES 

ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY: BASIC DATA FORM 

Date Flied: 06/1412013 

Check if update: D 

Maryland Department of Planning 

Maryland Historical Trust 
Division of Historical and C11lt11ral Programs 
100 Community Place 
Crownsville, Maryland 21032 

Site Number: 18CH835 

County: Charles 

A. DESIGNATION 

1. Site Name: IHAP-5 

2. Alternate Site Name/Numbers: 

3. Site Type (describe site chronology and function; see instructions): 
Mid 201

n century dirt stock car racetrack 

4. Prehistoric __ _ 

5. Terrestrial X 

B. LOCATION 

6. USGS 7.5' Quadrangle(s): Port Tobacco 

Historic X 

Submerged/Underwater __ _ 

(For underwater sites) 
NOAA Chart No.: 

(Photocopy section of quad or chart on page 4 and mark site location) 

7. Maryland Archeological Research Unit Number: 

8. Physiographic Province (check one): 
___ Allegany Plateau 
___ Ridge and Valley 
___ Great Valley 
___ Blue Ridge 

11 

___ Lancaster/Frederick Lowland 
___ Eastern Piedmont 

X Western Shore Coastal Plain 
___ Eastern Shore Coastal Plain 

Unknown 

Both----

l 9. Major Watershed/Underwater Zone (see instructions for map and list): Lower Potomac River 

l 
L 

L 
L 

C. ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 

10. Nearest Water Source: Mattawoman Creek tributary Stream Order: __ _ 

11. Closest Surface Water Type (check all applicable): 
___ Ocean 
___ Estuarine BayfTidal River 
___ Tidal or Marsh 

12. Distance from closest surface water: 

X Freshwater Stream/River 
___ Freshwater Swamp 
___ Lake or Pond 
___ Spring 

1000 meters (or_feet) 



Page 2 
BASIC DATA FORM 

C. ENVIRONMENTAL DATA [CONTINUED] 

13. Current water speed: __ knots 

15. Water visibility:------

16. SCS Soils Typology and/or Sediment Type: __ 

17. Topographic Settings (check all applicable): 
___ Floodplain 
__ X......_ Interior Flat 
___ Terrace 
___ Low Terrace 
___ High Terrace 
___ Hillslope 

18. Slope: 0-5% 

14. Water Depth: __ meters 

___ Hilltop/Bluff 
___ Upland Flat 
___ Ridgetop 
___ Rockshelter/Cave 
___ Unknown 
___ Other; 

19. Elevation: meters ( or 170 feet) above sea level 

20. Land use at site when last field checked (check all applicable): 
___ Plowed/Tilled Extractive 
___ No-Till Military 
_ ............ X_ Wooded/Forested Recreational 
___ Logging/Logged Residential 
___ Underbrush/Overgrown Ruin 
___ Pasture Standing Structure 
___ Cemetery Transportation 
___ Commercial Unknown 
___ Educational Other: 

21. Condition of site: 
__ X......_ Disturbed 
___ Undisturbed 
___ Unknown 

22. Cause of disturbance/destruction (check all applicable): 
___ Plowed ___ Vandalized/Looted 
___ Eroded/Eroding Dredged 
_ ............ X_ Graded/Contoured Heavy Marine Traffic 
___ Collected Other: 

23. Extent of disturbance: 
___ Minor (0-10%) 
_ ............ x_ Moderate (10-60%) 
___ Major (60-99%) 
___ Total (100%) 
___ % unknown 
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Site Number: 18CH835 

C. ENVIRONMENTAL DATA [CONTINUED] 

Page3 
BASIC DATA FORM 

24. Describe site setting with respect to local natural and cultural landmarks (topography, hydrology, fences, structures, 
roads). Use continuation sheet if needed. 

The site is an oval former half mile racing oval built in 1952 and used until about 1954. The northern half has been 
graded over for airport hangar construction. 

25. Characterize site stratigraphy. Include a representative profile on separate sheet, if applicable. Address plowzone 
(presence/absence), subplowzone features and levels, if any, and how stratigraphy affects site integrity. Use 
continuation sheet if needed. 

This was a strictly visual examination of an anomaly that appeared on the LIDAR figure of the airport and upon 
investigation was shown to be an exterior berm with an interior flat area. Former bleachers had been removed 
decades ago. 

26. Site size: 350 meters by 220 meters (or ___ feet by __ feet) 

27. Draw a sketch map of the site and immediate environs, here or on separate sheet: 

Scale: North arrow: 



Page4 Site Number: 18CH835 r 
BASIC DATA FORM 

Photocopy section of quadrangle map(s) and mark site location with heavy dot or circle and arrow pointing to it r 
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Site Number: 18CH835 

I D. CONTEXT 
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28. Cultural Affiliation (check all applicable): 

PREHISTORIC 
___ Unknown 
___ Paleoindian 
___ Archaic 
___ Early Archaic 
___ Middle Archaic 
___ Late Archaic 
___ Terminal Archaic 
___ Woodland 
___ Adena 
___ Early Woodland 
___ Middle Woodland 
___ Late Woodland 

___ CONTACT 

E. INVESTIGATIVE DATA 

29. Type of investigation: 
___ Phase I 
___ Phase II/Site Testing 
___ Phase Ill/Excavation 
___ Archival Investigation 

30. Purpose of investigation: 
X Compliance 

___ Research 
___ Regional Survey 

31. Method of sampling (check all applicable): 
___ Non-systematic surface search 
_ __ Systematic surface collection 
___ Non-systematic shovel test pits 
___ Systematic shovel test pits 
___ Excavation units 
___ Mechanical excavation 
___ Remote sensing 

X Other: Visual 

32. ExtenVnature of excavation: _____ _ 

F. SUPPORT DATA 

HISTORIC: 
___ Unknown 
17th century 
--- 1630-1675 
--,,....--- 1676-1720 
18th century 
--- 1721-1780 
-....--- 1781-1820 
191

" century 
--- 1821-1860 
--......--- 1861-1900 
201n century 
--- 1901-1930 

X post-1930 

___ Monitoring 
___ Field Visit 
___ Collection/Artifact Inventory 

X Other: 
Cultural Resources Evaluation 

___ Site Inventory 
___ MHT Grant Project 
___ Other: 

33. Accompanying Data Form(s): Prehistoric 

34. Ownership: ____ x_ Private 
___ Unknown 

____ x_ Historic 
___ Shipwreck 

___ Federal ___ State 

Page 5 
BASIC DATA FORM 

UNKNOWN 

___ Local/County 



Page 6 
BASIC DATA FORM 

35. Owner(s): "'G""'il ..... B""a""u=s=erm .......... a=n--------------­
Address: 3900 Livingston Road, Indian Head, MD 20640 
Phone: {301) 2·83-6202 

36. Tenant and/or Local Contact: ____ _ 
Address: 

Phone:-----------~ 

37. Other Known Investigations:. ______ _ 

38. Primary report reference or citation: ____ _ 

39. Other Records (e.g. slides, photos, original field maps/notes, sonar. magnetic record)? 

Site Number: 18CH835 

___ Slides Field record __ X_ Other: LIDAR 
-~X~ Photos Sonar 
___ Field maps __ Magnetic record 

40. If yes, location of records:. __ =M,..A..,,C .. L=a=b.__ __ _ 

41 . Collections at Maryland Archeological Conservation (MAC) Lab or to be deposited at MAC Lab? 
___ Yes 

X No 
___ Unknown 

42. If NO or UNKNOWN, give owner: __ _ 
location: ______ _ 
and brief description of collection: ____ _ 

43. Informant: --------
Address: _______ _ 

Phone:---------

44. Site visited by Lyle E. Browning (Browning & Associates, Ltd.) 
Address: 2240 Chartstone Drive, Midlothian, VA 23113 
Phone: 804-357-2959 Date; 05/21 /2013 

45. Form filled out by: Lyle E. Browning {Browning & Associates, Ltd.) 
Address: 2240 Chartstone Drive, Midlothian, VA 23113 
Phone: 804-357-2959 Date: 06/06/2013 
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Page7 Site Number: 18CH835 
BASIC DATA FORM 

46. Site Summary/Additional Comments (append additional pages if needed): 

This remnant of a half mile dirt automobile racetrack was built in 1952 and functioned for a short period of time. There 
were wooden bleachers associated west of the track. As it exceeds 50 years in age, and it was representative of rural 
recreational activities starting in the first half of the 201

h century, it was felt that the feature should be recorded. About 
half of it has been obliterated by construction of hangars at the north end. A probable road trace lead out of the track to 
the west. 

The site is represented by an earthen berm and a flat semi-oval area inside the berm. It is overgrown with trees and 
brush at present. While representative of an early form of mechanized recreation and spectator sport, the physical 
remnants are paltry compared with the activities that took place on the racetrack. The automobile races were the 
attraction for the spectators plus the sense of camaraderie that these events engender among the spectators. Bleachers 
were built for the spectators on the Bumpy Oak Road side of the track on the outside of it and there were staging, refill 
and repair areas for the cars on the interior as normal. What is left is a small remnant of the activities, but represents a 
typical earthen track of the period wherein the cars and the spectators were in very close proximity. The racetrack ran 
modified stock cars from about 1952-54 and then it was used for a year or so as a motorcycle track using the infield as 
the track. After about 1955 the track was no longer used. The site is not felt to be eligible for the NRHP. 

LiDAR image 

Maryland Department of Planning REVISED AUGUST 2006 



MARYLAND ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY: HISTORIC DATA FORM 

1. Site class (check all applicable, check at least one from each group): 
a. domestic 

__ x_ industrial 
__ transportation 
__ military 
__ sepulchre 

unknown 

c. standing structure: 
__ yes 
__ X_no 

unknown 

2. Site Type (check all applicable): 
artifact concentration 

__ possible structure 
__ post-in-ground structure 

frame structure 
__ masonry structure 

farmstead 
__ plantation 

townsite 
__ mill (specify: __________ -'-
__ raceway 
__ quarry 
__ furnace/forge 

3. Ethnic Association: 
___ .Native American 

African American 
__ X_ Angloamerican 
__ other Euroamerican (specify). 

4. Categories of material remains present (check all applicable): 

ceramics 
__ bottle/table glass 

other kitchen artifacts 
architecture 
furniture 
arms 

__ clothing 
__ personal items 

Site Number 18CH835 

b. urban 
__ X_rural 

unknown 

d. above-grade/visible ruin: 
____x_ yes 
__ no 

unknown 

__ other industrial (specify): 

road/railroad 
__ wharf/landing 
__ bridge 

ford 
battlefield 

__ military fortification 
__ military encampment 
__ cemetery 

unknown 
__ x_other: 

car racetrack 

__ Hispanic 
Asian American 
unknown 
other: 

__ tobacco pipes 
__ activity items 

human skeletal remains 
faunal remains 
floral remains 

__ organic remains 
unknown 
other: 

5. Diagnostics (choose from manual and give number recorded or observed): 
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Page 2 
HISTORIC DATA FORM 

6. Features present: 
X yes 

___ no 
___ unknown 

7. Types of features present: 
construction feature 
foundation 

__ cellar hole/storage cellar 
__ hearth/chimney base 
__ posthole/postmold 
__ paling ditch/fence 
__ privy 

well/cistern 
__ trash pit/dump 

sheet midden 
__ planting feature 

8. Flotation samples collected: 
__ yes 
__ x_no 

unknown 

9. Soil samples collected: 
__ yes 
_x_no 

unknown 

10. Other analyses (specify): __________ _ 

11. Additional comments: 

Site Number: 18CH835 

__ road/drive/walkway 
__ depression/mound 

burial 
railroad bed 

__ X_ earthworks 
__ raceway 
__ wheel pit 

unknown 
__ x_other: 

interior oval 

analyzed: 
__ yes, by _____ _ 

no 
unknown 

analyzed: 
__ yes, by _____ _ 

no 
unknown 

12. Form filled out by: Lyle E. Browning (Browning & Associates. Ltd.} 
Address/Company Name:2240 Chartstone Drive, Midlothian. VA 23113 

Date: 06/06/2013 



~)"4:-=-=--==-=--~==~~=--=====--==-===-- Sustainab/e __ Attainab/e 

Maryland Department of Planning 

Mr. Jeff Wellman 
Talbert & Bright 
10105 Krause Road, Suite 100 
Chesterfield, VA 23832 

November25; 2014 

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE RECOMMENDATION 
State Application Identifier: MD20141015-0831 
Applicant: Talbert & Bright 
Project Description: Supplemental Environmental Assessment for Easement Acquisition/Obstruction Removal, 

Maryland Airport, Indian Head 
Project Location: Charles County-Town of Indian Head 
Approving Authority: U.S. Department of Transportation DOT/FAA 
Recommendation: Consistent with Qualifying Comment(s) and Contingent Upon Certain Action(s) 

Dear Mr. Wellman: 

In accordance with Presidential Executive Order 12372 and Code of Maryland Regulation 34.02.01.04-.06, the State 
Clearinghouse has coordinated the intergovernmental review of the referenced project. This letter, with attachments, 
constitutes the State process review and recommendation based upon comments received to date. This recommendation is 
valid for a period of three years from the date of this letter. 

Review comments were requested from the Mruyland Department(s) of Natural Resources, Transportation, the 
Environment, Charles County, Town oflndinn Head and the Mui:ylnnd Department or Planning. including. the Maryland 
Historical Trust. As of this date. Town of Indian Head has not submitted comments. This recommendation is 
contingent upon the applicant considering and addressing any problems or conditions that may be identified by 
their review. Any comments received will be forwarded. 

The Maryland Department(s) of Transportation, Charles County and the Maryland Department of Planning, including the 
Maryland Historical Trust found this project to be consistent with their plans, programs and objectives. 

The Department of Transportation stated that "as far as can be determined at this time, the subject has no unacceptable 
impacts on plans or programs.11 

The Maryland Historical Trust has determined that the project will have "no effect" on historic properties and that the 
federal and/or State historic preservation requirements have been met. 

The Maryland Oepartment(s) of Environment and Natural Resources found this project to be generally consistent with 
their plans, programs and objectives, but included certain qualifying comments summarized below. 

The Maryland Department of Environment comments are as follows: 

1. Any solid waste including construction; demolition and land clearing debris, generated from the subject project, 

Martin O'Malley. Governor 
Anthony G. Brown, Lt Governor 

Richard Eberhart Hall, AICP. Secretary 
Amanda Stakem Conn, Esq • Deputy Secretary 

301 West Preston Street • Suite 1101 • Baltimore • Maryland • 21201 

Tel 410 767.4500 • Toll Free: 1.877.767.6272 • TN users: Maryland Relay - Planning Maryland.gov 
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Mill Creek 
Environmental Consultants, LTD 

Technical Report: 
Biotic Communities for Maryland Airport 

Indian Head, Maryland 

Prepared for: 

Talbert & Bright, Inc. 
10105 Krause Road, Suite 100 
Chesterfield, Virginia 23832 

11 December 2013 

11400 Longtown Drive Midlothian Virginia 23112 (804) 739-2147 millcreekemironment@comcast.net 
www.millcreekec.com 



Introduction 
Mill Creek Environmental Consultants, Ltd. recently completed a survey and analysis of 
approximately 40± acres adjacent to and in the vicinity of Maryland Airport, Indian 
Head, Maryland. The purpose of this survey was to determine the impact of airport 
development, in the form of clearing and tree removal, on the existing biotic communities 
within the survey area boundaries. A map of the survey area and differing community 
types is at Appendix C 1. The survey revealed two types of terrestrial habitat and one small 
aquatic habitat within the survey area boundaries. A discussion of these habitats follows. 

Discussion 
The following discussion characterizes the terrestrial and aquatic biotic communities 
located within the boundaries of the survey area. It is however, important to acknowledge 
that while this mapping shows boundaries, these boundaries are not straight line in the 
actual ecosystem. Instances of species outside of their drawn boundaries do occur and can 
be observed throughout the entirety of the survey areas. The mapping is used to best 
depict the habitats in general. 

Community A: 
Community A consists of approximately 27± acres of mature mixed 
deciduous/coniferous forest. Trees in this community have experienced a long term of 
un-interrupted growth and have reached an estimated 50-65 ', in height. Dominant 
species prevalent throughout the community include Virginia pine (Pinus virginiana), 
White Oak (Quercus alba), Black Oak (Quercus velutina), American Beech (Fogus 
grandifolia), and hickories (Carya spp.), with lesser prevalent species being Sassafrass 
{Sassafras albidium), Flowering Dogwood (Cornusjlorida), Red Maple (Acer rubrum), 
Sweetgum (Liquidambar stryracijlua), American Holly (llex opaca ), and Willow Oak 
{Quercus phellos). 

In addition to multiple species of birds who nest and feed in the area, animals frequenting 
the area are White-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus L.), Raccoon (Procyon lotor L.), 
Gray Squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis L.), Striped Skunk (Memphitis memphitis L.), 
Eastern Cottontail (Sylvilagus floridanus L.), Red Fox (Vulpes vulpes L.), Gray Fox 
(Urocyon cinereoargenteus L.) and the Virginia Opossum (Didelphis virginiana L.). 

Common reptiles and amphibians associated with this type community are: the Common 
Garter Snake (Thamnophis sirtalis L.), Rat Snake (Elaphe obsoleta L.), Common 
Kingsnake (Lampropeltis getusus L.), Copperhead (Agkistrodon contortrix L.), Eastern 
Box Turtle (Terrapena carolina L.), and various species of frogs and skinks. 

Community B: 
Community B consists of approximately 13± acres of regularly maintained residential 
lots. The vegetation on these lots ranges from singular instances of mature trees as those 
in community A to shrubs and grasses maintained for aesthetic value to the resident. This 
community also contains impervious surfaces such as driveways and roads. Many of the 
species mentioned in community A will visit the fringes of this community in their 
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foraging efforts. Small residential gardens ancihouse waste serve as asourcc o(food_for 
some of the species in the area. 

Aquatic Habitat 
In addition to the terrestrial habitat discussed above, aquatic habitat does exist within the 
survey area boundaries. Approximately 281 ± linear feet of intermittent stream segment 
was found in the northwest corner of the survey area (Appendix CI). This stream bed 
averages about 4 feet in width with banks approximately 18-24'" in height. Sheet-flow 
from the nearby roadway makes its way into this intermittent stream moving northwest 
(NW) out of the survey area. The substrate ranges from mud to course gravel in areas 
will locations of undercut banks and small point bars of deposition. While this habitat 
doe; not support fish species, it does provide suitable habitat for amphibious species such 
as frogs. 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, development of the off airport property in the fonn of tree clearing for the 
purpose of obstruction removal, will impact the biotic communities in the vicinity of the 
airport. It is not likely however, to impact any threatened or endangered species or their 
habitat. 
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Appendix Cl 

Map of Survey Area Boundary and Biotic Community Types 
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Introduction 
Mill Creek Environmental Consultants, Ltd. recently completed a wetlands survey and 
delineation of these type ecosystems in the vicinity of Maryland Airport in Indian Head, 
Maryland. The survey area boundaries consisted of four distinct areas located to the north 
(N), northwest (NW), and southwest (SW) of the airport boundary. The limits of these 
survey areas and their associated wetlands are depicted in Appendix EI of this document. 
The purpose of the wetlands survey and delineation was to provide current information 
and data on the location and type of these wetlands within the four survey areas in 
preparation for obstruction removal associated with the required safety surfaces tied to 
the airport's new runway. This knowledge is to be used for the planning and design of the 
project in order to facilitate the minimization of impacts to waters of the United States. 

Methods 
The wetlands delineation was perfonned according to technical guidance and procedures 
for identifying and delineating wetlands that may be subject to regulatory jurisdiction 
under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act or Section IO of the Rivers and Harbor Act. 
This guidance and procedures is found in the Interim Regional Supplement to the Corps 
of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Regional as 
well as in the actual Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual (TR Y-87-1}. 

The USDA Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) Soil Survey Charles County, 
Maryland (20 I 0), USF & WS National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) mapping, and Google 
Earth Aerials along with other available information was reviewed prior to and during the 
field survey. 

Area Characteristics 
Site Location and Drainage 
This delineation was completed on lour distinct survey areas (approx. 24± acres total) to 
the north (N), northwest (NW), and southwest (SW) of the airport property. Three of 
these survey areas can be found in vicinity of Pomfret Road (Rt. 227) and its intersection 
with MD-224. The remaining survey area, comprised of approximately .90± acres, is a 
single parcel 1.2 miles south of the 227/MD-224 intersection along Bumpy Oak Road. 
The elevation change throughout the survey areas is relatively minor, between 150-170 
feet about sea level. The topography of the site is naturally level for the exception of 
those areas that slope to and away from the intermittent streams and tributaries in the 
vicinity. Waters originating within the survey areas are carried into small unnamed 
tributaries eventually leading into Mattawoman Creek, then the Potomac River and 
eventually the Chesapeake Bay. 

General Description of the Site. 
The overwhelming majority of all four survey areas consist of mature mixed 
hardwood/pine forests. Where not forested, the survey areas consist of manicured 
residential lawns and homes located on parcels throughout. This area is typical of rural 
areas throughout this region. 

1 



Hydrology 
As a whole the hydrology of the area is dominated by Mattawoman Creek. Waters 
moving down the topographic gradient via over land sheet-flow, as well as ground water 
movement, make their way to small intermittent unnamed streams that lead into 
Mattawoman Creek and eventually the Potomac River that drains to the Bay. The 12•h 
order HUC for the survey areas is 020700110 l 02. 

Soils. 
The soil survey (USDA, NRCS Web Soil Survey 2010) shows that the survey areas are 
dominated by Beltsville silt loams. Within the survey area only one type of Beltsville 
loam is mapped as hydric. Additionally, a Grosstown-Woodstown Beltsville complex is 
also mapped and is classified as hydric by the NRCS. Beltsville loams and their 
associated complexes like the ones found in the survey area are hydric in this region 
where found in depressions. 

Vegetation. 
Vegetation throughout all four survey areas can be classified as mature forested mixed 
hardwood/pine. Areas that are not mature forested areas are typically manicured lawns 
for residential homes. Tree stratums are composed of species such as Pignut hickory 
(Carya glabra), White Oak (Quercus alba), Black Oak (Quercus velutina), Virginia Pine 
(Pinus virginiana), Red Maple (Acer rubrum), and American Holly (flex Opaca). 

Wetland Discussion 
This wetland delineation revealed the presence of approximately .34± acres of palustrine 
emergent (PEM) wetlands adjacent to MD-224 near its intersection with Pomfret Road. 
These wetlands are characterized by emergent grassy vegetation such as Soft Rush 
(Juncus effi1sus), and Broadleafed Cattail (Typha /atifolia). Water flowing away from the 
impervious surface ofMD-224 enters this area and slowly makes its way to a small 
intermittent stream immediately to its west. 

In addition to the emergent wetland discussed above, approximately 270± linear feet of 
intermittent stream was discovered in their immediate vicinity. This stream flows north 
(N) parallel to MD-224 and then turns back west (W) into Mattawoman Creek and 
eventually the Potomac River. 

Summary 
The wetlands delineation and survey of all assigned survey areas revealed the presence of 
approximately .34± acres of PEM wetlands, in addition to 270' ± of intermittent streams. 
Impact to these areas will require a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and 
possible compensatory mitigation. 

An approved Jurisdictional Determination (JD) has been made confirming the extent of 
these wetland boundaries. In addition to the US Army Corps of Engineers determination 

2 

r 
r 
r 
r 
r 
r 
[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

L 
[ 

[ 



r 

[ 

l 
l 
l 
l 
l 
L 

L 

- - of jurisdictional wetlands within the survey area, the Maryland Department of 
Environment has also determined that the mapped impoundment within the survey area 
boundary should be treated as an isolated wetland and that any activity within this area 
will require a permit from the state. 
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Appendix El. 

Exhibit Showing Wetlands Survey Areas 
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Exhibit 2 TBI Project No. 5802-1202 

Maryland Airport- (South) 
TALBERT & BRIGHT 

ENGINEERING & PIANNING CONSULTANTS 

Proposed Obstruction Removal & Avlgation Easements 
Requiring Written Re-evaluation of Environmental Assessment 

10105 KRAUSE ROAD, sum 100 
CHESTEJlfliU), VlRGINIA 231ll2 

PHONE, 604-76&6878 FAX, 604-768-6871 



Appendix EZ. 

Aerial Photographs Showing Delineated 
Wetlands Boundaries in Survey Area 
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Appendix E3. 

Corps of Engineers (COE) Delineation Confirmation and 
Jurisdictional Determination (JD) W / Attachments 



, . 

Operations Division 

Mr. Matt Neely 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
BALTIMORE DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

P.O. BOX 1716 
BALTIMORE, MD 21203-1716 

JUL 1 8 2013 

Mill Creek Environmental Consultants, LTD 
11400 Longtown Drive 
Midlothian, Virginia 23112 

Dear Mr. Neely: 

This is in response to an email dated May 1, 2013, requesting a jurisdictional 
determination (JD) and verification of the delineation of waters of the United States, 
including jurisdictional wetlands, on the Maryland Airport property in areas identified as 
Areas 1, 2, 3 and 4 in Pomonkey, Charles County, Maryland. Your project has been 
assigned the file name, NAB-2013-01142 (MARYLAND AIRPORT) 

We have reviewed and concur with the Maryland Airport Delineation, dated April 17, 
2013, for the approximately 30 acre site. In addition, a field inspection was conducted on 
June 7, 2013. This inspection indicated that the delineation of waters of the United States, 
including jurisdictional wetlands within the 11Area of Review" on the enclosed drawing dated 
April 17, 2013, is accurate. The area indicated as "Area 1" has waters of the United States, 
including jurisdictional wetlands, and are regulated by this office pursuant to Section 10 of 
the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 and/or Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. There are 
no areas indicated as waters of the United States, including jurisdictional wetlands, 
regulated by this office pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act in Areas 2, 3 and 4. 
In addition, the area indicated as impoundment on the plan is not regulated by this office 
because it has no observed connection to Waters of the United States. You should be 
aware, however, that the impoundment may be considered an isolated nontidal wetland by 
the State of Maryland. The State of Maryland regulates isolated wetlands and any work 
proposed In these areas requires a permit from the Maryland Department of the 
Environment (MOE). Enclosed Is a document that outlines the basis of our determination of 
jurisdiction over these areas. 

This letter contains an approved jurisdictional determination for your subject site. This 
approved jurisdictional determination is valid for five years from the date of this letter unless 
new information warrants revision of the determination before the expiration date, or a 
District Engineer has identified, after public notice and comment, that specific geographic 
areas with rapidly changing environmental conditions merit re-verification on a more 
frequent basis. If you object to this determination, you may request an administrative 
appeal under Corps regulations at 33 CFR Part 331. Enclosed you will find a Notification of 
Appeal Process (NAP) fact sheet and request for Appeal (RFA) form. If you request to 
appeal this determination you must submit a completed RFA form to the North Atlantic 
Division Office at the following address: 
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Mr. Michael G. Vissichelli 
Administrative Appeals Review Officer 

North Atlantic Division, Corps of Engineers 
Fort Hamilton Military Community 
General Lee Avenue Building 301 

Brooklyn, NY 11252-6700 

In order for an RFA to be accepted by the Corps, the Corps must determine that it is 
complete, that it meets the criteria for appeal under 33 CFR part 331.5, and that it has been 
received by the Division Office within 60 days of the date of the NAP. Should you decide to 
submit a RFA form, it must be received at the above address by SEP t 8 2013 . It is not 
necessary to submit an RFA form to the Division office if you do not object to the 
determination in this letter. 

Please be advised that various development activities, within waters of the United States, 
including jurisdictional wetlands may be regulated by the Corps. Wetlands and other waters 
under the jurisdiction of the MDE may also be located on the parcel. You may contact the 
MOE at (410) 537-3768 for information regarding jurisdiction and permitting requirements. 

You are reminded that any grading or filling of waters of the United States, including 
jurisdictional wetlands, is subject to Department of the Army authorization. State and local 
authorizations may also be required to conduct activities in these locations. In addition, the 
Interstate Land Sales Full Disclosure Act may require that prospective buyers be made 
aware, by the seller, of the Federal authority over any waters of the United States, including 
wetlands, being purchased. 

A copy of this letter is being furnished to the Maryland Department of the Environment for 
informational purposes. In future correspondence and permit applications regarding this 
parcel, please include the file number located in the first paragraph of this letter. If you have 
any questions concerning this matter, please call Mrs. Erica Schmidt of this office at (410) 
962-6029. 

Enclosures 

Sincerely, 

/fll/lJ,1,, ~p.--,­
- ~~1nderson 
Chief, Maryland Section Southern 

To identify how we can better serve you, we need your help. Please take the time to fill out 
our new customer service survey at: 
http://www.nab.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory.aspx 



APPROVED JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION FORM 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

This fonn should be completed by following the instructions provided in Section (V of the ID Fonn Instructional Guidebook. 

SECTION I; BACKGROUND JNFORMA TION 
A. REPORT COMPLETION DATE FOR APPROVED JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION (JD): JUL 1 8 2013 
B. DISTRICT OFFICE, FILE NAME, AND NUMBER: CENAB-OP-RMS 2013-01142 (MARYLAND AIRPORT) 

PROJECT LOCATION AND BACKGROUND INFORMATION:I The area of review was determined by approximately 
1,500 feet from the proposed ends of the new runway and consisted of four areas identified by Maryland Airport as to where 
removal of trees is required to meet the FAA regulations. No wetland llJ'Cas were identified in areas 2, 3, and 4. Within Review 
Area I a small impoundment, emergent wetland, and stream were delineated. Area I is located on the northern side of the 
airport area. Jt is bordered by Livingston Road and Bumpy Oak Road and is within the approximately 1,500 foot radius from 
the end of the proposed runway. Area 1 is the only area which has waters of the United States present and is the bases for our 
determination. 

State: MD County/parish/borough: Charles City: Pomonkey 
Center coordinates of site (lat/long in degree decimal fonnat): Lat. N 38.6081434°, Long.W76.0711040°. 
Name of nearest watcrbody: Mnttawoman Creek 
Name of nearest Traditional Navigable Water (TNW) into which the aquatic resource flows: Mattawoman Creek flows into the Potomac 
River which is a TNW and an intrastale commerce waterway. 
Name of watershed or Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC): 

I Check if map/diagram of review area and/or potential jurisdictional areas is/a,c available upon request 
Check if other sites (e.g., off site mitigation sites, disposal sites, etc .•• ) a,c associated with this action and are recorded on a 
different ID fonn. 

D. REVIEW PERFORMED FOR SITE EVALUATION (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY): 

I Office (Desk) Determination. Date: 
Field Determination. Date(s): 7 lune 2013 

SECTION Il: SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
A. RHA SECTION 10 DETERMINATION OF JURISDICTION. 

~~rc[.::u~~~avigable waters of the U.S." within Rivers and Harbors Act (RHA)jurisdiction (as defined by 33 CFR part 329) in the review 

I Waters subject to the ebb and flow of the tide. 

:~~:n~ P~tly used, or have been used in the past, or may be susceptible for use to transport interstate or foreign commerce. 

B. CWA SECTION 404 DETERMINATION OF JURJSDICTION. 

There arc .. waters oftM US." within Clean Water Act (CWA)jurisdiction (as defined by 33 CFR part 328) in the review area [Requlredj 

J. Waten of the U.S. 

a. Indicate prese~ce or.waters.of U.S. In review area (check all that apply): 'Area I 
TNWs, including tcmtorial seas 
Wetlands adjacent to TNWs 
~lanRP'veWly pennancnt waters2 (RPWs) that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs 

on- s that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs 
Wetlands dii:ectJy abutting RPWs that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs 

::::::: :1nccn: ~ but noRPt dWircctly abutting RPWs that flow directly or indirectly into lNWs 

J 
11acen o non· s that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs 

mpoundmcnts of jurisdictional waters 
Isolated (interstate or intrastate) waters, including isolated wetlands 

b. Identify (estimate) size ofwaten oftbe U.S. In the review area· 
Non-wetland waters: 270 linear feet: 4 width (ft) and/or • 
Wetlands: 0.40 acres. acres. 

c. Llml~ (boundaries) of jurisdiction based on: ',m ••••••• 
Elevation of csiablisbed OHWM (if known):- tfect. 

2. Non-regulated waten/weUands (check If applicable):, 

I 
Boxes c:hcdccd below shall be d by . . 

J For pwposcs oftlis form, an ~~~rmc:mpl~':'' fie lpp~pnaic sec:tions in Section Ill below. 
(e.g., typically 3 mantis). 

15 1 
utary that 15 not I TNW llld that typic:ally llow, )'Car-round or has continuous now 1t least Msea,ona!ly" 
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B Potentially jurisdictional waters and/or wetlands were assessed within the review area and dctennincd to be not jurisdictional. 
Explain: A wetland impound meat WIS delineated on I parcel ofland off or Livingston Road. The area was . 
appr_!!!~~ately .07 ~ es of standing water, leaf debris, fallen tr!_es1 and little vege~ tlon. The leaflitter was blackened 
and there WH standing water. The soils were hydrlc and the area was delineated as a wetland. The area had no outlet 
e:1cept a possible over flow area but there was no indication that the pond overflowed Into any other regulated waters 
of the United States. The area ls an isolated wetland area that would be regulated by the State of Maryland. 

SECTION Ill: CWA ANALYSIS 

A. TNWs AND WETLANDS ADJACENT TO TNWs 

The agencies will assert Jurisdiction over TNW1 and wetlands adjacent to TNWs. If the aquatic resource Is a TNW • complete 
Section ID.A.I and Section IU.D.t. only; lrthe aquatic resource is a wetland adjacent to a TNW, complete Sections Ill.A.I and 2 
and Section 111.D.1.; otherwise, see Section IILB below. 

1. TNW 
Identify TNW: 

Summarize rationale supporting determination 

2, Wetland adjacentto TNW 
Summarize rationale supporting conclusion that wetland is "adjacent": 

8. CHARACTERISTICS OF TRIBUTARY (THAT IS NOT A TNW) AND ITS ADJACENT WETLANDS (IF ANY): 

This section summarizes Information regarding characteristics orthe tributary and its adjacent wetlands, lfany, and It helps 
determine whether or not the standards for Jurisdiction established under R•p1111os have been met. 

The agencies will assert Jurisdiction over non-navigable tributaries ofTNWs where the tributaries are "relatively permanent 
waters" (RPWs), Le. tributaries that typically Dow year-round or have continuous Dow at leastseasoHlly (e.g., typically 3 
months). A wetland that directly abuts an RPW Is also Jurisdictional. If the aquatic resource Is not a TNW, but bas year-round 
(perennial) Dow, skip to Section 111.D.2. Jftbe aquatic resource Is a wetland directly abutting a tributary with perennial Dow, 
skip to Section 111.D.4. 

A wetland that is adjacent to but that does not directly abut an RPW requires a significant ne:1us evaluation. Corps districts and 
EPA regions will Include In the record any avaUable information that documents the existence oh significant nexus between a 
relatively permanent tributary that ls not perennial (and Its adjacent wetlands ihny) and a traditional navigable water, even 
though a slgnlfkant nexus finding is not required as a matter oflaw. 

If the waterbody4 ls not an RPW, or a wetland directly abutting an RPW. a JD will require additional data to determine irthe 
waterbody has a significant nexus with a TNW. lftbe tributary has adjacent wetlands, the significant nexus evaluation must 
consider the tributary In combination with all of Its adjacent wetlands. This 1lgnlficant nexus evaluation that combines. for 
analytical purposes, the tributary and all of its adjacent wetlands is used whether the review area Identified In the JD request Is 
the tributary, or Its adjacent wetlands, or both. If the JD covers a tributary with adjacent wetlands, complete Section ID.B.1 for 
the tributary, Section JD.B.2 for any onslte wetlands, and Section Ill.B.3 for all wetlands adjacent to that tributary, both onslte 
and offslte. The determination whether a significant nexus exists Is determined In Section 111.C below. 

I. Characteristics or non-TNWs that flow directly or Indirectly Into TNW 

(I) General Area Conditions: 
Watershed size: !l!l!llllt 
Drainage area: -
Average annual rainfall: inches 
A vcrage annual snowfall: inches 

(II) Physical Characteristics: 
(a) Relationship wjth TNW; 

D Tributary flows directly into TNW. 
18) Tributary flows through I tributaries before entering TNW. 

Project waters arc • river miles Crom TNW. 

'Supporting documcnlllion is presented in Section 111.F. 
• Note that the Instructional Guidebodc contains additional inronnation regsding swales, ditches, washcs. 1111d erosional features gcneBlly and in the arid 
West. 



O Aquatic/wildlife diversity. Explain findings: 

3. ' Cltanicterlsdcs or all wetlands a~jaceat to die tributary (ir an.1) 
All w~s) being considered in lhc cumulative analysis: I 
Approximately ( O.o? ) acres in total arc being considered in the cwnulative analysis . 

For each wetland, specify the following: 

Directly abuts? CYM 
Yes 

Size (in acres) 
O.o7 

DircctJv abuts? <)'.IN) 

Summarize overall biological, chemical and physical functions bein& pcrf onned: 

:. SIGNIFICANT NEXUS DETERMINATION 

.....___ _____ _ 
----

Sjz.c Cio acres) 

A silnificant nexus analysis will auess the flow characteristics and ruactlons of the tributary Itself and the faactloas performed 
by any wetlands adjacent to tlae trlbatary to determlae if they slaaiftcantJy affect the chemical, physical, and bloloaical iatqrity 
ofa TNW. For each oftbe following situations, a significant nexus ulsts iftbe tributary, la co111biaatioa with all ofits adjacent 
wetlaads. bu more than a speculative or huubstaatial effect on the chemical, physical and/or bloloaical lategrlty oh TNW. 
Considerations when evaluating •i&nlflcant nexus include, but are not limited to thevohlme, duration, and frequency of the Dow 
ofnter la the tributary and Its proximity to a TNW, and the functions performed •Y the tributary and all Its adjacent 
wetlands. It ls not appropriate to determine slgaificant nexus based solely on any spedOc tJlresllold of distance (e.1, between a 
tributary a11d Its adjacent wetland or between a tributary and the TNW). Similarly, the fact an adjacent wetland Ila within or 
outside of a floodplain Is not solely determinative of sl&nlflcant ae1as. 

Draw caaaectioas betwffa the features documeated and the effects on the TNW. a identified In the Raponos GaldHce aad 
discussed In the lnstract1o .. 1 Guidebook. Factors to con.sider Include, for eXUlplc 
• Docs lhe tributary, in combinatim with its adjacent wetlands (if any); have the capacity to carry pollutants or flood waters to 

TNWs, or to reduce the amount of pollutants or flood waters reaching a TNW? 
• Docs lhe tributary, in comblnalim with its adjacent wetlands (if any), provide habitat and lifccyclc support functions for fish and 

other species, such as feeding, nesting, spawning, or n:amg young for species thll arc present in the TNW? 
• Docs lhc tnoutary, in combination with its adjacent wetlands (if any), have the c,pacity to transfer nutrients and organic carbon that 

support downstream foodwebs? 
• Docs lhc tributary, in combinatim with its adjacent wetlands (if any). have other relationships to the physical, chemical, or 

biological integrity of the TNW1 

Nate: the above lbt of considerations b not Inclusive and other (unctions observed or kaown to occur slaould be documented 
below: 

1. Si&nlficant neHs flndlnp for non-RPW that has no adjacent wetlands and Dows directly or indirectly into TNWs. Explain 
findings of prcscnce or absence of significant nexus below, based on the tributary Itself, then go to Section lll.D: 

2. Slpificaat nexus findings for aon-RPW and its adjacent wetlands, where the noa-RPW flows direcdy or iadircctly Into 
TNWs. Explain findings of presence or absence of significant nexus below, blsed on the tributary in combination with all of its 
adjacent wetlands, then go to Section 111.D: 

3. Significant auu findings for wetbads adjacent to an RPW but that do aot directly abut the RPW. Explaln fmdings of 
prcsenoc or absence of significant nexus below, based on the tributary In combination with all of its adj11CCDt wetlands, then go to 
SectionlllD: 

>. DETERMINATIONS OF JURISDICTIONAL FINDINGS. THE SUBJECT WATERS/WETLANDS ARE (CHECK ALL 
TBA T APPLY): 

1. TNWs aad AdjacCAt Wetlaads. Check all that apply and provide size estisnatcs in review area: 

I TNWs: linear feet width (ft), Or, acres. 
Wetlands adjaccnt to 'rnWs: acres. 

2. RPWs tllat flow directly or Indirectly Into TNWs. 
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• Tributaries ofTNWs where tributaries typically flow year-round arc jurisdictional. Provide data and rationale indicating that 
~~~~~. . 

8 Tributaries ofTNW where tributaries have continuous flow "seasonally" (e.g .• typic:ally three months each year) arc 
jurisdictional Data supporting this conclusion is provided at Section lll.B. Provide rationale indic:ating lhat tribu~ flows 
seasonally: The stream channel has seasonal flows and inlcrccpts groundwater during the spring months when the water table 
is high. The consultant stated that on previous site visits the stream was flowing. The channel had a defined bed and bank and 
an OHWM. The stream also intercepts overland flow from the road It is detennined that the stream flows at least lhn:e 
months a year. 

Provide estimates for jurisdictional waters in the review area ( check all lhat apply): 

I Tribu~ waters: 270 linear feet 4 width (ft). 
Other non-wetland waters: acres. 
Identify type(s) of waters: 

3. Noa-RPWs' that flow directly or Indirectly Into TNWs. 
ll Watcrbody that is not a TNW oran RPW. but flows directly or indirectly into a TNW, and it has a significant nexus with a 

TNW is jurisdictional. Data supporting this c:onc:lusion is provided at Section 111.C. 

Provide estimates for jurisdictional waters within the review area (check all that apply): 

I Tribu~ waters: linear feet width (ft). 
Other non-wetland waters: acres. 

Identify type(s) of waters: 

4. Wetlands directly abuttlng an RPW that now directly or Indirectly Into TNWs. 
8 Wetlands directly abut RPW and thus arc jurisdictional as adjacent wetlands . 

• Wetlands dircc:lly abutting an RPW where tributaries typic:ally flow year-round. Provide data and rationale 
indicating that tnbu~ is perennial in Section lll.D.2. above. Provide rationale indicating that wetland is 
din:c:tly abutting an RPW: 

• Wetlands directly abutting an RPW where tnbutaries typic:ally flow "seasonally." Provide data indicating that tribu~ is 
seasonal in Section 111.B and rationale in Section III.D.2, above. Provide rationale indicating lhat wetland is directly 
abutting an RPW: The wetland is located directly abutting the strcmn and flows directly into dte tributary without 
sepuration by berm. 

Provide acreage estimates for jurisdictional wetlands in the review area: 0.07 acres, 

5. Wetlands adjacent to but not directly 1butting an RPW that flow directly or Indirectly Into TNW1. 
Iii Wetlands that do not directly abut an RPW, but when considered in combination with the tributary to which they a.re adjacent 

and with similarly situated adjacent wetlands., have a significant nexus with a TNW arc jurisidictional. Data supporting this 
conclusion is provided at Section 111.C. 

Provide acreage estimates for jurisdictional wetlands in the review area: acres. 

6. Wetl1nds adjacent to non-RPWs that Dow directly or la directly Into TNWs. 
fl Wetlands adjacent to such waters, and have when considered in combination with 1he tributary to which they a.re adjacent and 

with similarly situated adjacent wetlands, have a significant nexus with a TNW arc jurisdictional. Data supponing ~ 
conclusion Is provided at Section 111.C. 

7. 

Provide estimates for jurisdictional wetlands in the review area: acres. 

Impoundments or jurisdictional waters.' 
As a general rule, the impowidmcnt of a jurisdictional trib~ remains jurisdictional. 

I Demonstrate lhat impoundmcnt was created from "waters of the U.S.," or 
Demonstrate that water meets the criteria for one of the categories presented above (l-6), or 
Demonstrate that water is isolated with a nexus lo commen:e (sec E below). 

'See Footnotc # 3. 
' To c:omplctc the analysis refer lo the key in Scctiai lll.0 .6 of the Instructional Guidebook. 



E. ISOLA TED [INTERSTATE OR INTRA-STATE) WATERS, INCLUDING ISOLATED WETLANDS, mE USE, 
DEGRADATION OR DESTRUCTION OF WHICH COULD AFFECT INTERSTATE COMMERCE1 INCLUDING ANY 
SUCH WATERS (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY):11 

I 
which.are or could. be used by intcrstaee or foreign travdcrs for recreational or other purposes... 
from which fish or shellfish arc or could be taken and sold in interstate or foreign commerce. 
which are or could be used for industrial purposes by industries in intemate commerce. 
Interstate isolated waters. Explain: . 
Other factors. Explain: . 

ldenttry water body and summarize rationale supporting determination: 

Provide estimates for jurisdictional waters in the review area (check all that apply): 

I Tributary waters: linear feet width (ft). 
Other non-wetland waters: acres. 

Identify type(s) of waters: m Wetlands: acres. 

F. NON-JURISDICTIONAL WATERS, INCLUDING WETLANDS (CHECK ALL THAT APPL\'): 
• If potential wetlands were assessed within the review area, these areas did not meet the criteria in the 1987 Corps of Engineers 

Wetland Delineation Manual andlor appropriate Regional Supplements . 
• Review area included isolated waters with no substantial nexus to interstate (or foreign) commerce. 

O Prior to the Jan 2001 Supreme Court decision in "SWANCC," the review area would have been regulated based~ on the 
"Migratory Bird Rule" (MBR). 

I Waters do not meet the "Significant Nexus" standard, where such a finding is required for jurisdiction. Explain: 
Other: (explain, if not covered above): 

Provide acreage estimates for non-jurisdictional waters in the review area, where the~ potential basis of jurisdiction is the MBR 
factors (i.e., presence of migratory birds, presence of endangered species, use of water for irrigated agriculture), using best professional 

Non-wetland waters (i.e., rivers, streams): linear feet width (ft). I
. dgment (check all that apply): 

Lakes/ponds: acres. 
Other non-wetland waten: acres. List type of aquatic resource: 
Wetlands: acres. 

181 Other: (explain, if not covered above): 

A wetland impoundmcnt was delineated on a parcel ofland off of Livingston Road. The area was ~proximately .07 acres of standing wati:r, 
leaf debris, fallen trees, and little vegetation. The leaf litter was blackened Bnd there was standing water. The soils were hydric Bnd the arco 
WllS delineated as a wetland. The area had no outlet except a possible over flow area but there was no indication that the pond overflowed 
into any other regulated waters ofthe United States. The area is an isolated wetland area that would be regulated by the State of Maryland. 

Areas indicated as Arca 2, 3 Bnd 4 do not have watm of the United States present. 

Provide acreage estimates for non-jurisdictional waters in the review area that do not meet the "Significant Nexus" standard, where such 
a finding is required for jurisdiction (check all that apply): 

width (ft). 
Lakes/ponds: acres. I 
Non-wetland waters (i.e., rivers, streams): linear feet, 

Other non-wetland waters: acres, List type of aquatic resource: 
Wetlands: acres. 

SECTION IV: DATA SOURCES . 

.\. SUPPORTING DAT A. Data reviewed for JD ( check all that apply - checked items shall be included in case file and, where checked 
and requested, appropriately reference sources below): 
• Maps, plans, plots or plat submiUcd by or on behalf of the applicant/consultant; Maps submitted by Mill Creek Environmental 
Services on behalf of the applicant 
• Data sheets prepared/submitted by or on behalf of the applicant/consultant 

181 Office concurs with data sheets/delineation report. 

I Prior to usertlag or declining CW A Jurildlctloa bued soldy on thls category, Corps Districts will tleY1te tile acllon to Corps and EPA HQ ror 
review comlsteot with tbe process dcterlbed In die Corps/EPA M""""""'6u Rtgardlng CWA Act JIUlslllctlDtt Followittz RllpllllOS. 
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O Office does not concur with data sheets/delineation rq,ort. 

I Data sheets prepared by the Corps: 
Corps navigable waters• study: 
U.S. Geological Survey Hydrologic Atlas: 
O USGS NHD data. 
O USGS 8 and 12 digit HUC maps. 
U.S. Geological Survey map(s). Cite scale&. quad name: 
USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service Soil Survey. Citation: Online Soil Map accessed on 1 May 2013 
National wetlands inventory map(s). Cite name: 
State/Local wetland Inventory map(s): 
FEMA/FIRM maps: 
100-ycar Fl~lain Elevation is: (National Geodcctic Vertical Datum of 1929) 
Photographs: U Aerial (Name&. Date): • 

or O Other (Name & Date): • 

I
, Previous determination(s). File no. and date of response letter: 

Applicable/supporting case law: 
Applicable/supporting scientific litC111lUre: 
Other Information (please specify): 

B. ADDITIONAL COMMENTS TO SUPPORT JD: Areas indicated as Area 2, 3 and 4 do not have waters of the United States present 
The areas were reviewed because they arc located within the 1,500 feet from the end of the runway with potential to have waters of the 
United States. During the site visit it was raining heavily due to Tropical Storm Andrea. The areas did mt have any indication of wetlands or 
waters present on site during the site visit and previously during the delineation conducted by the consultant Since the three areas did not 
have any waters or wetlands present no JD fonn was completed. 

.. 
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INITIAL PROFFERED PERMIT: You may accept or object to the penniL 

ACCEPT: If you received a Standard Permit, you may sign the permit document and return it to the Baltimore District Engineer 
for final authorization. If you received a Letter of Permission (LOP), you may accept the LOP and your work is authorized. 
Your signature on the Standard Permit or acceptance of the LOP means that you accept the permit in its entirety, and waive all 
rights to appeal the permit, including its terms and conditions, and approved jurisdictional determinations (JD) associated with 
the permit. 

OBJECT: If you object to the pennit (Standard or LOP) because of certain tenns and conditions therein, you may request that 
the permit be modified accordingly. You must complete Section II of this form and return the fonn to the Baltimore District 
Engineer. Your objections must be received by the Baltimore District Engineer within 60 days of the date of this notice, or you 
will forfeit your right to appeal the permit in the future. Upon receipt of your letter, the Baltimore District Engineer will 
evaluate your objections and may: (a) modify the permit to address all of your concerns, (b) modify the pennit to address some 
of your objections, or (c) not modify the pennit having detennined that the pennit should be issued as previously written. After 
evaluating your objections, the Baltimore District Engineer will send you a proffered pennit for your reconsideration, as 
indicated in Section B below. 

PROFFERED PERMIT: You may accept or appeal the pcnnit 

ACCEPT: If you received a Standard Pennit, you may sign the permit document and return it to the Baltimore District Engineer 
for f mal authorization. If you received a Letter of Permission (LOP), you may accept the LOP and your work is authorized. 
Your signature on the Standard Penn it or acceptance of the LOP means that you accept the pennit in its entirety, and waive all 
rights to appeal the permit, including its tenns and conditions, and approved jurisdictional determinations associated with the 
permit. 

APPEAL: If you choose to decline the proffered permit (Standard or LOP) because of certain tenns and conditions therein, you 
may appeal the declined pennit under the Corps of Engineers Administrative Appeal Process by completing Section Il of this 
form and sending the form to the North Atlantic Division Engineer, A TrN: CENAD-PD-PSD-0, Fort Hamilton Military 
Community, Building 301, General Lee Avenue, Brooklyn, NY 11252-6700. This form must be received by the North Atlantic 
Division Engineer within 60 days of the date of this notice with a copy furnished to the Baltimore District Engineer. 

PERMIT DENIAL: You may appeal the denial of a permit under the Corps of Engineers Administrative Appeal Process by 
completing Section II of this fonn and sending the form to the North Atlantic Division Engineer, A TrN: CENAD-PD-PSD-0, 
Fort Hamilton Military Community, Building 301, General Lee Avenue, Brooklyn, NY 11252-6700. This form must be 
received by the North Atlantic Division Engineer within 60 days of the date of this notice with a copy furnished to the Baltimore 
District Engineer. 

APPROVED JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION: You may accept or appeal the approved JD or provide new 
formation. 

ACCEPT: You do not need to notify the Corps to accept an approved JD. Failure to notify the Corps within 60 days of the date 
of this notice, means that you accept the approved JD in its entirety, and waive all rights to appeal the approved JD. 

APPEAL: If you disagree with the approved JD, you may appeal the approved JD under the Corps of Engineers Administrative 
Appeal Process by completing Section D of this fonn and sending the fonn to the North Atlantic Division Engineer, ATl'N: 
CENAD-PD-PSD-0, Fort Hamilton Military Community, Building 301, General Lee Avenue, Brooklyn, NY 11252-6700. This 
fonn must be received by the North Atlantic Division Engineer within 60 days of the date of this notice with a copy furnished to 
the Baltimore District Engineer. 
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PRELIMINARY JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION: You do not need to respond to the Corps regarding the 
,timinary JD. The Pre1iminary JD is not appealable. If you wish, you may request an approved JD (which may be . 
pealed), by contacting the Corps district for fQrther instruction. Also you.may provide new information for further 
nsideration by the Corps to reevaluate the JD. 

~-~-- . -·-:""' __ ..._. ... - · ~ ... ---· -···- -- - _ ,. ___ - ·- --- - ---- ··--·---- ·-- --, 
• l h ' .... . •. • .. - ... ,\ . . ··~ J . \ _ .. ' , -- ~'\,.if 

~ASONS FOR APPEAL OR OBJECTIONS: (Describe your reasons for appealing the decision or your objections to an 
ial proffered permit in clear concise statements. You may attach additional information to this form to clarify where your reasons 
>bjections arc addressed in the administrative record.) 

DITIONAL INFORMATION: The appeal is limited to a review of the administrative record, the Corps memorandum for the 
>rd of the appeal conference or meeting, and any supplemental infonnation that the review officer has detennined is needed to 
ify the administrative record. Neither the appellant nor the Corps may add new information or analyses to the record. However, 
ma rovide additional information to clari the location of information that is alread in the administrative record. 

ou have questions regarding this decision and/or the appeal 
cess you may contact: 

Sandy Zelen 
• Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore Disbict 
l'N: CENAB.OP·R 
:ulatory Branch, Baltimore District 
ti.more, MD 21203·1715 
:l) 962-6028 or 3670 

If you only have questions regarding the appeal process you may 
also contact: 
Mr. Michael G. Vissichelli 
Administrative Appeals Review Officer 
North Atlantic Division, Corps of Engineers Fort Hamilton 
General Lee Avenue , Military Community Bldg. 301 
BrookJyn, NY 11252-6700 
Telephone: (718) 765·7163 
Email: Michael.G. Vissichelli2@usace.anny.mil 

iHT OF ENTRY: Your signature below grants the right of entry to Corps of Engineers personnel, and any government 
sultants, to conduct investigations of the project site during the course of the appeal process. You will be provided a IS day 
cc of site investigation, and will have the o ortun~ to · ci in all site investi tions. _ 

Date: Telephone number: 

;nature of 

. '• 
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Connect http://wcb.mail.comcastnct/zimbra/Wprintmcssagc?id=t 94744&tz=Am. .• 

XFINITY Connect 

Re: Maryland Airport 

From : Usa Dasmann -MOE- <lisa.dosmam@maryland.gov> 

SUbject : Re: Maryland Airport 

To : mlllcreekenvlrcnmert@comCast.net 

Good Afternoon, 

So sorry, thanks for the reminder. 

mlllcreekenvlronrnentOcamcast.net 

.±Fort Size.:. 

Mon, Sep 09, 2013 03:52 PM 

After condoctlng a site visit on August 29th at Maryland Airport, the Department determined that the depressional area Is 
a regulated wetland and Is considered coMeded by the Slate. If any Impacts are proposed for this area or Its adjac.ert 
25-root buffer then a Joint Federal/State Pennlt for Alteration to a Nortldal Wetland waterway or 1()()-year floodplain needs 
to be submitted to the State. Please let me know lf you have any questions or corams. 

V/R 
Usa 

on Mon, sep 9, 2013 at 3:44 PM, <mHk;reetsenvlrorvnent&:omcast,net> wrote: 
Usa 

I was wondering If you could send me an email or a letter conftrmlng the manner In which MOE will handle the 
lmpot.lldment we saw on the property near Maryland Airport. I know we had discussed this In the field, I just need to 
be able to dose It out with my dlert. 

I hope all ls well with you. 

Thanks 
Matt 

Matt Neely 
Senior Envlrormental Scientist, PWD 
Miii Oeek Environmental Consutants, Ud. 
114'00 lo~n Drive 
Midlothian, VA 23112 
804-739-2147 Office 
757-329-0573 Cell 

Usa Dosmann 
Natural Resources Planner 
Wetland and waterways Program Maryland Department d the Envlronmert 
1800 Washlngtcn Blvd., Ste. 430 
Baltimore, Maryland 21230 
nsa,dosmann@maryland,cp., 
Phone: (410) 537-3559 
Fax: (410) 537-3751 

9/9/2013 3:56 PM 
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Appendix F 
FEMA Flood Plains Map 
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Preface 

Soil surveys contain information that affects land use planning in survey areas. They 
highlight soil limitations that affect various land uses and provide information about 
the properties of the soils in the survey areas. Soil surveys are designed for many 
different users, including farmers, ranchers, foresters, agronomists, urban planners, 
community officials, engineers, developers, builders, and home buyers. Also, 
conservationists, teachers, students, and specialists in recreation, waste disposal, 
and pollution control can use the surveys to help them understand, protect, or enhance 
the environment. 

Various land use regulations of Federal, State, and local governments may impose 
special restrictions on land use or land treatment. Soil surveys identify soil properties 
that are used in making various land use or land treatment decisions. The information 
is intended to help the land users identify and reduce the effects of soil limitations on 
various land uses. The landowner or user is responsible for identifying and complying 
with existing laws and regulations. 

Although soil survey information can be used for general farm, local, and wider area 
planning, onsite investigation is needed to supplement this information in some cases. 
Examples include soil quality assessments (http:f/soils.usda.gov/sqil) and certain 
conservation and engineering applications. For more detailed information, contact 
your local USDA Service Center (http:f/offices.sc.egov.usda.gov/locator/app? 
agency=nrcs) or your NRCS State Soil Scientist (http:f/soils.usda.gov/contacU 
state_officesl). 

Great differences in soil properties can occur within short distances. Some soils are 
seasonally wet or subject to flooding. Some are too unstable to be used as a 
foundation for buildings or roads. Clayey or wet soils are poorly suited to use as septic 
tank absorption fields. A high water table makes a soil poorly suited to basements or 
underground installations. 

The National Cooperative Soil Survey is a joint effort of the United States Department 
of Agriculture and other Federal agencies, State agencies including the Agricultural 
Experiment Stations, and local agencies. The Natural Resources Conservation 
Service (NRCS) has leadership for the Federal part of the National Cooperative Soil 
Survey. 

Information about soils is updated periodically. Updated information is available 
through the NRCS Soil Data Mart Web site or the NRCS Web Soil Survey. The Soil 
Data Mart is the data storage site for the official soil survey information. 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its programs 
and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, disability, and where 
applicable, sex, marital status, familial status. parental status, religion, sexual 
orientation, genetic information, political beliefs, reprisal, or because all or a part of an 
individual's income is derived from any public assistance program. (Not all prohibited 
bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who require alternative means 
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- ---- for communication of program information (Braille, large print, audiotape, etc.) should 
contact USDA's TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice and TDD). To file a 
complaint of discrimination, write to USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, 1400 
Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20250-941 O or call (800) 795-3272 
(voice) or (202) 720-6382 (TDD). USDA is an equal opportunity provider and 
employer. 
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How Soil Surveys Are Made 

Soil surveys are made to provide information about the soils and miscellaneous areas 
in a specific area. They include a description of the soils and miscellaneous areas and 
their location on the landscape and tables that show soil properties and limitations 
affecting various uses. Soil scientists observed the steepness, length, and shape of 
the slopes; the general pattern of drainage; the kinds of crops and native plants; and 
the kinds of bedrock. They observed and described many soil profiles. A soil profile is 
the sequence of natural layers, or horizons, in a soil. The profile extends from the 
surface down into the unconsolidated material in which the soil formed or from the 
surface down to bedrock. The unconsolidated material is devoid of roots and other 
living organisms and has not been changed by other biological activity. 

Currently, soils are mapped according to the boundaries of major land resource areas 
(MLRAs). MLRAs are geographically associated land resource units that share 
common characteristics related to physiography, geology, climate, water resources, 
soils, biological resources, and land uses (USDA, 2006). Soil survey areas typically 
consist of parts of one or more MLRA. 

The soils and miscellaneous areas in a survey area occur in an orderly pattern that is 
related to the geology, landforms. relief. climate, and natural vegetation of the area. 
Each kind of soil and miscellaneous area is associated with a particular kind of 
landform or with a segment of the landform. By observing the soils and miscellaneous 
areas in the survey area and relating their position to specific segments of the 
landform, a soil scientist develops a concept, or model, of how they were formed. Thus, 
during mapping, this model enables the soil scientist to predict with a considerable 
degree of accuracy the kind of soil or miscellaneous area at a specific location on the 
landscape. 

Commonly, individual soils on the landscape merge into one another as their 
characteristics gradually change. To construct an accurate soil map, however. soil 
scientists must determine the boundaries between the soils. They can observe only 
a limited number of soil profiles. Nevertheless. these observations, supplemented by 
an understanding of the soil-vegetation-landscape relationship, are sufficient to verify 
predictions of the kinds of soil in an area and to determine the boundaries. 

Soil scientists recorded the characteristics of the soil profiles that they studied. They 
noted soil color, texture, size and shape of soil aggregates, kind and amount of rock 
fragments, distribution of plant roots, reaction, and other features that enable them to 
identify soils. After describing the soils in the survey area and determining their 
properties. the soil scientists assigned the soils to taxonomic classes (units). 
Taxonomic classes are concepts. Each taxonomic class has a set of soil 
characteristics with precisely defined limits. The classes are used as a basis for 
comparison to classify soils systematically. Soil taxonomy, the system of taxonomic 
classification used in the United States, is based mainly on the kind and character of 
soil properties and the arrangement of horizons within the profile. After the soil 
scientists classified and named the soils in the survey area, they compared the 
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individual soils with similar soils in the same taxonomic class in other areas so that 
they could confirm data and assemble additional data based on experience and 
research. 

The objective of soil mapping is not to delineate pure map unit components; the 
objective is to separate the landscape into landforms or landform segments that have 
similar use and management requirements. Each map unit is defined by a unique 
combination of soil components and/or miscellaneous areas in predictable 
proportions. Some components may be highly contrasting to the other components of 
the map unit. The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way diminishes 
the usefulness or accuracy of the data. The delineation of such landforms and 
landform segments on the map provides sufficient information for the development of 
resource plans. If intensive use of small areas is planned, onsite investigation is 
needed to define and locate the soils and miscellaneous areas. 

Soil scientists make many field observations in the process of producing a soil map. 
The frequency of observation is dependent upon several factors, including scale of 
mapping, intensity of mapping, design of map units, complexity of the landscape, and 
experience of the soil scientist. Observations are made to test and refine the soil­
landscape model and predictions and to verify the classification of the soils at specific 
locations. Once the soil-landscape model is refined, a significantly smaller number of 
measurements of individual soil properties are made and recorded. These 
measurements may include field measurements, such as those for color, depth to 
bedrock, and texture, and laboratory measurements, such as those for content of 
sand, silt, clay, salt, and other components. Properties of each soil typically vary from 
one point to another across the landscape. 

Observations for map unit components are aggregated to develop ranges of 
characteristics for the components. The aggregated values are presented. Direct 
measurements do not exist for every property presented for every map unit 
component. Values for some properties are estimated from combinations of other 
properties. 

While a soil survey is in progress, samples of some of the soils in the area generally 
are collected for laboratory analyses and for engineering tests. Soil scientists interpret 
the data from these analyses and tests as well as the field-observed characteristics 
and the soil properties to determine the expected behavior of the soils under different 
uses. Interpretations for all of the soils are field tested through observation of the soils 
in different uses and under different levels of management. Some interpretations are 
modified to fit local conditions, and some new interpretations are developed to meet 
local needs. Data are assembled from other sources, such as research information, 
production records, and field experience of specialists. For example, data on crop 
yields under defined levels of management are assembled from farm records and from 
field or plot experiments on the same kinds of soil. 

Predictions about soil behavior are based not only on soil properties but also on such 
variables as climate and biological activity. Soil conditions are predictable over long 
periods of time, but they are not predictable from year to year. For example, soil 
scientists can predict with a fairly high degree of accuracy that a given soil will have 
a high water table within certain depths in most years, but they cannot predict that a 
high water table will always be at a specific level in the soil on a specific date. 

After soil scientists located and identified the significant natural bodies of soil in the 
survey area, they drew the boundaries of these bodies on aerial photographs and 
identified each as a specific map unit. Aerial photographs show trees. buildings, fields. 
roads, and rivers, all of which help in locating boundaries accurately. 
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Soil Map 

The soil map section includes the soil map for the defined area of interest. a list of soil 
map units on the map and extent of each map unit, and cartographic symbols 
displayed on the map. Also presented are various metadata about data used to 
produce the map, and a description of each soil map unit. 
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MAP LEGEND 

Area of Interest (AO\) 

D Area of Interest (A01) 
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MAP INFORMATION 

The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at 1:12,000. 

Warning: Soil Map may not be valid at this scale. 

Enlargement or maps beyond the scale of mapping can cause 
misunderstanding of the delail of mapping and accuracy of soil line 
placement. The maps do not show the small areas or contrasllng 
soils that could have been shown at a more detailed scale. 

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map 
measurements. 

Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service 
Web Soll Survey URL: http://websollsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov 
Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857) 

Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator 
projection. which preserves direction and shape but distorts 
distance and area. A projection that preserves area. such as the 
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more accurate 
calculations of dlslance or area are required. 

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as of 
the version date(s) listed below. 

Soil Survey Area: 
Survey Area Data: 

Charles County, Mal)'land 
Version 6, Mar 9, 2009 

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales 1 :50,000 
or larger. 

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Apr 14, 2011-Nov 12, 
2011 

The orthophoto or olher base map on which the soil lines were 
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background 
imagery displayed on lhese maps. As a resuH, some minor shifting 
_,, ______ --~·. _ _. __ ! ~ • 

1111uww1, ........ ,-.... ---r1n:::11ru-c;:. 
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Map Unit Legend 

Charles County, Maryland (MD017) 

Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name Acres In AOI Percent of AOI 

BaB 1aellsville sill loam, 2 to 5 percent 6.3 
slopes 

Bae Beltsville sill loam, 5 to 10 13.9 
percent slopes 

BcA Beltsvllle-Aquasco complex, 0 to 2.7 
2 percent slopes 

GwD Grosstown-Woodstown- 0.7 
Beltsvllle complex, 5 to 15 
percent slopes I 

Totals for Area of Interest 23.6 

Map Unit Descriptions 

The map units delineated on the detailed soil maps in a soil survey represent the soils 
or miscellaneous areas in the survey area. The map unit descriptions, along with the 
maps, can be used to determine the composition and properties of a unit. 

A map unit delineation on a soil map represents an area dominated by one or more 
major kinds of soil or miscellaneous areas. A map unit is identified and named 
according to the taxonomic classification of the dominant soils. Within a taxonomic 
class there are precisely defined limits for the properties of the soils. On the landscape, 
however, the soils are natural phenomena, and they have the characteristic variability 
of all natural phenomena. Thus, the range of some observed properties may extend 
beyond the limits defined for a taxonomic class. Areas of soils of a single taxonomic 
class rarely, if ever, can be mapped without including areas of other taxonomic 
classes. Consequently, every map unit is made up of the soils or miscellaneous areas 
for which it is named and some minor components that belong to taxonomic classes 
other than those of the major soils. 

Most minor soils have properties similar to those of the dominant soil or soils in the 
map unit, and thus they do not affect use and management. These are called 
noncontrasting, or similar, components. They may or may not be mentioned in a 
particular map unit description. Other minor components, however. have properties 
and behavioral characteristics divergent enough to affect use or to require different 
management. These are called contrasting, or dissimilar, components. They generally 
are in small areas and could not be mapped separately because of the scale used_ 
Some small areas of strongly contrasting soils or miscellaneous areas are identified 
by a special symbol on the maps. If included in the database for a given area, the 
contrasting minor components are identified in the map unit descriptions along with 
some characteristics of each. A few areas of minor components may not have been 
observed, and consequently they are not mentioned in the descriptions, especially 
where the pattern was so complex that it was impractical to make enough observations 
to identify all the soils and miscellaneous areas on the landscape. 
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Custom Soil Resource Report 

The presence of minor components in a map·unit in no way diminishes the usefulness 
or accuracy of the data. The objective of mapping is not to delineate pure taxonomic 
classes but rather to separate the landscape into landforms or landform segments that 
have similar use and management requirements. The delineation of such segments 
on the map provides sufficient information for the development of resource plans. If 
intensive use of small areas is planned, however. onsite investigation is needed to 
define and locate the soils and miscellaneous areas. 

An identifying symbol precedes the map unit name in the map unit descriptions. Each 
description includes general facts about the unit and gives important soil properties 
and qualities. 

Soils that have profiles that are almost alike make up a soil series. Except for 
differences in texture of the surface layer, all the soils of a series have major horizons 
that are similar in composition, thickness, and arrangement. 

Soils of one series can differ in texture of the surface layer, slope, stoniness, salinity, 
degree of erosion, and other characteristics that affect their use. On the basis of such 
differences, a soil series is divided into sou phases. Most of the areas shown on the 
detailed soil maps are phases of soil series. The name of a soil phase commonly 
indicates a feature that affects use or management. For example, Alpha silt loam, O 
to 2 percent slopes, is a phase of the Alpha series. 

Some map units are made up of two or more major soils or miscellaneous areas. 
These map units are complexes. associations, or undifferentiated groups. 

A complex consists of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas in such an intricate 
pattern or in such small areas that they cannot be shown separately on the maps. The 
pattern and proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat similar in all 
areas. Alpha-Beta complex, O to 6 percent slopes, is an example. 

An association is made up of two or more geographically associated soils or 
miscellaneous areas that are shown as one unit on the maps. Because of present or 
anticipated uses of the map units in the survey area, it was not considered practical 
or necessary to map the soils or miscellaneous areas separately. The pattern and 
relative proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat similar. Alpha­
Beta association, Oto 2 percent slopes, is an example. 

An undifferentiated group is made up of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas that 
could be mapped individually but are mapped as one unit because similar 
interpretations can be made for use and management. The pattern and proportion of 
the soils or miscellaneous areas in a mapped area are not uniform. An area can be 
made up of only one of the major soils or miscellaneous areas, or it can be made up 
of all of them. Alpha and Beta soils, O to 2 percent slopes, is an example. 

Some surveys include miscellaneous areas. Such areas have little or no soil material 
and support little or no vegetation. Rock outcrop is an example. 
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Custom Soil Resource Report 

Charles County, Maryland 

BaB-Beltsville silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes 

Map Unit Setting 
Elevation: 1 0 to 400 feet 
Mean annual precipitation: 40 to 50 inches 
Mean annual air temperature: 52 to 57 degrees F 
Frost-free period; 180 to 21 O days 

Map Unit Composition 
Beltsville and similar soils; 70 percent 
Minor components; 30 percent 

Description of Beltsville 

Setting 
Landform; Broad interstream divides 
Down-slope shape: Linear, convex 
Across-slope shape: Convex, linear 
Parent material; Silty eolian deposits over loamy fluviomarine deposits 

Properties and qualities 
Slape: 2 to 5 percent 
Depth to restrictive feature: 20 to 40 inches to fragipan 
Drainage class: Moderately well drained 
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Very low to moderately 

low (0.00 to 0.06 in/hr) 
Depth to water table: About 20 to 40 inches 
Frequency of flooding: None 
Frequency of ponding: None 
Available water capacity: Low (about 3.8 inches) 

Interpretive groups 
Farmland classification: All areas are prime farmland 
Land capability (nonirrigated): 2e 
Hydrologic Soil Group: C 

Typical profile 
Oto 3 inches: Silt loam 
3 to 8 inches: Silt loam 
8 to 20 inches: Silt loam 
20 to 41 inches: Loam 
41 to 65 inches: Sandy clay loam 
65 to 71 inches: Very gravelly sandy clay loam 
71 to 76 inches: Gravelly coarse sandy loam 

Minor Components 

Aquasco 
Percent of map unit: 10 percent 
Landform: Broad interstream divides 
Landform position (three-dimensional): lnterfluve 

Rey bold 
Percent of map unit: 1 O percent 
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Custom Soil Resource Report 

Landform: Broad interstream divides 
Landf orm position (three-dimensional): I nterfluve 

Lennl, undrained 
Percent of map unit: 5 percent 
Landform: Depressions 

Grosstown 
Percent of map unit: 5 percent 
Landform: Broad interstream divides 
Landform position (three-dimensional): lnterfluve 

BaC-Beltsville silt loam, 5 to 10 percent slopes 

Map Unit Setting 
Elevation: 1 O to 400 feet 
Mean annual precipitation: 40 to 50 inches 
Mean annual air temperature: 52 to 57 degrees F 
Frost-free period; 180 to 21 O days 

Map Unit Composition 
Beltsville and similar soils: 70 percent 
Minor components: 30 percent 

Description of Beltsville 

Setting 
Landform: lnterfluves 
Landform position (three-dimensional): lnterfluve, side slope 
Down-slope shape: Convex, linear 
Across-slope shape;· Convex, linear 
Parent material: Silty eolian deposits over loamy fluviomarine deposits 

Properties and qualities 
Slope: 5 to 1 O percent 
Depth to restrictive feature: 20 to 40 inches to fragipan 
Drainage class: Moderately well drained 
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Very low to moderately 

low (0.00 to 0.06 in/hr) 
Depth to water table: About 20 to 40 inches 
Frequency of flooding: None 
Frequency of ponding: None 
Available water capacity; Low (about 3.8 inches) 

Interpretive groups 
Farmland classification; Farmland of statewide importance 
Land capability (nonirrigated): 3e 
Hydrologic Soil Group: C 

Typical profile 
O to 3 inches: Silt loam 
3 to 8 inches: Silt loam 
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Custom Soil Resource Report 

8 to 20 inches: Silt loam 
20 to 41 inches: Loam 
41 to 65 inches: Sandy clay loam 
65 to 71 inches: Very gravelly sandy clay loam 
71 to 76 inches: Gravelly coarse sandy loam 

Minor Components 

Grosstown 
Percent of map unit: 15 percent 
Landform: Broad interstream divides 

Rey bold 
Percent of map unit: 5 percent 
Landform: Broad interstream divides 
Landform position (three-dimensional): lnterfluve 

Hog hole 
Percent of map unit: 5 percent 
Landform: Hillslopes 
Landform position (three-dimensional): Side slope 

Aquasco 
Percent of map unit: 5 percent 
Landform: Broad interstream divides, swales 
Landform position (three-dimensional): lnterfluve 

BcA-Beltsville-Aquasco complex, 0 to 2 percent slopes 

Map Unit Setting 
Elevation: 10 to 360 feet 
Mean annual precipitation: 40 to 50 inches 
Mean annual air temperature; 52 to 57 degrees F 
Frost-free period: 180 to 21 O days 

Map Unit Composition 
Beltsville and similar soils: 50 percent 
Aquasco and similar soils: 40 percent 
Minor components: 10 percent 

Description of Beltsville 

Setting 
Landform: Broad interstream divides 
Landform position (three-dimensional); lnterfluve 
Down-slope shape: Convex, linear 
Across-slope shape: Convex, linear 
Parent material: Silty eolian deposits over loamy fluviomarine deposits 

Properties and qualities 
Slope: 0 to 2 percent 
Depth to restrictive feature: 20 to 40 inches to fragipan 
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Custom Soil Resource Report 

Drainage class: Moderately well drained -
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat); Very low to moderately 

low (0.00 to 0.06 in/hr) 
Depth to water table: About 20 to 40 inches 
Frequency of flooding: None 
Frequency of ponding; None 
Available water capacity: Low (about 4.2 inches) 

Interpretive groups 
Farmland classification; Farmland of statewide importance 
Land capability (nonirrigated): 2w 
Hydrologic Soil Group: C 

Typical profile 
o to 3 inches: Silt loam 
3 to B inches: Silt loam 
B to 20 inches: Silt loam 
20 to 41 inches: Loam 
41 to 65 inches: Sandy clay loam 
65 to 71 inches: Very gravelly sandy clay loam 
71 to 76 inches: Gravelly coarse sandy loam 

Description of Aquasco 

Setting 
Landform: Broad interstream divides 
Landform position (three-dimensional): lnterHuve 
Down-slope shape; Linear 
Across-slope shape: Linear 
Parent material: Silty eolian deposits over loamy fluviomarine deposits 

Properties and qualities 
Slope: O to 2 percent 
Depth to restrictive feature: 8 to 40 inches to fragipan 
Drainage class: Somewhat poorly drained 
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately low to 

moderately high (0.01 to 0.20 in/hr) 
Depth to water table: About 10 to 16 inches 
Frequency of flooding: None 
Frequency of ponding: None 
Available water capacity: Low (about 4.0 inches) 

Interpretive groups 
Farmland classification: Farmland of statewide importance 
Land capability (nonirrigated): 3w 
Hydrologic Soil Group: C 

Typical profile 
O to 4 inches: Silt loam 
4 to 1 O inches: Silt loam 
10 to 20 inches: Silty clay loam 
20 to 44 inches: Loam 
44 to 72 inches: Clay loam 

Minor Components 

Lennl, undrained 
Percent of map unit: 5 percent 
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Custom Soil Resource Report 

Landform; Depressions on broad interstream divides 

Rey bold 
Percent of map unit: 5 percent 
Landform; Fluviomarine terraces, broad interstream dfvides 
Landform position (three-dimensional); lnterfluve, tread 

GwD-Grosstown-Woodstown-Beltsville complex, 5 to 15 percent slopes 

Map Unit Setting 
Elevation: O to 400 feet 
Mean annual precipitation: 40 to 50 inches 
Mean annual air temperature: 52 to 57 degrees F 
Frost-free period: 180 to 21 O days 

Map Unit Composition 
Woodstown and similar soils: 30 percent 
Grosstawn and similar soils: 30 percent 
Beltsville and similar soils: 20 percent 
Minar components: 20 percent 

Description of Grosstown 

Setting 
Landform: Fluviomarine terraces, hillslopes, drainhead complexes, stream terraces 
Landform position (three-dimensional): Riser 
Down-slope shape: Linear 
Across-slope shape: Linear, convex 
Parent material: Loamy and gravelly fluviomarine deposits 

Properties and qualities 
Slope: 5 to 15 percent 
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches 
Drainage class: Well drained 
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): High (1 .98 to 5.95 in/hr) 
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches 
Frequency of flooding: None 
Frequency of ponding: None 
Available water capacity: Moderate (about 6.7 inches) 

Interpretive groups 
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland 
Land capability (nanirrigated): 4e 
Hydrologic Sail Group: B 

Typical profile 
O to 4 inches: Gravelly silt loam 
4 to 20 inches: Silt loam 
20 to 26 inches: Gravelly loam 
26 to 71 inches: Extremely gravelly silt loam 
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Custom Soil Resource Report 

71 to 80 inches: Extremely gravelly coarse sand -~ 

Description of Woodstown 

Setting 
Landform: Drainhead complexes, stream terraces, depressions, drainageways, 

hills lopes 
Landform position (three-dimensional): Side slope, riser 
Down-slope shape: Concave, linear 
Across-slope shape: Concave, linear 
Parent material: Loamy fluviomarine deposits 

Properties and qualities 
Slope: 5 to 15 percent 
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches 
Drainage class: Moderately well drained 
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high to high 

(0.20 to 2.00 in/hr) 
Depth to water table: About 20 to 40 inches 
Frequency of flooding: None 
Frequency of ponding: None 
Available water capacity: Moderate (about 8.9 inches) 

Interpretive groups 
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland 
Land capability (nonirrigated): 4e 
Hydrologic Soil Group: C 

Typical profile 
O lo 8 inches: Sandy loam 
8 to 28 inches: Loam 
28 to 42 inches: Fine sandy loam 
42 to 60 inches: Sandy loam 
60 to 72 inches: Loamy sand 

Description of Beltsville 

Setting 
Landform: Drainhead complexes, hillslopes 
Landform position (three-dimensional): Side slope 
Down-slope shape: Concave, linear, convex 
Across-slope shape: Concave, convex, linear 

. Parent material: Silty eolian deposits over loamy fluviomarine deposits 

Properties and qualities 
Slope: 5 to 15 percent 
Depth to restrictive feature: 20 to 40 inches to fragipan 
Drainage class: Moderately well drained 
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Very low to moderately 

low (0.00 to 0.06 in/hr) 
Depth to water table: About 20 to 40 inches 
Frequency of flooding: None 
Frequency of ponding: None 
Available water capacity: Low (about 3.8 inches) 

Interpretive groups 
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland 
Land capability (nonirrigaled): 4e 
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Custom Soil Resource Report 

Hydro/ogic Soil Group: C 

Typical profile 
O to 3 inches: Silt loam 
3 to 8 inches: Silt loam 
8 to 20 inches: Silt loam 
20 to 41 inches: Loam 
41 to 65 inches: Sandy clay loam 
65 to 71 inches: Very gravelly sandy clay loam 
71 to 76 inches: Gravelly coarse sandy loam 

Minor Components 

Rey bold 
Percent of map unit: 1 O percent 
Landform: Hillslopes, drainhead complexes 
Landform position (three-dimensional): lnterfluve 

Lenni, undrained 
Percent of map unit: 5 percent 
Landform: Depressions 

Issue 
Percent of map unit: 5 percent 
Landform: Drainageways, drainhead complexes 
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Introduction 
Mill Creek Environmental Consultants, Ltd. recently completed a survey and 
analysis of 24± acres of land in the vicinity of Maryland Airport, in Indian Head, 
Maryland. The survey was part of an Environmental Assessment (EA) associated 
with airport development and the possible removal of obstructions within the FAA 
mandated part 77 safety areas associated with airspace operations. A main objective 
of the survey was to determine if the project area might contain uncontrolled 
hazardous substances or might possibly be contaminated by any hazardous 
materials/substances/wastes. 

Discussion 
In order to assess the possibility of an area being contaminated by hazardous 
materials or substances, an investigator must have knowledge of the definition of 
the following terms: 

a. Hazardous Material - any substance or material that has been determined to 
be capable of posing an unreasonable risk to health, safety, and property 
when transported in commerce ( 49 CFR part 172, table 172,.101). This 
includes hazardous substances and hazardous wastes. 

b. Hazardous Substances - any element, compound, mixture, solution, or 
substances defined as a hazardous substance under the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) and 
listed in 40 CFR part 302. If released into the environment, hazardous 
substances may pose substantial harm to human health or the environment. 

c. Hazardous Waste- under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA) a waste is considered hazardous, if it is listed in, or meets the 
characteristics described in 40 CFR part 261, including ignitability, 
corrosivity, reactivity, or toxicity. 

Any reconnaissance of a project area for the presence of any of the defined and 
listed hazardous materials, substances, or waste must consider the geographical 
setting of the site, its natural environment, and historic use. 

Maryland Airport, located in Indian Head Maryland is a privately owned public use 
airport within Charles County. The airport and the survey areas of this study (see 
Appendix Hl) sit approximately 2.Smiles northeast (NE) of the headwaters of 
Matta woman Creek and approximately 2.3± miles east (E) of the Potmac River, in 
the vicinity of the intersection of Pomfret road and MD Rt 224. The overwhelming 
majority of the area surveyed is 23± acres in the vicinity of the intersection of 
Pomfret Rd and Md Rt. 224, with approximately 1± acres of survey area located 
within a residential lot approximately 1.4± miles south (S) of the intersection along 
Bumpy Oak Rd. 

The physiography of the environment in this area is typical rural residential with 
numerous residences sitting on lots of acreages .5 acres and larger, the majority of 
which possess mature stands of deciduous hardwoods and pines such as Virginia 
Pine (Pinus virginiana L.), Hickories (Ca,ya spp.], American Beech (Fagusgrandifolia 
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l.) and 'fuliptrees (liriodendron tulipifera). Non-forested areas typically-consist-of 
maintained residential lots that are consistently mowed. 

During the physical investigation of the survey area large amounts of trash and 
residential debris was found on multiple lots within the boundaries. One home and 
lot, currently being used by the local fire department for training, possesses a 
significant amount of trash and home waste behind the structure. However, 
although messy, the debris and waste found at this location does not appear to be 
the type that could be a point source of pollution for its surrounding area. Other lots 
contain multiple vehicles that do not appear to be in a state of current operation and 
piles of debris usually situated next to outbuildings or sheds. None of these 
elements were out of the norm and are consistent with this type of rural residential 
physiography. 

There is only one stream system that enters the survey area boundary in the vicinity 
of the Pomfret/224 intersection, immediately adjacent to MD 224 (see Appendix Hl). 
This stream carries overland sheet flow, groundwater, and precipitation falling on 
the impervious road surfaces to the north (N) and then west (W) into Mattawoman 
Creek, which leads to the Potomac River. A physical investigation of this stream 
revealed no waste, debris or any contaminants within the stream. There was no 
evidence or signs of pollution within the stream bed or on the surface of the waters 
that indicated dumping of toxic or hazardous materials in the vicinity. 

As a component of the Hazardous Materials Site Survey for the EA, Mill Creek 
Environmental Consultants, Ltd. also obtained an Environmental Phase I Report 
from Environmental Data Resources, Inc .. This report included a search of all 
Federal, State, and local databases for instances of pollution or environmental 
contamination in accordance with the radius associated with ASTM standards for 
the survey area. The records search disclosed no US EPA RCRA (Resources 
Conservation and Recovery Act) Generators within the search radius. State and 
tribal entities also listed no current Leaking Underground Storage Tanks within the 
search radius. 

The complete Phase I Report at Enclosure 2. shows all listed incidents of 
environmental contamination and degradation associated with their established 
radii. These include not only events but systems such as underground storage tanks 
which have malfunctioned and contaminated the environment. 

conclusion 
Ground examination of the survey areas in the vicinity of Maryland Airport in Indian 
Head Maryland disclosed that the location was free and clear of hazardous materials 
and/or toxic substances. The overall natural environment of the area is relatively 
clean with residential waste being the only major concern. There does not appear to 
be any cases of dumping or storing toxic or hazardous materials within the survey 
area boundaries. 
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There was one FUDS record returned approximately .5-1 miles away from the 
southern survey area (see Appendix H2, Report 2, Executive Summary). A FUDS site is 
a listing that" .... includes locations of Formerly Used Defense Sites Properties where 
the US Army Corps Of Engineers is actively working or will take necessary cleanup 
actions." The location of this site can be seen in the mapping associated with ED R's 
second report. 
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Enclosure 1. 

Project Survey Area Maps 
Maryland Airport, Indian Head Maryland 
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Enclosure 2. 

ASTM Phase I Report, Environmental Data Resources, Inc. 
Maryland Airport, Indian Head, Maryland 

Reports I and II 
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environmental risk levels or risk codes provided In this Report are provided for illustrative purposes only. and are not Intended to provide, nor 
should they be Interpreted as providing any facts regarding, or prediction or forecast of, any environmental risk for any property. Only a Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment performed by an environmental professional can provide Information regardfng the environmentai risk for any 
property. Additionally, the Information provided In this Report Is not to be construed as legal advice. 

Copyright 2013 by Environmental Data Resources, Inc. All rights reserved. Reproduction In any media or format, In whole 
or In part, of any report or map of Environmental Data Resources, Inc., or Its affiliates, Is prohibited without prior written permission. 
EDR and lts logos (including Sanborn and Sanborn Map) are trademarks of Environmental Data Resources. Inc. or Its affiliates. All other 
trademarks used herein are the orooertv of their rescectlve owners. 
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A search or available environmental records was conducted by Environmental Data Resources, Inc (EDR). 
The report was designed to assist parties seeking to meet the search requirements of EPA's Standards 
and Practices for All Appropriate Inquiries (40 CFR Part 312). the ASTM Standard Practice for 
Environmental Site Assessments (E 1527-05) or custom requirements developed for the evaluation of 
environmental risk associated with a parcel of real estate. 

TARGET PROPERTY INFORMATION 

ADDRESS 

3900 LIVINGSTON ROAD 
lNDIAN HEAD, MD 20640 

COORDINATES 

Latitude (North): 38.6081000 • 38" 36' 29.16~ 
Longitude (West): 77.0712000- 77' 4' 16.32" 
Universal Tranverse Mercator: Zone 18 
UTM X (Meters): 319652.7 
UTM Y (Meters): 4275116 .. 0 
Elevation: 169 ft . above sea level 

USGS TOPOGRAPHIC MAP ASSOCIATED WITH TARGET PROPERTY 

Target Property Map: 
Most Recent Revision: 

AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHY IN THIS REPORT 

38077-E1 PORT TOBACCO, MD 
1982 

Portions of Photo from: 2011, 2012 
Source: USDA 

TARGET PROPERTY SEARCH RESULTS 

The target property was identified in the following records. For more Information on this 
property see page 7 of the attached EDR Radius Map report: 

MARYLAND AIRPORT ~ RUNWAY 2·20 & 
3900 LIVINGSTON ROAD 
INDIAN HEAD, MD 

FINDS N/A 
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DATABASES WITH NO MAPPED SITES 

No mapped sites were found in EDR's search of available rreasonably ascertainable ") government 
records either on the target property or within the search radius around the target property for the 
following databases: 

STANDARD ENVIRONMENTAL RECORDS 

Federal NPL site list 

NPL--------·····------······ National Priority List 
Proposed NPL. .............. Proposed National Priority List Sites 
NPL LIENS ••••••••••••• ••••.• Federal Superfund Liens 

Federal Dellsted NPL site list 

Delisted NPL---------- - -···· National Priority List Deletions 

Federal CERCLIS list 

CERCLIS_ •••••••••••••• •• . ••. Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information System 
FEDERAL FACILITY .•.•••••• Federal Facility Site Information Usting 

Federal CERCLIS NFRAP site List 

CERC-NFRAP ••••••••• ••••••. CERCLIS No Further Remedial Action Planned 

Federal RCRA CORRACTS facllltles list 

CORRACTS ••• _. _______ .. ·-·· Corrective Action Report 

Federal RCRA non-CORRACTS TSD faclllties list 

RCRA-TSDF ••••••••••••••••• RCRA- Treatment, Storage and Disposal 

Federal RCRA generators list 

RCRA-LQG. _ •...•.••.••.•.•• . RCRA - Large Quantity Generators 
RCRA-SQG.. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • RCRA - Small Quantity Generators 
RCRA-CESQG ••••••••••••••• RCRA - Conditionally Exempt Small Quantity Generator 

Federal institutional controls I engineering controls registries 

US ENG CONTROLS _________ Engineering Controls Sites List 
US INST CONTROL ••••••••• Sites with Institutional Controls 
LUCIS_ ••••••••••••••••••••• __ Land Use Control Information System 

Federal ERNS list 

ERNS •••••••••••••••••••••••• Emergency Response Notification System 

State- and tribal - equivalent CERCLIS 

SHWS __ •••••••••• _ ••••••• __ • . Notice of Potential Hazardous Waste Sites 

TC3777586.1 s EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 2 
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State and tribal landfill and/or solid waste disposal site lists 

SWF/LF •••••••••••••••••••••• Permitted Solid Waste Disposal Facilities 

State and tribal leaking storage tank lists 

OCPCASES •••••••••••••••••• Oil Control Program Cases 
HIST LUST ••••••••••••••••••• Recovery Sites 
INDIAN LUST •••••••••••••••• Leaking Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land 

State and tribal registered storage tank lists 

UST •••••••••••••••••••••••••• Registered Underground Storage Tank List 
AST •••••••••••••••••••••••••• Permitted Aboveground Storage Tanks 
INDIAN UST •••••••••••••••••. Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land 
FEMA UST ••••••••••••••••••• Underground Storage Tank Listing 

State and tribal Institutional control I engineering control registries 

ENG CONTROLS •••••••••••• Engineering Controls Site listing 
INST CONTROL •••••••••••• . Voluntary Cleanup Program Applicants/Participants 

State and tribal voluntary cleanup sites 

INDIAN VCP •••••••••••••••••. Voluntary Cleanup Priority Listing 
VCP ••• _ •••••••••••••••••••••. Voluntary Cleanup Program Applicants/Participants 

State and tribal Brownfields sites 

BROWNFlELDS •••••••••••••• Eligible Brownfields Properties 

ADDITIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL RECORDS 

Local Brownfield lists 

US BROWNFIELDS .......... A Listing of Brownfields Sites 

Local Lists of Landfill I Solid Waste Disposal Sites 

ODI ••••••••••••••••••• a •••••• Open Dump Inventory 
DEBRIS REGION 9 •••••• ..... Torres Martinez Reservation Illegal Dump Site Locations 
SWRCY ••••••••• .••.•••• ••••• Recycling Directory 
INDIAN ODl.. ••• • 0 ••• • • • •••• Report on the Status of Open Dumps on Indian Lands 

Local Lists of Hazardous waste I Contaminated Sites 

US CDL. ••••••• •••••••• ••••• Clandestine Drug Labs 
US HIST CDL •• ••••••••• •••• National Clandestine Laboratory Reglster 

Local Lists of Registered Storage Tanks 

HIST UST ••••••• •••••••• ••••• Historical UST Reglstered Database 

Local Land Records 

LIENS 2. •..•..•. .... . . . . •.••• CERCLA Lien Information 

TC3m586.1s EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 3 
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Records of Emergency Release Reports 

HMIRS •••••••• • . •• . ••• ••••••• Hazardous Materials Information Reporting System 
SPILLS 90 .•..• ,. ••••••••••.• . SPILLS 90 data from FirstSearch 

Other Ascertainable Records 

RCRA NonGen I NLR. . .. • • • • RCRA - Non Generators 
DOT OPS ..... ............... Incident and Accident Data 
DOD. . • • . • . • • . • • . • • • . • • • • • • • . Department of Defense Sites 
FUDS ••••••••• •••••••• ••••••• Formerly Used Defense Sites 
CONSENT.... ........ . ...... Superfund (CERCLA) Consent Decrees 
ROD............ . • • . • • • • • • • . • Records Of Decision 
UMTRA. •••••• ••••••••••••••• Uranium Mill Tailings Sites 
US MINES ...•. • ••••••• •....• Mines Master Index File 
TRIS . ••••••••• •••••..• ••••••• Toxic Chemical Release Inventory System 
TSCA. •••••••• ••••••••• •••••• Toxic Substances Control Act 
FTTS •...•.••.•••• _ •••• ..••••. FIFRA/ TSCA Tracking System - FIFRA (Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, & Rodenticide 

Act)/TSCA (Toxic Substances Control Act) 
HIST FTIS .••• •••••••• ••••••• FIFRAITSCA Tracking System Administrative Case Listing 
SSTS .••.•.••. ••••••••• ..•••. Section 7 Tracking Systems 
ICIS .• ••••••••• •••••••.• ••••••• Integrated Compliance Information System 
PADS .•..•.••. ••••••••••.•.•• PCB Activity Database System 
ML TS......... .. . ............ Material Licensing Tracking System 
RADINFO ••••••• ••• ••• ••••••• Radiation Information Database 
RAATS .••.••.•••••••• •.••••. • RCRA Administrative Action Tracking System 
RMP •••••••••• ••• ••••• ••••••• Risk Management Plans 
UIC . . ........... . ............ Underground Injection Wells Database 
DRYCLEANERS •••••. .••.••• Registered Drycleaning Facilities 
NPDES ••••••• ••••••••••••••• . Wastewater Permit Listing 
AIRS ...•••••••..•.••.•••• •••• Permit and Facility Information Listing 
LEAD. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • • • • Lead l nspection Database 
INDIAN RESERV ••••••• . ••••• Indian Reservations 
SCRO DRYCLEANERS...... State Coalition for Remediation of Drycleaners Listing 
2020 COR ACTION •••• •. ••••. 2020 Corrective Action Program List 
US AIRS ••••••••••••••• •• •••• Aerometric Information Retrieval System Facility Subsystem 
PRP .••.••.••.••.•..•.••• •••• _ Potentially Responsible Parties 
LEAD SMELTERS ••••• •• ••••. Lead Smelter Sites 
Financial Assurance ... •• ...•• Financial Assurance Information Llst[ng 
LRP ••••••••••••••••••• . . ••••• Land Restoration Program 
EPA WATCH LIST •••••.• ••••• . EPA WATCH LIST 
US FIN ASSUR. •.•.•. ••• ••.• . Financial Assurance Information 
PCB TRANSFORMER. •• ••••. PCB Transformer Registration Database 
COAL ASH •••••••••••• ••••••• Coal Ash Disposal Site Listing 
COAL ASH DOE...... ....... Steam-Electric Plant Operation Data 
COAL ASH EPA. •••••• •. ••••• Coal Combustion Residues Surface Impoundments List 

EDR HIGH RISK HISTORICAL RECORDS 

EDR Exclusive Records 

EDR MGP ..•..•..•••..•• ..••• EDR Proprietary Manufactured Gas Plants 
EDR US Hist Auto Stal. . •••• EDR Exclusive Historic Gas Stations 

TC3777586 1s EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 4 



~..._ ______________ E_x_E_c_u_1_1v_E_s_u_M_M_A_R_v ______________ ~'I 
EDR US Hist Cleaners.. __ ____ EDR Exclusive Historic Dry Cleaners 

SURROUNDING SITES: SEARCH RESULTS 

Surrounding sites were not Identified. 

Unmappable (orphan) sftes are not considered in the foregoing analysis. 
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~~~~~~~~~-E_x_E_c_u_1_1v_E_s_u_M_M_A_R_v~~~~~~~_____.·1 
Due to poor or inadequate address information, the following sites were not mapped. Count: 43 records. 

Sile Name 

CHARLES COUNTY SANITARY LANDFILL 
MATTAWOMAN CREEK 
SOUTHERN MARYLAND OIL, INC.·BRYANS 
ROBBY'S SUNOCO /BRYANS ROAD SUNOCO 
BURCH OIL CO. OF CHARLES CO. 
WAL TONS MARKET 
BRYANS ROAD VOL. FIRE CO. & RES. S 
BRYANS ROAD CAR WASH 
MARYLAND INTL RACEWAY 
SHERIFF OUTPOST - INDIAN HEAD 
GENERAL SMALLWOOD MIDDLE SCHOOL 
INDIAN HEAD ELEMENTARY 
ST. MARY, STAR OF THE SEA CHURCH 
LACKEY HIGH SCHOOL 
LEE'S MARKET 
GOOSE BAY AGGREGATES, INC. 
BEL ALTON 
PEPSI COLA 
MARYLAND BANK & TRUST 
WILLS GROUP, INC •• THE 
PARKWAY BUILDING 
UNITED METHODIST CHURCH, LAPLATA 
LA PLATA SHOPPING CENTER 
COLONIAL LIQUORS, INC. 
GARDINER EQUIPMEN1iLA PLATA, INC 
LA PLATA TV & APPLIANCE, INC. 
MOBIL 
ROD RITTER'S EAGLE CHEVROLET 
OLD PORT MARINA 
WOOD.DICK 
BLUE HAVEN 
PARKWAY MOTEL 
LA PLATA GLASS 
MR. TIRE INC. 
FIN & CLAW LIGHTHOUSE, INC. 
CHARLES COUNTY SHERIFF DEPT, 
CHARLES COUNTY DETENTION CENTER 
ALBAN TRACTOR CO., INC. 
LA PLATA WIRE CENTER 34126 
SOUTHERN MARYLAND TRADE CENTER 
MATTAWOMAN TREATMENT PLANT 
LAPLATA CLEANERS 
MACS RUBBISH SERVICE INC 

Dalabase(s) 

LRP 
LRP 
ENG CONTROLS 
OCPCASES, HIST UST 
HIST UST 
HIST UST 
HIST UST 
HIST UST 
HIST UST 
HIST UST 
HIST UST 
HIST UST 
HIST UST 
HIST UST 
HIST UST 
HIST UST 
HlSTUST 
HIST UST 
HIST UST 
HIST UST 
HIST UST 
HIST UST 
HIST UST 
HIST UST 
HlSTUST 
HIST UST 
HIST UST 
HIST UST 
HIST UST 
HIST UST 
HIST UST 
HlSTUST 
HIST UST 
HIST UST 
HIST UST 
HIST UST 
HIST UST 
HIST UST 
HIST UST 
HIST UST 
HIST UST 
RCRA-SQG, FINDS 
RCRA NonGen I NLR, FINDS 

TC3m586.1s EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 6 
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* Target Property 

• Sites at elevations higher than 
or equal to the target property ~ 

• Sites at elevations lower than N the target property 
N .l Manufacb.Jred Gas Plants 

G:;J National Priority List Sites N 
C Dept. Defense Sites ~ 

~ 
D 

SITE NAME: Maryland Airport, Indian Head Maryland I 
ADDRESS: 3900 Livingston Road 

Indian Head MD 20640 
LAT/LONG: 38.6081 /77.0712 

0 '14 

Indian Reservations BIA 

County Boundary 

Power transmission lines 

Oil & Gas pipelines from U SGS 

1 DO-year ffood zone 

500-year flood zone 

National Welland Inventory 

112 

This report Includes I nteractlve Map Layers to 
display and/or hide map lnformatlon. The 
legend Includes only those Icons for the 
default map view. 

CLIENT: Miii Creek Environmental Consultants 
CONTACT: Matthew Neely 
INQUIRY#: 3777586.15 
DATE: November 05, 2013 6:36 pm 

Copynghl e 2013 EDR. Inc. o 2010 Ttll AIIU Rtt 07/2009. 
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* Target Property a 1/1 1/4Ulloa 

A Sites at elevations higher than 
or equal to the target property D Indian Reservations BIA 

• Sites at elevations lower than 
the target property 

1 Manufactured Gas Plants 

& Sensitive Receptors 

Q National Priority List Sites 

C] Dept. Delense Sites 

...... SITE NAME: Maryland Airport, Indian Head Maryland I 
ADDRESS: 3900 Livingston Road 

lndlan Head MD 20640 
LAT/LONG: 38.6081 /77.0712 

N OJI & Gas pipelines from USGS 

This report Includes Interactive Map Layers to 
display ancllor hide map Information. The 
legend Includes only those Icons for the 
default map view. 

CLIENT: Mill Creek Environmental Consultants 
CONT ACT: Matthew Neely 
INQUIRY#: 3777586.15 
DATE: November 05, 2013 6:36 pm 

Copynghl 0 2013 EIIR, Inc. o 2!110 Tell Allu 1111. Ot/2009. 



r 
I MAP FINDINGS SUMMARY r 

Search r Distance Target Total 
Database (Miles) Property < 1/8 1/8-1/4 1/4 - 1/2 1/2 -1 >1 Plotted 

STANDARD ENVIRONMENTAL RECORDS r 
Federal NPL site /lst r NPL 1.000 0 0 0 0 NR 0 
Proposed NPL 1.000 0 0 0 0 NR 0 
NPL LIENS TP NR NR NR NR NR 0 r Federal Dellsted NPL site list 

Delisted NPL 1.000 0 0 0 0 NR 0 

Federal CERCLIS list [ CERCLIS 0.500 0 0 0 NR NR 0 
FEDERAL FACILITY 0.500 0 0 0 NR NR 0 

Federal CERCLIS NFRAP site List 

f CERC-NFRAP 0.500 0 0 0 NR NR 0 

Federal RCRA CORRACTS facilities list 

CORRACTS 1.000 0 0 0 0 NR 0 [ Federal RCRA non-CORRACTS TSD fac///t/es list 

RCRA-TSDF 0.500 0 0 0 NR NR 0 

Federal RCRA generators list r RCRA-LQG 0.250 0 0 NR NR NR 0 
RCRA-SQG 0.250 0 0 NR NR NR 0 
RCRA-CESQG 0.250 0 0 NR NR NR 0 

[ Federal Jnstltutlonal controls I 
engineering controls registries 

US ENG CONTROLS 0.500 0 0 0 NR NR 0 
US INST CONTROL 0.500 0 0 0 NR NR 0 l LUCIS 0 .. 500 0 0 0 NR NR 0 

Federal ERNS list 

ERNS TP NR NR NR NR NR 0 [ State- and tribal - equivalent CERCL/S 

SHWS 1.000 0 0 0 0 NR 0 

State and tribal landfill and/or [ so/Id waste disposal site lists 

SWF/LF 0.500 0 0 0 NR NR 0 

State and tribal leaking storage tank lists l OCPCASES 0.500 0 0 0 NR NR 0 
HIST LUST 0,500 0 0 0 NR NR 0 
INDIAN LUST 0.500 0 0 0 NR NR 0 

State and tribal registered storage tank lists l 
UST 0.250 0 0 NR NR NR 0 

[ 

[ 
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l 
r- I MAP FINDINGS SUMMARY 

I Search 
Distance Target Total 

Database (Miles) Property < 1/8 1/8-1/4 1/4 - 1/2 1/2 -1 > 1 Plotted 

I AST 0.250 0 0 NR NR NR 0 
INDIAN UST 0.250 0 0 NR NR NR 0 
FEMAUST 0.250 0 0 NR NR NR 0 

State and tribal Institutional 
control I engineering control registries 

ENG CONTROLS 0.500 0 0 0 NR NR 0 
INST CONTROL 0.500 0 0 0 NR NR 0 

State and tribal voluntary cleanup sites 

INDIANVCP 0.500 0 0 0 NR NR 0 
VCP 0.500 0 0 0 NR NR 0 

State and tribal Brownflelds sites 

BROWN FIELDS 0.500 0 0 0 NR NR 0 

ADDITIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL RECORDS 

Local Brownfield lists 

US BROWNFIELDS 0.500 0 0 0 NR NR 0 

Local Lists of Landfill I Solid 
Waste Disposal Sites 

001 0.500 0 0 0 NR NR 0 
DEBRIS REGION 9 0.500 0 0 0 NR NR 0 
SWRCY 0.500 0 0 0 NR NR 0 
INDIAN 001 0.500 0 0 0 NR NR 0 

Local Lists of Hazardous waste I 
Contaminated Sites 

USCDL TP NR NR NR NR NR 0 
US HISTCDL TP NR NR NR NR NR 0 

Local Lists of Registered Storage Tanks 

HIST UST 0.250 0 0 NR NR NR 0 

Local Land Records 

LIENS 2 TP NR NR NR NR NR 0 

Records of Emergency Release Reports 

HMIRS TP NR NR NR NR NR 0 
SPILLS 90 TP NR NR NR NR NR 0 

Other Ascertainable Records 

RCRA NonGen I NLR 0.250 0 0 NR NR NR 0 
DOT OPS TP NR NR NR NR NR 0 
DOD 1.000 0 0 0 0 NR 0 
FUDS 1.000 0 0 0 0 NR 0 
CONSENT 1.000 0 0 0 0 NR 0 
ROD 1.000 0 0 0 0 NR 0 

TC3777586.1 s Page 5 
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~ MAP FINDINGS SUMMARY r 

Search r Distance Target Total 
Database (Miles) Property < 1/8 1/8 - 1/4 1/4 - 1/2 1/2 -1 > 1 Plotted 

UMTRA 0.500 0 0 0 NR NR 0 f US MINES 0.250 0 0 NR NR NR 0 
TRIS TP NR NR NR NR NR 0 
TSCA TP NR NR NR NR NR 0 [ FTIS TP NR NR NR NR NR o 
HISTFTIS TP NR NR NR NR NR o 
SSTS TP NR NR NR NR NR 0 
ICIS TP NR NR NR NR NR 0 

[ PADS TP NR NR NR NR NR 0 
MLTS TP NR NR NR NR NR 0 
RADINFO TP NR NR NR NR NR o 
FINDS TP NR NR NR NR NR 1 
RAATS TP NR NR NR NR NR 0 r RMP TP NR NR NR NR NR o 
UIC TP NR NR NR NR NR o 
DRYCLEANERS 0.250 o 0 NR NR NR 0 
NPDES TP NR NR NR NR NR o r AIRS TP NR NR NR NR NR 0 
LEAD TP NR NR NR NR NR 0 
INDIAN RESERV 1.000 0 0 0 o NR 0 
SCRO DRYCLEANERS 0.500 0 0 0 NR NR 0 [ 2020 COR ACTION 0.250 0 0 NR NR NR 0 
US AIRS TP NR NR NR NR NR 0 
PRP TP NR NR NR NR NR 0 
LEAD SMELTERS TP NR NR NR NR NR o 

r Financial Assurance TP NR NR NR NR NR o 
LRP 0.500 o o 0 NR NR 0 
EPA WATCH LIST TP NR NR NR NR NR o 
US FIN ASSUR TP NR NR NR NR NR o 

[ PCB TRANSFORMER TP NR NR NR NR NR 0 
COAL ASH 0.500 0 0 0 NR NR 0 
COAL ASH DOE TP NR NR NR NR NR 0 
COAL ASH EPA 0.500 0 0 0 NR NR 0 

EDR HIGH RISK HISTORICAL RECORDS [ 
EDR Exclusive Records 

[ EDRMGP 1.000 0 0 0 o NR 0 
EDR US Hist Auto Stal 0.250 0 o NR NR NR 0 
EDR US Hist Cleaners 0 .250 0 0 NR NR NR 0 

NOTES: 
[ 

TP = Target Property 

NR = Not Requested at this Search Distance [ 
Sites may be listed in more than one database 

[ 

[ 

l 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 

~,._~~~~~MA~P_F_1_N_o_1N_G_s~~~~~----' 

Elevallon :S.:.::lte:.....--==============================-

EDR ID Number 
Qatabase(s) EP_A ID ~umber 

Target 
Property 

Actual: 
169 ft. 

MARYLAND AIRPORT· RUNWAY 2·20 & PARALLEL TAXIWAY 
3900 LIVINGSTON ROAD 
INDIAN HEAD, MD 

FINDS: 

Registry ID: 110045494835 

Environmental lnleresVlnformatlon System 
US National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) module or 
the Compliance Information System (ICIS) tracks surface water permits 
Issued under the Clean Water Act Under NPOES, all facililles that 
discharge pollutants from any point source Into waters or the Unlted 
States are required to obtain a permit. The permit will likely contain 
limits on what can be discharged, Impose monitoring and reporting 
requirements, and Include other provisions to ensure that the 
discharge does not adversely affect water quality. 

FINDS 1015811306 
N/A 

TC37n5B6.1s Page 7 



Count 43 records. ORPHAN SUMMARY 

City EDRID Site Name Site Address Zip Dalabase(s) --
BRYANS ROAD 5104637666 BURCH OIL CO. OF CHARLES CO. ROUTE210 20616 HIST UST 

BRYANS ROAD 5104637557 ROBBY'S SUNOCO /BRYANS ROAD SUNOCO ROUTE210 20616 OCPCASES, HIST UST 

BRYANS ROAD S10463n33 WALTONS MARKET ROUTE227 20616 HIST UST 

BRYANS ROAD S10463n29 BRYANS ROAD VOL FIRE CO. & RES. 5 RTE 227 & CHAPMANS LANDING ROA 20616 HIST UST 

BRYANS ROAD 5104631296 BRYANS ROAD CAR WASH ROUTE227 20616 HIST UST 

CHAPTICO 5104639678 MARYLAND INrL RACEWAY ROUTE234 20646 HIST UST 

CHARLES 5109326216 SOUTHERN MARYLAND OIL, INC.-BRYANS ROUTE 210, 7115 INDIAN HEAD HI 20646 ENG CONTROLS 

INDIANHEAD 510463n23 SHERIFF OUTPOST- INDIAN HEAD ROUTE 210 & INDIAN HEAD HWY 20640 HIST UST 

INDIANHEAD S10463n06 GENERAL SMALLWOOD MIDDLE SCHOOL ROUTE210 20640 HIST UST 

INDIANHEAD 5104637699 INOIAN HEAD ELEMENTARY ROUTE210 20640 HIST UST 

INOIANHEAD 5104637562 ST. MARY, STAR OF THE SEA CHURCH ROUTE 210 & GREEN MEADOWS ORIV 20640 HIST UST 

INDIANHEAD 1001708161 LACKEY HIGH SCHOOL ROUTE224 20640 HIST UST 

INDIANHEAD 5104637587 LEE'S MARKET ROUTE225 20640 HIST UST 

INDIANHEAD 5104631270 GOOSE BAY AGGREGATES, INC. BOX 452R, ROUTE 224 20640 HIST UST 

LA PLATA S10463n15 BELALTON ROUTE301 S. 20646 HIST UST 

LA PLATA 5104637681 PEPSI COLA ROUTE 301 SOUTH 20646 HIST UST 

LA PLATA 5104637581 MARYLAND BANK & TRUST ROUTE301 20646 HIST UST 

LA PLATA 5104637537 WILLS GROUP, INC., THE 611 ROUTE 301 N. 20646 HIST UST 

LA PLATA 5104637528 PARKWAY BUILDING ROUTE3015. 20646 HIST UST 

LA PLATA 5104637504 UNITED METHODIST CHURCH, LAPLATA ROUTE 301 AND ROUTE 6 20646 HIST UST 

LA PLATA 5104637489 LA PLATA SHOPPING CENTER ROUTE 301 & ROUTE 6 20646 HIST UST 

LA PLATA 5104637451 COLONIAL LIQUORS. INC. 504 ROUTE 301 N. 20646 HIST UST 

LA PLATA 5104631267 GARDINER EQUIPMENnl.A PLATA. INC 108 S. 301 HIGHWAY 20646 HIST UST 

LA PLATA 5104631254 LA PLATA TV & APPLIANCE, INC. ROUTE301 S. 20646 HIST UST 

LA PLATA 10002m66 LAPLATA CLEANERS RTE301 20640 RCRA·SQG, FINDS 

LA PLATA 5104633320 MOBIL ROUTE 6 & ROUTE 301 20646 HIST UST 

LA PLATA 5104631276 ROD RITTER'S EAGLE CHEVROLET ROUTE6&301 20646 HIST UST 

LA PLATA 5104631196 OLD PORT MARINA ROUTES 20646 HIST UST 

LA PLATA 5104637618 WOOD, DICK ANDREA LANE, MARIELLEN PARK RO 20646 HIST UST 

LA PLATA 5104637605 BLUE HAVEN BOX 4087, HWY. 301 N 20646 HIST UST 

LA PLATA 5104637465 PARKWAY MOTEL BOX 4008, ROUTE 301 20646 HIST UST 

LA PLATA 5104637443 LA PLATA GLASS 301 HIGHWAY 20846 HIST UST 

LA PLATA S10463n34 MR. TIRE INC. 4007 C, HWY 301 N. 20646 HIST UST 

LA PLATA 5104637670 FIN & CLAW LIGHTHOUSE, INC. 729 N. ROUTE 301 20646 HIST UST 

LA PLATA 5104637657 CHARLES COUNTY SHERIFF DEPT. U.S. ROUTE 301, S. 20646 HIST UST 

LA PLATA 5104637652 CHARLES COUNTY DETENTION CENTER U.S. ROUTE 301, S. 20646 HIST UST 

LA PLATA 5104631236 ALBAN TRACTOR CO., INC. U.S. ROUTE 301 (S. OF MD 6) 20646 HIST UST 

LA PLATA 5104631229 LA PLATA WIRE CENTER 34126 727 N. ROUTE 301 20646 HIST UST 

LA PLATA 5104637488 SOUTHERN MARYLAND TRADE CENTER 551 S. RTE 301 20646 HIST UST 

LA PLATA 1000375733 MACS RUBBISH SERVICE INC MDRTE225 20646 RCRA NonGen I NLR, FINDS 

MASON SPRINGS 5104637656 MATTAWOMAN TREATMENT PLANT ROUTE2 20640 HIST UST 

PISGAH 5110090103 CHARLES COUNTY SANITARY LANDFILL ROUTE425ANDROUTE484 20646 LRP 

PISGAH 5110090037 MATTAWOMAN CREEK NORTH OF ROUTE 225 AND ROUTE 2 20640 LRP 
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GOVERNMENT RECORDS SEARCHED I DATA CURRENCY TRACKING 

To maintain currency· of the ·following federal and stale databases, EDR conlaCIS the appropriate govemmenlal agency 
on a monthly or quarterly basis, as required . 

Number of Days to Update: Provides confirmation thal EDR Is reporting records thal have been updaled within 90 days 
from the dale lhe govemmenl agency made lhe informaUon avallable lo the public. 

STANDARD ENVIRONMENTAL RECORDS 

Federal NPL site list 

NPL: NaUonal Priority list 
National Priorities List (Superfund) The NPL Is a subset of CERCLIS and identifies over 1,200 sites for priority 
cleanup under lhe Superfund Program. NPL sites may encompass relatively large areas. As such, EDR provides polygon 
coverage for over 1,000 NPL slle boundaries produced by EPA's Environmental Photographic lnterprelatlon Cenler 
(EPIC) and regional EPA offices. 

Dale of Government Version: 04/26/2013 
Dale Data Arrived at EDR: 05/09/2013 
Dale Made Active ln Reports: 07/10/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 62 

NPL Sile Boundaries 

Sources: 

Source: EPA 
Telephone. NIA 
Last EDR Contact: 10/11/2013 
Nexl Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/20/2014 
Data Release Frequency; Quarterly 

EPA's Environmental Pholographic Interpretation Cenler (EPIC) 
Telephone: 202-564-7333 

EPA Region 1 
Telephone 617-918·1143 

EPA Region 3 
Telephone 215-814-5418 

EPA Region 4 
Telephone 404-562-8033 

EPA Regions 
Telephone 312-886-6686 

EPA Region 10 
Telephone 206-553-8665 

Proposed NPL: Proposed National Priority List Sites 

EPA Region6 
Telephone; 214-655-6659 

EPA Region 7 
Telephone: 913-551-7247 

EPA Region 8 
Telephone: 303-312-6774 

EPA Region 9 
Telephone: 415-947-4246 

A site that has been proposed for listing on the National Priorities List through the Issuance of a proposed rule 
in the Federal Register. EPA then accepts public comments on the site, responds to the comments, and places on 
the NPL those sites that continue to meet the requirements for listing. 

Dale of Government Version: 04/26/2013 Source; EPA 
Dale Data Arrived at EDR: 05109/2013 Telephone: N/A 
Date Made Active in Reports; 07/1012013 Lasl EDR Contact: 10111/2013 
Number of Days lo Update; 62 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/20/2014 

Data Release Frequency. Quarterly 

NPL LIENS: Federal Superfund Liens 
Federal Superfund Liens Under lhe authorily granted lhe USEPA by CERCLA of 1980, the USEPA has the authority 
to file liens against real property in order to recover remedial action expenditures or when the property owner 
received nolllicallon of polentlal llablllty. USEPA compiles a listing of filed notices of Superfund Liens . 

Date of Government Version: 10115/1991 
Date Dala Arrived at EDR: 02/02/1994 
Date Made Active in Reports: 03/30/1994 
Number of Days to Update. 56 

Source: EPA 
Telephone: 202·564-4267 
Lasl EDR Contact 08/15/2011 
Next Scheduled EDR Conlact: 11/2812011 
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned 
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GOVERNMENT RECORDS SEARCHED I DATA CURRENCY TRACKING 

Federal Dellsred NPL sire 11sr 

DELISTED NPL: National Priority List Deletions 
The National 011 and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) establishes the criteria that the 
EPA uses to delete sites from the NPL. In accordance with 40 CFR 300.425 (e), sites may be deleted from the 
NPL where no further response Is appropriate. 

Date of Government Version; 04/26/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 05/09/2013 
Dale Made Active In Reports: 07/10/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 62 

Federal CERCLIS list 

Source; EPA 
Telephone: NIA 
Last EDR Contact: 10/11/2013 
Next Scheduled EDR Contact; 01/20/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly 

CERCLIS: Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information System 
CERCLIS contains data on potentially hazardous waste slles that have been reported to the USEPA by states, municipalities, 
private companies and private persons, pursuant to Section 103 of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, 
and Liability Act (CERCLA). CERCLIS contains sites which are either proposed to or on the National Priorities 
List (NPL) and sites which are In the screening and assessment phase for possible Inclusion on the NPL. 

Date of Government Version: 04/26/2013 Source: EPA 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 05/29/2013 Telephone: 703-412·9810 
Date Made Active In Reports: 08/09/2013 Last EDR Contact: 10/18/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 72 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/09/2013 

Data Release Frequency. Quarterly 

FEDERAL FACILITY: Federal Faclll\y Site Information listing 
A listing of National Priority List (NPL) and Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) sites found In the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation and Llabllity Information System (CERCLIS) Database where EPA Federal Facilities 
Restoration and Reuse Office is Involved In cleanup activities. 

Date of Government Version, 07/31/2012 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/09/2012 
Date Made Active In Reports; 12/20/2012 
Number of Days lo Update: 72 

Federal CERCLIS NFRAP site List 

Source: Environmental Protection Agency 
Telephone: 703-603-8704 
Last EDR Contact: 10/11 /2013 
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/2012014 
Data Release Frequency. Varies 

CERCLIS-NFRAP: CERCLIS No Further Remedial Action Planned 
Archived sites are sites that have been removed and archived from the Inventory of CERCLIS sites, Archived status 
Indicates that, to the best of EPA's knowledge, assessment al a site has been completed and that EPA has determined 
no further steps will be taken to list this site on the National Priorities List (NPL), unless Information Indicates 
this decision was not appropriate or other considerations require a recommendation for listing at a later time. 
This decision does not necessarily mean that there is no hazard associated with a given site; It only means that, 
based upon available Information, the location is not judged to be a potential NPL site 

Date of Government Version: 04/26/2013 Source; EPA 
Date Data Arrived al EDR: 05/29/2013 Telephone: 703-412-9810 
Date Made Active in Reports: 08/09/2013 Last EDR Contact 10/18/2013 
Number or Days to Update; 72 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/09/2013 

Data Release Frequency: Quarterly 

Federal RCRA CORRACTS facllftles list 

CORRACTS: Corrective Action Report 
CORRACTS Identifies hazardous waste handlers with RCRA corrective action activity, 
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GOVERNMENT RECORDS SEARCHED I DATA CURRENCY TRACKING 

Date of Government Version~07/11/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/0812013 
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/13/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 36 

Federal RCRA non·CORRACTS TSD far:llltles list 

Source~ EPA 
Telephone; 800-424-9346 
Last EDR Contact: 10/02/2013 
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/13/2014 
Data Release Frequency; Quarterly 

RCRA-TSDF: RCRA • Treatment, Storage and Disposal 
RCRAlnfo is EPA's comprehensive Information system, providing access to data supporting the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 and the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) of 1984. The database 
Includes selective information on sites which generate. transport, store, treat and/or dispose of hazardous waste 
as defined by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). Transporters are Individuals or entitles that 
move hazardous waste from the generator offsile to a facility that can recycle, treat, store, or dispose of the 
waste. TSDFs treat, store, or dispose of the waste. 

Date of Government Version; 07/11/2013 Source: Environmental Protection Agency 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/08/2013 Telephone: 800-438-2474 
Date Made Active In Reports: 09/13/2013 Last EDR Contact: 10/02/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 36 Next Scheduled EDR Contact 01/1312014 

Data Release Frequency: Quarterly 

Federal RCRA generators list 

RCRA-LQG: RCRA - Large Quantity Generators 
RCRAlnfo ls EPA's comprehensive information system, providing access to data supporting the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 and the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) of 1984. The database 
includes selective information on sites which generate. transport, store. treat and/or dispose of hazardous waste 
as defined by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). Large quantity generators (LOGs) generate 
over 1,000 kilograms (kg) of hazardous waste, or over 1 kg of acutely hazardous waste per month. 

Dale of Government Version: 07/11/2013 Source: Environmental Protection Agency 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/08/2013 Telephone: 800-438-2474 
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/13/2013 Last EDR Contact: 10/02/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 36 Next Scheduled EDR Contact 01/1312014 

Data Release Frequency. Quarterly 

RCRA-SOG: RCRA - Small Quantity Generators 
RCRAlnfo Is EPA's comprehensive information system, providing access to data supporting the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 and the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) of 1984. The database 
Includes selective Information on sites which generate, transport, store, treat and/or dispose of hazardous waste 
as defined by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). Small quantity generators (SOGs) generate 
between 100 kg and 1,000 kg of hazardous waste per month. 

Date of Government Version: 07/11/2013 Source: Environmental Protection Agency 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/0812013 Telephone: 800-438-2474 
Date Made Active ln Reports: 09/13/2013 Last EDR Contact: 10/02/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 36 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/13/2014 

Data Release Frequency: Quarterly 

RCRA-CESQG: RCRA • Conditionally Exempt Small Quantity Generators 
RCRAlnfo Is EPA's comprehensive Information system, providing access to data supporting the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 and the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) of 1984. The database 
Includes selective Information on sites which generate, transport, store, treat and/or dispose of hazardous waste 
as defined by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). Conditlonally exempt small quantity generators 
(CESQGs) generate less than 100 kg of hazardous waste, or less than 1 kg of acutely hazardous waste per month 

Date of Government Version: 07 /1112013 Source: Environmental Protection Agency 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/0812013 Telephone: 800-438-2474 
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/13/2013 Last EDR Contact: 10/02/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 36 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/13/2014 

Data Release Frequency: Varies 

TC3777586.1s Page GR·3 



GOVERNMENT RECORDS SEARCHED I DATA CURRENCY TRACKING 

Federal lnslltuUonal"controls I engineering controls registries 

US ENG CONTROLS: Engineering Controls Sites List 
A listing of sites with engineering controls in place. Engineering controls Include various forms of caps, bulldlng 
foundations, liners, and treatment methods to create pathway elimination for regulated substances to enter environmental 
media or effect human health. 

Date of Government Version: 06/17 /2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 06/21/2013 
Date Made Active In Reports: 10/03/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 104 

US INST CONTROL: Sites with lnstitullonal Controls 

Source: Environmental Protection Agency 
Telephone: 703-603-0695 
Last EDR Contact: 09/10/2013 
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/23/2013 
Data Release Frequency: Varies 

A listing of sites with Institutional controls in place. lnsUtullonal controls Include administrative measures, 
such as groundwater use restrictions, construction restrlcllons, property use restrictions, and post remediation 
care requirements Intended to prevent exposure to contaminants remaining on site. Deed restrictions are generally 
required as part of the Institutional controls. 

Date of Government Version: 06/17/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 06/21/2013 
Date Made Active In Reports. 10/03/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 104 

LUCIS: Land Use Control Information System 

Source: Environmental Protection Agency 
Telephone: 703-603-0695 
Last EDR Contact: 09/10/2013 
Next Scheduled EDR Contact 12123/2013 
Data Release Frequency; Varies 

LUCIS contains records of land use control Information pertaining to the former Navy Base Realignment and Closure 
properties. 

Dale of Government Version: 08/20/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/23/2013 
Date Made Active In Reports: 11/01/2013 
Number of Days lo Update: 70 

Federal ERNS list 

ERNS: Emergency Response Notification System 

Source: Department of the Navy 
Telephone: 843-820-7326 
Last EDR Contact: 08/15/2013 
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 09/0212013 
Data Release Frequency: Varies 

Emergency Response Notification System. ERNS records end stores information on reported releases of oil and hazardous 
substances. 

Dale or Government Version: 12/3112012 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/17/2013 
Date Made Active In Reports, 02/15/2013 
Number of Days lo Update: 29 

State- and tribal - equivalent CERCLIS 

SHWS: Notice of Potential Hazardous Wasle· Sites 

Source; National Response Center, United States Coast Guard 
Telephone: 202-267-2180 
Lasl EDR Contact: 10/01/2013 
Nexl Scheduled EDR Contact. 01/1312014 
Data Release Frequency: Annually 

State Hazardous Waste Sites. State hazardous waste site records are the states' equivalent to CERCLIS. These slles 
may or may not already be listed on the federal CERCLIS list Priority sites planned for cleanup using state funds 
(state equivalent of Superfund) are Identified along with sites where cleanup will be paid for by potentially 
responsible parties. Available information varies by state. 

Date or Government Version: 10/01/2009 Source: Department of the Environment 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/11/2009 Telephone: 41().537-3000 
Date Made Active In Reports: 12/14/2009 Last EDR Contact; 08/23/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 3 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/25/2013 

Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually 

TC3777586.1s Page GR-4 

r 
r 

r 
[ 

r 
[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

L 
[ 

[ 

[ 

l 
l 
l 



[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

l 

l 
[ 

L 

l 
L 
L 

GOVERNMENT RECORDS SEARCHED I DATA CURRENCY TRACKING 

State and tribal landfill and/or so/Id waste disposal site llsts 

SWF/LF: Permitted Solid Waste Disposal Facilities 
Solid Waste Facilities/Landfill Sites. SWF/LF type records typically conlaln an Inventory of solid waste disposal 
facilities or landfills In a particular stale. Depending on the state, these may be active or inactive facUIUes 
or open dumps that failed to meet RCRA Subtitle D Section 4004 criteria for solid waste landfills or disposal 
sites. 

Date of Government Verslon; 07/01/2013 
Date Data Arrived al EDR: 08/07/2013 
Date Made Active In Reports; 08/26/2013 
Number of Days to Update; 19 

State and tribal leaking storage tank lists 

OCPCASES: Oil Control Program Cases 

Source: Department of the Environment 
Telephone; 410·537-3375 
Last EDR Contact 11/04/2013 
Next Scheduled EDR Contact 02/17/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Annually 

Cases monitored by the Oil Control Program. these cases can be leaking underground storage tanks and other belowground 
releases, leaklng aboveground storage tanks, spills end inspections. 

Date of Government Version: 06/30/2013 Source: Department of Environment 
Dale Data Arrived at EDR: 07/12/2013 Telephone: 410·537-3433 
Date Made Active In Reports· 08/2612013 Last EDR Contact: 10/07/2013 
Number of Days lo Update: 45 Next Scheduled EDR Contact; 01/20/2014 

Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually 

HIST LUST: Recovery Siles 
In 1999, the Department of the Environment stopped adding new sites to its Recovery Siles Database. Current leaking 
underground storage tank Information maybe found In the OCPCASES database. 

Dale of Government Version, 03/01/1999 Source: Department of the Environment 
Dale Data Arrived at EDR: 03/22/1999 Telephone: 410-537-3433 
Date Made Active In Reports: 04/16/1999 Last EOR Contact: 02/19/2001 
Number of Days lo Update: 25 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: NIA 

Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned 

INDIAN LUST R4: Leaking Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land 
LUSTs on Indian land In Florida. Mississippi and North Carol,na. 

Date of Government Version: 08/01/2013 
Date Data Arrived al EDR: 08/02/2013 
Date Made Active In Reports: 11/01/2013 
Number of Days lo Update: 91 

Source; EPA Region 4 
Telephone: 404-562-8677 
Last EDR Contact 10/28/2013 
Next Scheduled EDR Contact 02/11/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually 

INDIAN LUST RS: Leaking Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land 
LUSTs on Indian land in New Mexico and Oklahoma. 

Date of Government Version; 09/12/2011 
Date Data Arrived al EDR: 09/13/2011 
Dale Made Active In Reports: 11/11/2011 
Number of Days to Update; 59 

Source: EPA Region 6 
Telephone: 214-665+6597 
Lest EDR Contact 10/28/2013 
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 02/11/2014 
Data Release Frequency; Varies 

INDIAN LUST R7: Leaking Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land 
LUSTs on Indian land In Iowa Kansas. and Nebraska 

Date of Government Version: 08/27/2013 
Date Data Arrived al EDR: 08/27/2013 
Date Made Active In Reports , 11/01/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 66 

Source; EPA Region 7 
Telephone: 913-551·7003 
Last EDR Contact: 10/28/2013 
Next Scheduled EDR Contact 02/11/2014 
Data Release Frequency; Varies 
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INDIAN LUST RB: Leaking Unaerground Storage Tanks on Indian Land 
LUSTs on Indian land In Colorado, Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota, Utah and Wyoming. 

Date of Govemmenl Version: 08/27/2012 
Date Data Arrived al EDR: 08/28/2012 
Date Made Active In Reports: 10/16/2012 
Number of Days to Update: 49 

Source: EPA Region 6 
Telephone: 303-312-6271 
Lasl EDR Contact. 10/2612013 
Next Scheduled EDR Contact; 02/11/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly 

INDIAN LUST R9: Leaking Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land 
LUSTs on Indian land In Arizona, California, New Mexico and Nevada 

Date of Government Version: 03/01/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 03/01/2013 
Dale Made Active In Reports: 04/12/2013 
Number of Days to Updale: 42 

Source: Environmental Protection Agency 
Telephone: 415-972-3372 
Last EDR Contact: 10128/2013 
Next Scheduled EOR Conlact. 02/11/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly 

INDIAN LUST R10: Leaking Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land 
LUSTS on Indian land In Alaska, Idaho, Oregon and Washington. 

Date of Government Version: 07/29/2013 Source: EPA Region 10 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/3012013 Telephone: 206-553-2657 
Date Made Active in Reports: 11/0112013 Last EDR Contact: 10/28/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 94 Next Scheduled EDR Contact 02/11/2014 

Data Release Frequency: Quarterly 

INDIAN LUST R1: Leaking Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land 
A listing of leaking underground storage lank locations on Indian Land. 

Dale of Government Version: 02/01/2013 Source: EPA Region 1 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 05/01/2013 Telephone: 617-918-1313 
Date Made Active In Reports: 11101/2013 Last EDR Contact: 11/01/2013 
Number ofDays lo Update: 164 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 02/11/2014 

Data Release Frequency: Varies 

State and tribal registered storage tank lists 

UST: Registered Underground Storage Tank List 
Registered Underground Storage Tanks. USTs are regulated under Subtitle I of the Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act (RCRA) and must be registered with the stale department responsible for administering the UST program, Available 
Information varies by state program. 

Date of Government Version: 06/30/2013 
Date Data Arrived al EDR: 07/12/2013 
Dale Made Active In Reports: 08/26/2013 
Number of Days to Update. 45 

AST: Permitted Aboveground Storage Tanks 
Registered Aboveground Storage Tanks. 

Date or Government Version: 08/23/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR; 08/27/2013 
Dale Made Active In Reports: 10/01/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 35 

Source; Department of the Environment 
Telephone: 410-537-3433 
Last EDR Contact: 10/10/2013 
Next Scheduled EDR Contact 01/27/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Varies 

Source: Department of The Environment 
Telephone: 410-537-3000 
Last EOR Contact: 10/10/2013 
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/27/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Quarlerly 

INDIAN UST RS: Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land 
The Indian Underground Storage Tank (UST) database provides Information aboul underground storage lanks on Indian 
land In EPA Region 6 (Louisiana, Arkansas, Oklahoma, New Mexico, Texas and 65 Tribes). 
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GOVERNMENT RECORDS SEARCHED I DA TA CURRENCY TRACKING 

Date of Government Version: 05/10/2011 
Dale Data Arrived at EDR'. 05/11 /2011 
Date Made Active In Reports: 06/14/2011 
Number of Days to Update: 34 

Source: EPA Region 6 
Telephone: 214·665·7591 
Last EDR Contact: 10/28/2013 
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 02/11/2014 
Data Release Frequency; Semi·Annually 

INDIAN UST R7: Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land 
The Indian Underground Storage Tank (UST) database provides Information about underground storage tanks on Indian 
land in EPA Region 7 (Iowa, Kansas. Missouri. Nebraska. and 9 Tribal Nations). 

Date of Government Version: 12/31/2012 
Dale Data Arrived al EDR: 02/28/2013 
Date Made Active in Reports; 04/12/2013 
Number of Days to Update; 43 

Source: EPA Region 7 
Telephone: 913·551-7003 
Last EDR Contact; 10/28/2013 
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 02/11 /2014 
Data Release Frequency; Varies 

INDIAN UST RS: Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land 
The Indian Underground Storage Tank (UST) database provides information about underground storage tanks on Indian 
land in EPA Region 5 (Michigan, Minnesota and Wisconsin and Tribal Nations) 

Date of Government Version: 08/20/2013 Source; EPA Region 5 
Dale Data Arrived al EDR: 08/23/2013 Telephone: 312·886·6136 
Dale Made Active in Reports: 11/01/2013 Last EDR Contact: 10/28/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 70 Next Scheduled EDR Contact 02/11/2014 

Data Release Frequency: Varies 

INDIAN UST R9: Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land 
The Indian Underground Storage Tank (UST) database provides information about underground storage tanks on Indian 
land In EPA Region 9 (Arizona, Callfomla, Hawaii . Nevada, the Pacific Islands, and Tribal Nations). 

Date of Government Version: 02/21/2013 Source; EPA Region 9 
Date Data Arrived at EOR, 02/26/2013 Telephone: 415-972·3368 
Date Made Active In Reports: 04/12/2013 Last EDR Contacl: 10/28/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 45 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 02/11/2014 

Data Release Frequency: Quarterly 

INDIAN UST R10: Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land 
The Indian Underground Storage Tank (UST) database provides Information about underground storage tanks on Indian 
land in EPA Region 10 (Alaska, Idaho, Oregon, Washington. and Tribal Nations). 

Date of Government Version: 02/05/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/06/2013 
Date Made Active In Reports. 04/12/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 65 

Source: EPA Region 10 
Telephone: 206-553-2857 
Last EDR Contact; 10/28/2013 
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 02111/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly 

INDIAN UST R1: Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land 
The Indian Underground Storage Tank (UST) database provides Information about underground storage tanks on Indian 
land in EPA Region 1 (Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire. Rhode Island, Vermont and ten Tribal 
Nations). 

Date of Government Version: 09/28/2012 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/07/2012 
Date Made Active In Reports: 04/1212013 
Number of Days to Update: 156 

Source: EPA, Region 1 
Telephone: 617-918-1313 
Last EDR Contact. 11/01/2014 
Next Scheduled EDR Contact 02111/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Varies 

INDIAN UST R4: Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land 
The Indian Underground Storage Tank (UST) database provides information about underground storage tanks on Indian 
land in EPA Region 4 (Alabama, Florida, Georgia. Kentucky, Mississippl. North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee 
and Tribal Nations) 
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GOVERNMENT RECORDS SEARCHED I DATA CURRENCY TRACKING 

Date of Government Version: 08/01/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR. 08/02/2013 
Date Made Active In Reports: 11/01/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 91 

Source: EPA Region 4 
Telephone: 404-562-9424 
Last EDR Contact: 10/28/2013 
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 02/11/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually 

INDIAN UST RB; Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land 
The Indian Underground Storage Tank (UST) database provides information about underground storage tanks on Indian 
land in EPA Region 8 (Colorado. Montana, North Dakota. South Dakota, Utah, Wyoming and 27 Tribal Nations). 

Date of Government Version: 07/29/2013 
Date Data Arrived al EDR: 08/01/2013 
Date Made Active in Reports: 11/01/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 92 

FEMA UST: Underground Storage Tank Listing 

Source: EPA Region B 
Telephone: 303-312-6137 
Last EDR Contact: 10/28/2013 
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 02/11/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly 

A listing of all FEMA owned underground storage tanks. 

Dale of Government Version: 01/01/2010 Source: FEMA 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/1612010 Telephone: 202-646-5797 
Date Made Active In Reports: 04/1212010 Last EDR Contact: 10/17/2013 
Number of Days lo Update: 55 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/27/2014 

Data Release Frequency: Varies 

State and tribal Institutional control I engineering control registries 

ENG CONTROLS: Engineering Controls Site listing 
Engineering controls Include various forms of caps, building foundations, liners, and treatment methods to create 
pathway elimlnatlon for regulated substances to enter environmental media or effect human health. 

Date of Government Version: 11/10/2008 
Date Data Arrived al EDR· 11/21/2008 
Date Made Active In Reports: 12/17/2008 
Number of Days to Update: 26 

Source: Department of the Environment 
Telephone: 410-537-3422 
Last EDR Contact: 09/16/2013 
Next Scheduled EDR Contact 12/30/2013 
Data Release Frequency: Varies 

INST CONTROL: Voluntary Cleanup Program Applicants/Participants 
Sites Included in the Voluntary Cleanup Program Applicants/Participants listing that have Deed Restrictions. 

Date of Government Version: 02/21/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 03/28/2013 
Dale Made Active In Reports: 04/29/2013 
Number of Days to Update; 32 

State and tribal voluntary cleanup sites 

INDIAN VCP R1: Voluntary Cleanup Priority listing 

Source: Department of the Environment 
Telephone: 410-537-3493 
Last EDR Contact: 09/20/2013 
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/30/2013 
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually 

A listing of voluntary cleanup priority sites located on Indian Land located In Region 1, 

Date of Government Version: 09/28/2012 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/02/2012 
Date Made Active In Reports : 10/16/2012 
Number of Days to Update; 14 

Source: EPA, Region 1 
Telephone: 617-918-1102 
Lest EDR Contact: 10/01/2013 
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/13/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Varies 

VCP: Voluntary Cleanup Program Applicants/Participants 
The Voluntary Cleanup Program, administrated by the Dept. of the Environment. streamlines the environmental cleanup 
process for sites, usually Industrial or commercial properties, that are contaminated, or perceived to be contaminated. 
by hazardous substances. Developers and lenders are provided with certain !Imitations on liability and participants 
in the program are provided certainty In the process by knowing exactly what will be required. 
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Supplemental Environmental Assessment for Easement.Acquisition/Obstruction 

Removal, Maryland Airport, Indian Head 

Maryland Department of the Environment -Science Services Administration 

REVIEW FINDING: R1 Consistent with Qualifying Comments 

{MD20141015-0831 l 

The following additional comments are intended to alert interested parties to 
issues regarding water quality standards. The comments address: 

A. Water Quality Impairments: Section 303(d) of the federal Clean Water Act 
requires the State to identify impaired waters and establish Total Maximum Daily 
Loads (TMDLs) for the substances causing the impairments. A TMDL is the 
maximum amount of a substance that can be assimilated by a waterbody such 
that it still meets water quality standards. 

Planners should be aware of existing water quality impairments 
identified on Maryland's 303(d) list. The Project is situated in the 
Mattawoman watershed, identified by the MD 8-digit code 02140111 
which is currently impaired by several substances and subject to 
regulations regarding the Clean Water Act 

Planners may find a list of nearby impaired waters by entering the 8-digit 
basin code into an on-line database linked to the following URL: 
http://www.mde.state.md.us/programsMlaterrrMDUlntegrated303dReports{Pa 
ges/303d.aspx. 

This list is updated every even calendar year. Planners should review this list 
periodically to help ensure that local decisions consider water quality 
protection and restoration needs. Briefly, the current impairments that are 
relevant to the Project include the following: 

Mattawoman (02140111): 
Nutrients: Tidal. A TMDL was written and approved by EPA 
Biological: Tidal. A TMDL Is pending development. 

B. TMDLs: Development and implementation of the any Plan should take into 
account consistency with TMDLs developed for the impaired waterbodies 
referenced above. Decisions made prior to the development of a TMDL should 
strive to ensure no net increase of impairing substances. TMDLs are made 
available on an updated basis at the following web site: 



http://www.mde:State.md.uslprogramsM/ater/TMDUCurrentStatus/P-agestprog@m 
s/WaterProgramsfTMDUSumittats/index.aspx 

Special protections for high-quality waters in the local vicinity, which are identified 
pursuant to Maryland's anti-degradation policy; 

C. Anti-degradation of Water Quality: Maryland requires special protections for 
waters of very high quality (Tier II waters). The policies and procedures that 
govern these special waters are commonly called "anti-degradation policies." This 
policy states that "proposed amendments to county plans or discharge permits for 
discharge to Tier II waters that will result in a new, or an increased, permitted 
annual discharge of pollutants and a potential impact to water quality, shall 
evaluate alternatives to eliminate or reduce discharges or impacts." These 
permitted annual discharges are not just traditional Point Sources, it can include all 
discharges such as Stormwater. 

Currently, Tier II waters are not present in the area surrounding the project. 

Planners should be aware of legal obligations related to Tier II waters described 
in the Code of Maryland Regulations (COMAR) 26.08.02.04 with respect to 
current and future land use plans. Information on Tier II waters can be obtained 
online at: http://www.dsd.state.md.uslttomar/comarhtmV26/26108.02.04.htm 
and policy implementation procedures are located at 
http:/IW!JW.dsd.state.rnd.us/comar/comarhtml/26/26.08.02.04-1.hlm 

Planners should also note that since the Code of Maryland Regulations is subject 
to periodic updates. A list of Tier II waters pending Departmental listing in 
COMAR can be found. with a discussion and maps for each county. at the 
following website: 
http://www.mde.stat~1md.us/programs/WaterfTMDU'Water%20Quality%20Stand 

ards/Pages/Hi9!1QualityWa~ rsMap.aspx 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

Chesapeake Bay TMDL 
With the completion of the Chesapeake Bay TMDL, the Chesapeake Bay 
Program Office (CBPO) will be able to provide loading data at a more refined 
scale than in the past. MOE will be able to use the CBPO data to estimate 
pollution allocations at the jurisdictional level (which will include Federal 
Facilities) to provide allocations to the Facilities. These allocations, both 
Wasteload (WLA) and Load Allocation (LA) could call for a reduction in both 
Point Sources and Nonpoint Sources. Facilities should be aware of reductions 
and associated implementation required by WIPs or FIPs. 
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!vlARYLAND 
Greg Golden -DNR· <greg.golden@maryland.gov> 

MD DNR prellmlnary comment on the Supplemental EA, Maryland Airport, 
Charles County 
1 message 

Greg Golden -ONR· <greg.golden@maryland.gov> 
To: marylandalrport@hotmall.com 
Cc: jwellman@tblrfc.com 

Mr. Bauserman: 

Thu, Oct 30, 2014 at 9:48 PM 

The Maryland Department of Natural Resources (Project Review Division, Integrated Polley and Review Unit) 
has been made aware of the "Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment (EA), Easement 
Acquisition/Obstruction Removal, Maryland Airport, Indian Head" through the Maryland State Clearinghouse 
system, and a private citizen contact to our agency. To our knowledge, we did not receive a direct copy of the 
original public notice distribution of the EA document. I spoke with Mr. Wellman of Talbert and Bright this 
morning, and he believes that may be correct. Mr. Wellman promptly malled out an electronic and hard copy of 
the document to us today, and was very helpful In answering several of my review questions. I also was able 
to confirmed that our review team does have access to the document through the State Clearinghouse process. 

The Department was an active lnteragency review participant for the Federal funds-assisted Maryland Airport 
Improvement/expansion project over the past 10-plus years, and we request that we be directly Included In any 
and all future lnteragency and/or NEPA review documents, meetings, and related action for the project. Such 
review opportunities for the overall project should be addressed to the Project Review Division of the Integrated 
Policy and Review Unit of MD ONR, by mall, or to the rollowing electronic lnbox address: 
environmentalrevlew.dnr@maryland.gov 

Areas adjacent to and nearby the Maryland Airport site are rich in natural resource values, and we are very 
interested to complete our review of the subject document end provide comments to the project team. Please 
consider this comment a preliminary comment, and we will plan to complete our comments to the Maryland 
State Clearinghouse Process by their November 12, 2014 due date. 

In our lnltial review of the document, we noted that direct coordination has been conducted and documented with 
our Wildlife and Heritage Service (WHS) regarding any potential occurrences or concerns for State-listed rare, 
threatened, and endangered species. We appreciate these Important considerations being addressed In the 
document. We will conduct further review of terrestrial and aquatic habitat issues, water quality concerns, public 
lands, and related conservation priorities. We wlll also need to confirm with WHS the review considerations and 
conclusions on the small vegetation management area to the south of the new runway, as this general area was 
reviewed for potential sensitive species concerns In previous review phases. We will compare the EA 
Information with that Information provided to WHS In 2013. 

We also appreciate the Information provided on terrestrial and aquatic habitats In the project area. We 
will evaluate this Information further for accuracy and completeness, or potential additional notes and references 
that could be added. We especially wfll need to check for any references or Indications of future associated 
construction phases or development, end Indirect or cumulative effects, as required In the NEPA process. The 
Mattawomen Creek stream and estuary system Is a high quality, high priority natural resource in Maryland, and 
is a resource dependent on natural groundwater and tributary functions and values to maintain Its significant 
health. Development activities In the region and associated Impervious surf aces add risks to the successful 
conservation of this Important natural resource, and therefore our critical agency goals and objectives Include 
advocating resource protection and Impact avoidance and minimization measures for any new development. In 
such high quality watersheds with Important fisheries, we first advocate avoidance and strict minimization of 
impacts to natural hydrologlc cycles, and then advanced stormwater/water quality management for any 
development. HO'N&Ver, we emphasize that stormwater management Best Management Practices are not found 
to be adequate full replacements for natural hydrology formed by mature forested areas, natural soils, and 
natural grades and geography. Therefore, we advocate careful consideration of Impact avoidance and 
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minimization, and close scrutiny of purpose and need for any proposed forest clearing. 

We are continuing our review, and will be able to further address any additional concerns or recommendations In 
our Clearinghouse comments. 

It Is not a fam\llar process for our office In NEPA work lnvolvlng a Federal Action and Federal Agency to have no 
Identified Federal contact person for the public notice end document. However, Mr, Wellman has provided me 
with process Information for the study and assures me that comments made to Maryland Airport will be 
fo,warded to the Federal Agency lead for Federal agency consideration. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide this preliminary comment; we will promptly continue our review and 
comment to the Maryland State Clearinghouse by the November comment date. 

Greg Golden 
Project Review Division 
Integrated Polley and Review Unit 
MD Department of Natural Resources 
410-260-8331 
please note my new emall address: greg.golden@maryland.gov 
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1\~MARYLAND ~ DEPARTMENTOF 
~-- r7 NATURALRESOURCES 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Nasrin Rahman, Planner, MOP 

Morfin O'Mollq, Govemo, 
Antliony G, lrown, lt, Govemor 

JoHpli P. Glfl. Stcrttary 
Fronk W, Oowson Ill, Deputy Secretory 

FROM: Greg Golden, Project Review Division, IPR Unit, MD DNR 

DATE: November 14, 2014 

SUBJECT: MD State Clearinghouse Review: MD20141015-0831, Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Assessment (EA) for Easement 
Acquisition/Obstruction Removal, Maryland Airport, Indian 
Head, Charles County 

This memo provides MD Department of Natural Resources (MD DNR} 
comments on the referenced Supplemental EA document for specific aspects 
of proposed work for improvements being made at Maryland Aitport, in Indian 
Head, Charles County. 

MD DNR has participated in past review of the subject airport improvements, 
including review of the earlier EA for the project, and review of State and 
Federal wetlands and waterways permit applications. The project site is in the 
vicinity of many sensitive natural resources, ranging from: rare, threatened, 
and endangered species and their habitat; to vast forest blocks and natural 
riparian buffer areas; to important aquatic and fisheries resources downstream. 
Please refer to the following 2012 MD DNR/interagency document for natural 
resources background for the region and watershed, "The Case for Protection 
of the Watershed Resources of Mattawoman Creek" (http://dnr2.maryland.gov/ 
fisheries/Documents/Mattawoman _ Ecosystem _Final_Report _March_ 2012.pdf). 

Typically, MD DNR receives direct copies of EA and Environmental Impact 
Statements (EIS' s) for review through the Federal NEPA process, during agency 
and/or public review and commenting periods. We received a direct copy 
relatively late in the public commenting period, but were still able to provide 
preliminary comments to the NEPA process itself ( see attached email comments, 
Greg Golden to marylandaimort@hotmail.com and jwellman@tbiric.com, 
dated October 30, 2014). We also were able to conduct productive project 



coordination with the consultant preparing the document. 

We have strived to complete our coordinated Departmental review for the MD 
State Clearinghouse review process, and have the following comments for 
consideration on the Draft EA document: 

J • Planning, review, permitting, and construction for the Maryland Airport 
improvements have taken place over 10-plus years. Based on our 
history of review, we understand that most of the improvements have 
been previously approved. The current Supplemental EA addresses 
easement Acquisition and Obstruction Removal. Those familiar with the 
project, regional planning, natural resources of the area, and the various 
public interests involved will understand why there are many important 
planning matters associated with the project beyond the scope of this 
specific Supplemental EA. By the time Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
(Secondary and Cumulative Impacts) are considered, those connections 
arc quite clear. For the most part, we are providing comments specific to 
this particular document and the subject current proposal in this memo, 
but with reasonable recognition to the past review, and broader planning 
issues. 

2. While we have referred to the very detailed Mattawoman watershed 
natural resource protection document above, to briefly summarize our 
natural resources concerns for the subject obstruction removal, note 
here that protection of downstream aquatic resources of State-wide 
significance depends on maintaining natural hydrology and water cycle 
components, good water quality, and strict minimization of sediment 
and erosion. This is to protect downstream anadromous fish spawning 
reaches, resident fish populations in tributaries, and the highly valued 
and economically important estuarine habitat for submerged aquatic 
vegetation (SA V) and the tidal sports fishery (largemouth bass and other 
gamefish species). Natural vegetation, especially forest vegetation, is 
critically important for maintaining soil properties essential to infiltration 
of rainfall for the natural hydrology of the watershed. 

3. Given the safety elements of the project purpose and need, we understand 
the importance of the obstruction removal elements of the project. 
We advocate the very careful planning, practicable minimization of 
impacts, implementation, and strategic follow through associated with the 
obstruction removal, with specific comments provided below. 

4. A tributary headwater is present in portions of the clearing and easement 
area. It is very important to plan for a healthy riparian buffer of natural 
vegetation along this headwater. We understand that the clearing 
requirements will influence what types of vegetation will be used for 
this riparian buffer. To the extent practicable, we advocate native forest 
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species in this area, including trees, shorter tree species of limited height 
where taller trees are not allowable for safety reasons, shrubs, and/or 
herbaceous vegetation, as necessary and as feasible. Additionally, it is 
important to optimize planning for access, clearing practices, stabilization 
measures, re-vegetation, and long term maintenance in order to protect 
natural features of the headwater, nearby wetlands, and groundwater 
recharge areas. Use of optimized sediment and erosion control, other 
Best Management Practices (BMPs), and long term management plans 
are essential elements to protect downstream water quality and habitat. 

5. Additional information for planning on obstruction removal should 
include more details and determinations on methods of clearing and 
how and where they will be applied (i.e topping, selective cut, clearcut}; 
access & staging area identification and delineation, assessment of other 
temporary impacts, and methods of debris removal. These topics have 
current references in the draft document. Consideration should be given 
to any other available details to include in the document now, and to 
set up future steps to provide upcoming planning details to the local, 
State, and Federal authorization processes. Ultimately, it is important 
to demonstrate that all associated impacts are avoided and strictly 
minimized for any required obstruction removal, within the precisely 
defined purpose and need safety elements for the project. 

6. Better detail is needed on planting and vegetation management approach 
and methods, and this should address both short term stabilization and 
long term vegetation management. We were not able to get a reasonable 
vision yet for what the area vegetation will look like after work is 
completed, any phasing aspects, and species composition details, once 
obstruction removal occurs, and this is an important vision to convey in 
the document. 

7. We also were not able to get a full vision of what future activities may 
occur in the easement areas outside the initial clearing delineation. Is 
further clearing possible? What additional coordination would occur, 
or be required, if additional clearing is proposed? What types of airport 
management and planning decisions might affect future clearing? 
Additional tex.t or graphics could clarify this. 

8. In general, we would expect more detail in the Cumulative Impacts 
section. We agree with importance of the reference back to the 2003 
EA (page 37 of the Draft Supplement EA}, and the references to past 
history and future plans. We would recommend adding more detail 
and context to future plans, what studies and authorizations might be 
required for future improvements or upgrades, and what effects to a 
broader surrounding area (regional context) might result Ultimately, 
it is for the Federal lead agency to take a proactive role in defining 



what information and study area should be included in the Cumulative 
Impacts section, but we advocate that the regional issues provide an 
excellent case for additional information. The section 6.14 on Secondary 
(Induced Impacts) was apparently used only for socioeconomic impacts. 
Secondary Impacts assessment for natural resource concerns is also 
very important, and is often addressed in combination with Cumulative 
Impacts (i.e. Indirect and Cumulative Effects). Is the Federal lead 
agency in agreement with bow this information is analyzed and presented 
in the document? 

9. Please note that the comments and recommendations provided here 
are specific to the activities proposed and addressed in this specific 
document Other natural resource elements, and concerns, exist in 
the area and downstream. Different proposed project elements and 
activities in the area, especially vegetation clearing, soil grading and 
alteration, hydrologic impacts, impervious surface additions, stormwater 
management proposals, and related activities, would require additional 
review, and depending on the specific details of other proposals, 
would warrant additional natural resource concerns, comments and 
recommendations. 

10. In section 6.2 Coastal Zone Management (page 16), we offer this more 
appropriate and accurate language. We can coordinate further on this, in 
partnership with the document preparers and with Maryland Department 
of the Environment: 

"The Maryland Coastal Program, administered by the Maryland Department 
of Natural Resources (MDDNR), is a networked program comprised of 
several State agencies that collectively Implement the Program. The Federal 
Consistency Review requirements are Implemented through the Wetlands 
& Waterways Program within the Water Management Administration of the 
Maryland Department of the Environment. Maryland Airport, which received 
funding and other support from the FAA, Is located within the Maryland Coastal 
Zone and wlll likely have foreseeable coastal effects. The Maryland Airport 
project is therefore subject to Federal Coastal Consistency Revlew. The FAA, 
or its agent acting on lts behalf, Is required to receive concurrence from the 
State of Maryland to ensure that the Maryland Airport project is consistent to the 
maximum extent practicable with Maryland's enforceable pollcles." 

The document contains updated 2013 coordination information regarding rare, 
threatened, and endangered species, which was conducted with the MD DNR Wildlife 
and Heritage Service. Our review has confirmed that this information is still accurate and 
correct for the proposed activities. 

In summaryt we fully understand that the scope of this Supplemental EA document 
is for Easement Acquisition and Obstruction Removal related to previously reviewed 
and approved airport improvements, and that these elements have very strong safety 
importance to the airport users, and surrounding residents. But the nature of the 
additional work, the future development outlook for the airport itself and surrounding 
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areas, and sensitive natural resources of both ecological and economic value make it 
important to give close attention to the details of this study and proposed work. 

Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and provide comments 
on the subject document and project. If you have any questions concerning 
these comments please contact me at your convenience at 410-260-8331 or 
greg.golden@maryland.gov. 

attachment 

cc: Chris Aad1and, MD DNR 
Lori Byrne, MD DNR 
Joe Abe, MD DNR 
Margaret McOinty, MD DNR 
Elder Ghigiarelli, MOE 
Lisa Dosmann, MOE 



I D ~ j ____________ ~ _____ sustainab/e_Attainab/e 

Maryland Department of Planning 

PROJECT STATUS FORM 

Please complete this form and return it to the State Clearinghouse upon receipt of notification that the project has been 
approved or not approved by the approving authority. 

TO: Maryland State Clearinghouse 
Maryland Department of Planning 
301 West Preston Street 
Room 1104 
Baltimore, MD 21201-2305 

FROM: -,-~__,.~~~~-,----,,...,.....-,--­
(Name of person completing this form.) 

RE: MD201410JS-0831 

DATE:~------­
(Please fill in the date form completed) 

PHONE: ----
(Area Code & Phone number) 

State Application Identifier: 
Supplemental Environmental Assessment for Easement Acquisition/Obstruction 

Removal, Maryland Airport, Indian Head 
Project Description: 

PROJECT APPROVAL 

This project/plan was: D Approved 0 Approved wUh Modification D Disapproved 

Name of Approving Authority: 

FUNDING APPROVAL 

The funding (If applicable) has been approved for the period of: 

----
Federal$: Local$: 

OTHER 

Mmtln O 'Malley, Govemor 
Anthony G Brown, Lt. Governor 

,20l __ to 

State$: 

D Further comment or explanation Is attached 

Date Approved: 

,201 __ as follows: 

Other$: 

Richard Eberhart Hall, AICP, Secretary 
Amanda Stakem Conn, Esq., Deputy Secretary 

r MDPCH-1F 
301 West Preston Street - Suite 1101 • Balllmore • Maryland • 21201 

Tel : 410.767.4500 • Toll Free: 1.Bn .767.6272 • T1Y users: Maryland Relay - Plannlng.M!!.fYland.gov 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION Ill 

1650 Arch Street 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19103-2029 

Mr. Gilbert Bauserman 
Maryland Airport Manager 
3900 Livingston Road 
Indian Head, MD 20640 

Mr. Marcus Brundage 
Environmental Specialist 
Washington Airports District Office 
Federal Aviation Administration 
23723 Air Freight Lane, Suite 210 
Dulles, Virginia 20166 

October 30, 2014 

RE: Maryland Airport Supplemental Environmental Assessment, Indian Head Maryland 
October 2014 

Dear Mr. Bauserman and Mr. Brundage: 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has received and reviewed the Supplemental 
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Maryland Airport, located in Indian Head, Maryland. 
EPA has reviewed this project in conjunction with our responsibilities under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. and the Council of 
Environmental Quality regulations implementing NEPA ( 40 CFR 1500-1508). This EA 
supplements the 2003 Maryland Airport Environmental Assessment for Capital Development. 
The analysis for the proposed easement acquisition and obstruction removal was not included in 
the original 2003 EA. According to this EA, the purpose and need for the project is to allow the 
airport to construct the final phase of the runway development project by acquiring easements 
and removing obstructions to the future approach area for Runway 20. The acquisition of23.4 
acres of off-airport property, via easements or fee-simple acquisition, will allow the airport to 
clear 6.5 acres of obstruction in the approach for Runway 20 on property not currently owned by 
the airport. An additional 2.2 acres of obstruction located on airport property also need to be 
removed which results in a total of 8. 7 acres of on and off- airport obstruction removal. Runway 
2-20 was constructed in 2013 and measures 3, 740 feet long. According to the EA, the runway 
was designed to be 4,300 feet long and cannot be extended without the obstruction removal. 

The EA considers two alternatives including the no action alternative and the proposed 
action alternative. EPA recognizes that this is a supplement to an existing EA however the 
information provided in this document is vague and confusing. The EA should clearly state the 
work completed and what was evaluated in the original EA and the reason this additional area 



was not includecl:-We also have concerns about the segmentation of projects at the airport and 
assessment of potential secondary and cumulative impacts. Please see the enclosed technical 
comments. 

Please provide copies of Mary land Airport's NEPA documentation to EPA in the future. 
We look forward to working with the Airport and Federal Aviation Administration on future 
projects. If you have any questions or would like to discuss our comments, the staff contact for 
this project is Ms. Barbara Okom; she can be reached at 215-814-3330. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

/~~ 
" 
Barbara Rudnick 
NEPA Team Leader 
Office of Environmental Programs 
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Enclosure 
Technical Comments 

• The current EA is very vague and important information is scattered throughout the 
document. The history of why the supplement was needed, what was evaluated in the 
2003 EA, and what the scope of this EA should be clearly explained. Detailed maps and 
plans should be provided showing the current conditions at the airport and project area 
and depicting the potential impacts from the Proposed Action. 

• Chapter 2- Purpose and Need - This chapter fails to identify the project needs. The EA 
states that "since these obstructions were not included in the original EA, it was 
determined that the new runway would be constructed at a shorter length until the 
obstructions could be removed. This runway length allows the Airport to meet the future 
operational needs." The purpose and need for this supplement should be clearly 
explained. 

• Chapter 3- Proposed Action- The discussion should provide more detail about what will 
be done as part of the Proposed Action. The EA only states obstructions will be removed 
from 6.5 acres once the easements have been purchased by the airport from the land 
owners. Additional information on methods of tree topping and clear cutting should be 
provided. Will access roads and staging areas be used? What will be allowed to grow in 
these areas? How often will the areas be maintained and by what methods? 

• Chapter 4- Alternatives Analysis should clearly describe why the proposed project is the 
preferred alternative compared to other alternatives. 

• Chapter 5- Affected Environment- The chapter should provide detail on the 
environmental and community resources for the study area 

• Chapter 6- Environmental Consequences- The chapter should clearly describe the 
potential impacts from the project. Figures and maps should be provided to show the 
locations of these areas. 
o Page 24 - The study describes the intermittent stream segment but docs not provide 

information about potential for benthic organisms or how the intermittent status was 
determined. Additional discussion and evaluation should be provided for this 
resource and its connections. While the EA states there will be no impacts related to 
this project, the document fails to address potential indirect and cumulative impacts. 
In addition, this project is in the Mattawoman watershed which is under many stresses 
and significant efforts have been made to protect this resource. 

o Page 24- The discussion of species of concern is vague. The qualifications of those 
conducting the physical inspection of the survey area is not specified. The EA states 
that Maryland Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) has no concern regarding 
state-listed species within the boundaries of the survey area; it is unclear if this is the 
same as the project areas discussed in the EA. It appears the proposed project area is 
adjacent to a Targeted Ecological Area and is located partially in a Sensitive Species 
Project Area as defined by MDNR. Further documentation should be provided to 
ensure protection of any State-identified species of concern or habitats related to any 
species of concern. 

o Page 26 - discusses disposal of debris but does not mention burning. Page 2-13 states 
that burning may contribute to air quality impacts. There are concerns associated 
with the buming of materials. It is unclear what will be burned. All air emission 



related to this project should be evaluated in the air quality section. This includes 
burning, construction vehicles, dust, etc. In addition the EA states that water will be 
used to suppress dust. Details should be provided to identify sources of water supply 
to be used. 

o Page 31- Additional infonnation should be provided for methods used in the 
environmental justice assessment in this study. The EA states that the proposed 
action will have no impact on minority populations and low-income populations, as 
construction will not require relocation of residences. It should be noted that there 
could be other potential impacts in addition to relocation and these should be 
evaluated in the EA. These impacts could include, noise, dust, vibration, traffic, etc. 

o Page 31- The EA states that the Proposed Action is not antic,ipated to cause adverse 
impacts to Children's health and safety. Additional information should be provided 
justifying this conclusion. 

o It is unclear if access roads and staging areas are needed for the Proposed Action. 
Direct and indirect impacts associated with these features should be evaluated. 

o It is unclear if there will be potential indirect impacts to resources such as changes in 
hydrology, increased stonnwater loss of shade/buffer, habitat fragmentation, etc. 
This should be analyzed in the EA. 

o Stonnwater management should be discussed in detail in this EA. 
o The project should comply with EO 13112 regarding invasive species. 
o The project should address EO 13508 calling on the federal agencies to work to 

protect and restore the Chesapeake Bay watershed. 
• Chapter 7- Cumulative Impacts-This section should evaluate a longer time period and 

all potential projects, not only airport related projects. This assessment should look at 
any foreseeable projects that may impact resources (i.e. potential loss of additional forest 
habitat, impacts to Mattawoman Creek, etc). Projects that may be associated with the 
expansion of the airport (secondary impacts), business it brings or serves along with any 
infrastructure needs, should be assessed as well as any other foreseeable projects in the 
study area impacting resources (cumulative impacts). The study area for Secondary and 
Cumulative impacts is typically larger than the project area. This assessment is important 
to a complete view of potential effects on the vital natural resources in the watershed. 

o Page 37 states that the Phase IV construction of the runway, taxiway, and yard apron 
were reevaluated as part of the Supplemental EA and that no adverse environmental 
impacts will result from the completion of these three projects. This analysis should 
be clearly described and presented in the EA. 

• Chapter 8 - Mitigation-
o Page 3 8 states that precautions will be taken during maintenance and fueling of 

equipment so that no hazardous material are dumped onto the ground. The 
precautions should be discussed. 

o Page 9 states that restrictions governing the time of day in which construction 
activities can take place may be necessary to minimize disruptions to nearby 
residences. The team should work with the community and address their concerns. 

o Page 39- It is unclear if there will be mitigation for tree removal we suggest this be 
considered. Forest habitat provides many ecological services that should not be lost. 
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Mattawoman Watershed Society 

Protecting and preserving Mattawoman Creek/or the enjoyment of all. 

And 

Sierra Club, Maryland Chapter 
Accokeek, Mattawoman, Piscataway Creeks Council 

Maryland Bass Nation 

Mr. Gilbert Bauserman 
Maryland Airport Manager 
3900 Livingston Road 
Indian Head, MD 20640 

October 30, 2014 
via email: marylandaimort(@.hotmail.com 
via : hand delivery 

Re: Maryland Airport draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment 

Dear Mr. Bauserman: 

Please accept these comments from the Mattawoman Watershed Society on the draft 
Supplemental Environmental Assessment {DSEA) for the Maryland Airport. Please note that 
we also include by reference all citations in these comments. 

The Mattawoman Watershed Society ("MWS") is a 501(c)3 organization with over 1000 
supporters that seeks to protect and preserve Mattawoman Creek. We are continually 
engaged in activities that directly use Mattawoman Creek for recreational, educational, and 
scientific purposes, and for public outreach in support of the Creek and in financial support 
of our organization. Among our activities that regularly occur or have occurred downstream 
of the subject project are ichthyoplankton surveys documenting a very significant decline in 
anadromous fish usage of the nontidal Creek, benthic macro-invertebrate surveys under the 
Maryland Stream Waders program, a freshwater mussel survey {conducted by our 
predecessor organization, Friends of Mattawoman Creek), and assistance to other 
organizations conducting field trips on and along the Creek. In addition, an MWS board 
members owns land adjacent to the Creek downstream of the subject proposal. 

The Sierra Club, Maryland Chapter is a statewide organization that enables its members and 
the public to explore, enjoy, and protect the planet. The Club has supported a Mattawoman 
campaign for a number of years, and sponsors outings for its members and the public on the 
Mattawoman downstream of the airport. The Sierra Club takes specific interest in 
socioeconomic issues as they relate to the natural and human environment. 

The airport has been controversial because of its impacts to Mattawoman Creek. A deep 
stream valley was filled for the runway extension and a tributary culverted over strong 
objections from the public, the National Marine Fisheries Service, the National Park Service, 
and, until a permit was granted, the Army Corps of Engineers. [EA, 2003] The DSEA 
concerns clearing forest in an area with an intermittent tributary and a wetland, and lies 
within a Maryland Stronghold Watershed, deemed by the state as "important for the 



protection of Maryland's aquatic biodiversity." [DNR, 2008] The original EA failed to 
address the considerable cumulative impacts to Mattawoman, and ignored the secondary 
induced effects of the airport, even though these were called out by agency comments. [EA, 
2003; agency comments from Wink Hastings, National Park Service ('•NPS") and John 
Nichols, National Marine Fisheries Service ("NMFS")] The original EA also failed to fully 
consider alternatives, including alternative sites. Because the airport cannot be utilized as 
intended without the forest clearing that is the subject of the DSEA, approval of this DSEA 
would permit significant secondary impacts to Mattawoman Creek. There would also be 
adverse impacts to the communities surrounding the airport, and to the larger region that 
have never been addressed or analyzed. The DSEA should therefore conclude in favor of an 
Environmental Impact Statement ("EIS''). 

In addition to arguing that an EIS is finally necessary, we believe that a public hearing should 
be held to address the issues raised by increased air traffic that would be enabled by approval 
of the DSEA. 

Approving the supplemental EA without an EIS constitutes segmentation. The 
supplemental EA, in and of itself, provides concrete evidence that the Maryland Airport 
project is being segmented, in violation of the National Environmental Policy Act ('•NEPA"): 

"Proposals or parts of proposals which are related to each other closely enough to be, 
in effect, a single course of action shall be evaluated in a single impact statement." 
[40 CFR 1502.4(a)] 

The record shows clearly that the project constitutes a "major federal action" through the 
administration of 404 wetland permits, the substantial financial investment by the Federal 
Aviation Administration, and the numerous strong agency comments in the original EA 
calling out the significant adverse environmental impacts of the project, including indirect 
and cumulative impacts that have so far not been addressed. As such, this supplemental EA 
should trigger a long overdue Environmental Impact Statement. 

Furthermore, the original EA acknowledged the final goal of a 4,300 foot runway, but failed 
to include in its analysis the effects of the current draft EA states, which states that these 
additional actions and effects are necessary to realize a usable 4,300 foot runway: 

"The removal of additional trees which are obstructions to the approach to Runway 20 will 
allow the Airport to complete the final obstruction removal phase for the runway 
construction." [DSEA, 2014; p. 4] 

"The purpose of the Proposed Action is to allow the airport to construct the final phase of the 
runway development project by acquiring easements and removing obstructions to the future 
approach area for Runway 20." [Purpose and Need, DSEA, 2014; p. 7] 

The DSEA presents as .. new information" the additional forest clearing discovered in 2007 
that is required to enable use of a 4,300 foot runway. [DSEA, 2014; p. 7] The omission of 
such a fundamental issue central to any airport establishes the incomplete nature of original 
EA. Because the present DSEA also gives evidence of being seriously incomplete, it is 
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reasonable to ask if additional omissions await discovery; even if not, the process is de facto 
piece-mealing the analysis of the project's adverse effects. 

We question why airport construction was pennitted to begin after it was known (in 2007} 
that additional steps were necessary to clear land on the north end of the runway. The process 
appears to be have designed to produce stepwise momentum making in politically difficult 
change course. 

Furthennore, the DSEA anticipates yet another supplemental EA in the future if fee-simple 
acquisition of properties within the zone in question is decided, rather than imposing or 
acquiring avigation easements: 

"If the Maryland Airport sponsor decides to acquire these properties in fee-simple in the 
future, additional environmental analysis via a supplemental EA would be required prior to 
fee simple acquisitions!' [DSEA, 2014; p. 12] 

The DSEA is silent on which alternative will be pursued, calling into question the adequacy 
of the present alternatives analysis (DSEA, Chapter 4}. That is, not only would a later 
supplemental EA constitute additional segmentation, the uncertainty of which alternative is 
preferred-fee simple acquisition or avigation easements-documents that the present 
DSEA itself is incomplete, as discussed further below with additional examples. 

In addition, the DSEA anticipates yet another supplemental EA "[i]f obstructions need to be 
removed within this [wetland] buffer in the future." [DSEA, 2014; p. 36] Of this wetland, 
the Maryland Department of the Environment has "determined that the depressional area is a 
regulated wetland and is considered connected by the State. If any impacts are proposed for this 
area or its adjacent 25-foot buffer then a Joint Federal/State Permit for Alteration to a Nontidal 
Wetland Waterway or 100-year floodplain needs to be submitted to the State." About this 
wetland, the DSEA makes the unsupported claim that "removal of trees within this wetlands 
buffer is not anticipated to adversely impact wetlands." Among other functions, forested 
wetlands are reliant on forest buffers for regulation of overland water flow, for thermal 
regulation, for leaf duff to support biota, and to provide habitat for amphibians (e.g., American 
toad, woodfrog, and an ambystoma salamanders} that breed in wetlands but live elsewhere. 

The draft EA is incomplete. It fails to acknowledge cumulative and secondary effects 
that should be evaluated in an EIS. 

Section 6.14 purports to consider Secondary Impacts. However, it considers only economic 
impacts. At that, it considers only "positive economic impacts" based on a generic Maryland­
wide study of public-use airports. We note that by touting an overall economic effect, the 
DSEA confinns our contention that it represents an action that would trigger vast secondary 
impacts.We emphasize that the DSEA is incomplete in this specific regard, as no mention is 
made of the negative costs to the public of providing additional infrastructure the airport will 
spawn, such as road re-alignments, new highways like the Pomonkey Connector, or 
mitigation, water, and sewer. At least some of these costs are known but not reported. 



The proposed expansion takes place in part in a Maryland Stronghold Watershed. Stronghold 
--- ------ -- Watersheds "are most important for the protection of Maryland's aquatic biodiversity." 

[DNR, 2008] Clearing forest in a Stronghold Watershed suggests the possibility of adverse 
impacts to aquatic resources and is a rudimentary a consideration when assessing direct, 
indirect, or cumulative impacts. Yet no mention of a Stronghold Watershed occurs in the 
DSEA. An EIS would include such considerations in its scope. 

Additional underlying environmental attributes of the land under consideration for clearing 
are not acknowledged in the DSEA. These include the Department of Natural Resource's 
(DNR) Green Infrastructure in the form of Hub forest, and DNR Focal Area in the form and 
Targeted Ecological Area. 

Secondary impacts of the airport have never been considered, despite being called out in 
agency comments in the EA (emphasis added): 

NPS: It is our opinion that the proposed airport improvements would cause 
significant long- term adverse effects to Mattawoman Creek •.. Such adverse effects 
would degrade the existing high-water quality ... 1 

NMFS: The runway realignment will have devastating impacts on the subject 
watershed. We are particularly concerned with the destruction of the sloped, forested 
riparian zone, which will drastically alter instream hydrology ... We are also 
concerned about cumulative impacts this proposal will have on wetlands and 
instream habitat throughout the local region .. . development of infrastructure must 
occur in the local region to facilitate transport of passengers to and from the airport 
and their destinations. Consequently, widening of roads; upgrading of bridges and 
other stream crossings, improvement of public transportation systems, and 
Commercial development must occur to support use of Maryland Airport as a diversion 
facility. Cumulative resource impacts of this proposal, therefore, should weigh heavily in 
your permit decision.2 

The concern expressed by NPS and NMFS for adverse effects to natural resources reflects 
the environmental sensitivity of the area. Attached to these comments are comments that 
MWS submitted for the ongoing Charles County airport study. These comments document 
some of these natural attributes. 

Furthermore, new information since the previous EA unambiguously establishes the 
significant indirect effects that would be precipitated if the DSEA fails to require an EIS: 

(i) The above excerpts from agency comments on the 2003 EA were concerned over 
plans to make Maryland Airport a reliever airport for National Reagan. as has long 
been advertised. Now, in addition, the opening of an MGM gambling casino at 
National Harbor is anticipated to multiplicatively increase air traffic if the Maryland 
airport runway allows jet traffic: 

I Letter from Wink Hastings, National Park Service, to Maria Stevens, FAA, dated June 29, 2001 

: Letter from John Nichols, National Marine Fisheries Service, to Rich Bulavinetz, ACOE, Baltimore District 
dated Oct. 12, 200 1 

f 

I 
f 
[ 

[ 

[ 

L 
[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

L 

L 

L 

l 
l 



I 
I The Office of Regional Aviation Assistance, a section of the Maryland Aviation 
_____________ Administration, estimates that the casino could quadruple the number of flights to 
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and from the airport from 12,000 to 48,000 annually, Charles County Department of 
Economic Development Director Kwasi Holman told the county commissioners 
Wednesday. 

The increase in flights could mean an extra 100,000 annual visitors to the county, 
Holman said, "which creates the opportunity for other retail and other kinds of 
activities along that corridor to National Harbor, with almost halfa million dollars in 
fuel sales." [Independent, 2013] 

(ii) The DSEA itself acknowledges that the "[t]he airport owners are working closely 
with the County to enact zoning laws to restrict the use of land adjacent to and in the 
immediate vicinity of the airport to activities and purposes compatible with normal 
airport operations." [DSEA, p. 18] The county is currently conducting an airport land­
use study that encompasses an area around the airport that, while too small to capture 
all the effects, nonetheless demonstrates that the expansion of airport operations 
enabled by the DSEA is anticipated to induce significant development. The study is 
tied directly to the airport expansion. The induced development would occur in areas 
of great natural and ecological significance that an EIS should consider. For an 
outline of the natural resources in the area, see the appended MWS comments to the 
contractors developing the airport study for the county. 

(iii) An industrial technology park across from the airport is linked to the airport. 
While original plans for this public-private entity, which included the airport owner, 
have collapsed, the county continues to promote its development, and to that end is 
currently conducting a market survey. The concurrent airport land-use study that is 
being conducted by the county is presently awaiting the outcome of the market study 
[ERM, 2014], thus establishing a clear linkage between the "tech park" and the 
airport. The tech park is therefore a clear secondary effect of the airport and its 
significant adverse impacts to the environment should be considered in an ElS. 

(iv) The Charles County draft Comprehensive Plan includes a proposed Cross County 
Connector. The county Capital Improvement Project budget has included a 
"Pomonkey Connector," a new spur highway that would connect the Cross County 
Connector specifically to the airport. 

(v) New cumulative adverse effects to Mattawoman Creek are also anticipated by: (a) 
the Waldorf Station project where U.S. 301 crosses the Mattawoman. This project 
includes dense development and the four-lane Western Parkway. It lies entirely 
within the Tier II catchment of a segment of the Mattawoman; (b) the county recently 
adopted a septic-sewer plan, the "Tier Map" (not to be confused with Tier II stream 
designation) that plans for major subdivisions on septic along the Mattawoman 
estuary; (c) the county draft comprehensive plan continues to call for an 18,000 acre 
"deferred development district" in land near the airport. This area awaits 
infrastructure before being developed. It is reasonably foreseeable that expanded 
operations at the airport would likely lead to such infrastructure. 



We also question issuing an EA for comment without first collecting all information known 
to be needed. For example, the EA states that "[t]he Draft EA will be submitted to MDE for 
the Coastal Zone Consistency Determination." 

Environmental Justice section is incomplete, inconsistent, and employs circular 
reasoning 

The DSEA is inconsistent. It states on the one hand: "The Proposed Action would have no 
impact on minority populations and low·income populations, as construction of the Proposed 
Action will not require relocation of residences." [DSEA, 2014; p. 31] On the other hand, as 
noted above, it acknowledges that residences may in fact be acquired with a fee-simple 
approach to effect the purpose of the EA. Fee-simple acquisition would force the residents 
move. 

The following dismissal of Environmental Justice ("EJ") issues employs circular reasoning: 

"In addition, the analysis of environmental justice centers around demonstrating ifthere are 
any adverse impacts based on the impact categories evaluated in this EA. The results of the 
EA indicate that there are no adverse impacts related to environmental justice and therefore 
there is no adverse effect to minority or low-income populations." 

EJ has been given short shrift in the entire process to date. Adjacent land owners to the 
airport, many of whom were minorities, were uniformly opposed to moving to make way for 
the expansion. See peitions appended to the EA [EA, 2003] occur around pages 274 and 275 
(as counted in a 281 page pdf of the EA). These landowners were evidently eventually 
compelled to sell. Yet no comprehensive EJ analysis was conducted in the EA. In addition, 
nearby Brawner's Estates was established as a "sweat equity" development subsidized for 
economically stressed residents. It lies beneath the flight path. The impact to this community, 
and other EJ issues should be examined in an EIS. 

ln summary, greatly expanded airport operations would result from the clearing of land that 
is the subject of the DSEA because the runway could then be extended to 4300 feet, which 
would precipitate very significant increases in air traffic and very significant growth­
inducing effects. lf the DSEA does not find for an EIS, very significant adverse impacts 
impact to the environment and to the social well being of the surrounding community would 
result without adequate review, as explained above and in agency comments to the origingal 
EA. An EJS is required to gage the costs and benefits of the action, an analysis that yet to 
have conducted. We also request that a hearing be held by the agencies with oversight of this 
supplemental EA. 

Sincerely, 

Jim Long 
President 
Mattawoman Watershed Society 
jp.long@earthlink.net 
mattawomanwatershed@hotmai I .com 

Bonnie Bick 
Mattawoman Campaign Representative 
Sierra Club, Maryland Chapter 
bonniebick@gmail.com 
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Kelly Canavan 
President 

Scott Sewell 
Conservation Director 
Maryland Bass Nation 
NITRO l 707@verizon.net 

AMP Creeks Council 
Kelly@ampcreeks.org 

cc's: Shawn Garvin R3 RA@epa.gov 
Regional Administrator, Region 3 
Environmental Protection Agency 

John Pomponio, Director po~mDooio.johu@epa.gov 
Mid·Atlantic Environmental Assessment & Innovation Division 
Environmental Protection Agency, Region 3 

Nicholas DiPasquale DiPasguale.Nicholas@epamail.epa.gov 
Director, Chesapeake Bay Program Office 

Jeff Corbin Corbin.Jeffrey@epamail.epa.gov 
Senior Advisor for the Chesapeake Bay and the Anacostia River 

Barbara Rudnick 
NEPA Team Leader 

rudnick.barbara@epa.gov 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Genevieve Larouche Genevieve LaRouche@fws.gov 
Field Supervisor, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Chesapeake Bay Field Office 

Dr. Robert Summers 
MDE Secretary 

rsummers@mde .state. md. us 

Bill Steib, william.seib@usace.army.mil 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Baltimore District 

Steve Harman steve.hannan@usace.army.mil 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Baltimore District 

Christine Conn christine.conn@maryland.gov 
Director 
Integrated Policy & Review Unit, Maryland DNR 

Tony Redman tony.redmanf@maryland.gov 
Environmental Specialist 
Chesapeake & Coastal Service 

Jim Uphoff iim.uphoff@m~ruand.gov 
Manager 
Fisheries Habitat & Ecosystems 
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Maryland A~rport Supplemental Envl~_!lmental Assessment -

Environmental ProtecUon Agency Comments/Responses 

c .......... 1 P•r< Sttllon/Flpm Comm,atu Of'I c .......... 1 Rr,p.-81 lln,._ 
N...,btt N...,btt To•WAppn,,lb 

1 Barbanl USE PA The anent EA is very vague and mpo,1&nl lnfomlalian is scatterwd lhrouglloUI the doc:unent The T albell & Bnght Pago 1 ol 1118 EA has been teY1Slld to note that tho obsllUctions and 

Rudnid< history of wily the 1141Plement was needed, wnat was evaluated In the 2003 EA. and what tho scope of Inc. easements Identified In Iha Supplemental EA weni not identified nor anticipated 

this EA should be clearly 8.lplained. Detailed maps and plans lhould be provided showing Iha anent -.hen the orignal EA was dtwloped In 2003. The Scope of the S~ 

concibons at the airport and projed anta and depicting lhe potential impact.!l lrom the Propoted .Action. EA Is discussed on page 1 Detailed maps and plans for tho ealOffltnl 
aaposition and obslrudion removal antas are Inducted tm,ugt,<u the 
Supplamenbll EA and depict potential iffll>acts. 

2 Cl'lapter 2 • Bert>anl USE PA This Chapler lab to ldenldy the pn,jod needs. The EA states Iha! "sinee those obstrucllons ...,,.. not Talbert & Blight, The pn,jed Purpose end Need II desaibed In Cllapter 2 ol the Supplemental 

PLl'pOSO and Rudnid< indJded In lhe original EA. ~ was determine<! that the new ninway \OOl*I be constructed al a shorlor Inc. EA and disa,sses the federal and State raquinlmenls tequil8d lo maintain sale 

Need length unti tho obstructions colAd be removed. This runwav length allows Ille Alrpor1 to """'' the future lpl)tllachas al a pubic-<Jse airpOrt. 

operational needs.• The purpose and need for ttis supplement shoulcl be de.tr e,pained. 

3 Cl'lapter3· Barllanl USE PA The discussion shoulcl pn,,iide rnote detai about what wi be done as pan or the Propose<! Action. The Tallert & Bright, The Propose<! Adion de~ on pagi, 8 l'las - r.vilecl lo lnducte 

Propose<I .Acllon Rudnic:I< EA only stales obstructions wl be removed from 8.5 acnis once Iha Hsements nave been pud,ned Inc. addtional lnrormatlon ebolJ\ the type of pmpose<I deamg. A relen!nce 1'181 

by tho airport from the land owner.i. A-.al Information on m-s of lnNI lopping end dear cutting been •- lo lllis McliOn noting the project staging area depicted on Eldibit 
should be pn,vided. WI 11CC1111I m:ads and staging areas be use<I? Wha1 wl be alowlld to grow In these 3.2. 

areas? How often wil lhe areas be mai'lluted and bv what methods? 

4 Cl'lapter 4 • Bartlalll USE PA AllemabVes .Analysi• ShOtJd dearly desa'i>O wily tho piopose<I pn,jecl I• lhe prelemtd llllemltive Talbert & Blight. Seclion 4.3 "Allematives Analysis" has been added which diSCuasea the 

AllemallYM Rudnic:I< compared lo othet ellematives. Inc. reasons for selading !he Proposed Action ovet Iha two lllematives. 

I An•"'"'" 
5 Chapter5· Balballl USE PA The chapter sllol*I provide detal on the environmental and mmffllnly resowces for the study area. IT al,ert & Brighi, Ttis section has been revised lo indude addlliol\al lnlonnalion on tho eidsting 

Affeded Rudnicl< Inc. en-enlal features of the aludy area. 

Environment 
6 Chapllre • Bart,ara USE PA The chaplet shoulcl dea,ty desaibe lhe potential inpacts trom !he project. Figures and maps shoulcl be Tal>ert & Brigh1, E.mibils 3.2 and 3.3 show the locations of the obsllUction remowt areas 

Enworvnenlal Rudnicl< provided 10 llhaw the locations of lhese areas. Inc. Identified In the Propose<! Adton. Noart,y -danda and atreama are also 

C<>nsequencas 
Identified In this e"'1iblts and the potential lmpads are desaibecl l!VIIUghoul 
Chapter e of the EA. 

7 24 Clllpler 6 • Bai1>at.1 USE PA The stud)' dnc:nbes lhe lnt~tenl stream segment but does not provide Tallert & Bright. Section 6. 7 l'las been nNised to indullo the analysis lot the alteam deineation 

Enworvnental Rudnick infonnation about potential lot benthic nillns o, l1oW the lntem,itten\ a1atu1 was determined. Addtional Inc. in the EA study area. Also, a reference ta btnthic cwganillns has been added 

C<lnsequencas discussion and evaluation sholJd be provided for this lo this sedion. Potential cumLUtive impacts are disetlssed In Chapter 7 of the 

resoun:e and ks connectiOns. Wiiie the EA slates lhere will be no Impacts n,laled lo this project. the Supplemental EA. 
doc:unent lab lo address potemial indirect and cmnJative impacts. In addition. this pn,jecl Is In the 
Mat1awQnan watershed which Is under many stresses and IIOni(,cant elforls l'lave been matte to prvted 
this resource. 

8 24 Clllpler6 • Bal1)an, US EPA The cliSCllssion of species of concern is vague. The ~s of those conCluclng the physical Td>el1&Bnoh1, Se,;tion 8.7 has Ntn r.vi1ec1 lo note that the MONR analysis n,ganling T&E 

Environmental Rudnick mpecliOn ol lhe survey area Is not specified. The EA stales lha1 Macyland De!)artment of Na!Ur.al Inc. speces rela!es to the Supplem1111al EA study area. In addition to the physical 

C<lnsequences Rescuces {MDNRI has na co,,cem reganling slate.isled species witho\ the boundaries of the survey ue Inspection of the survey area. the Chesapeake Bay Ecologic;al Slll'licet 

""'8; ff Is unclear if this is !he ume as the pn,jod """'" disOJssed In the EA. II appean the proposed Fllld Dffice - species rnieW process did not 1st any polental Unatened 

projed area is adjacent to a Ta,geted Ecolo9iad Area and Is located partidy in a Sensitive Spodes o, enclanget9d species Within any of Iha sun,ey area's distlnd parcels. 

Projed Area as demed by MDNR. Further doc:unentalion sl1olAd ba pn,vide<l 1o enaure protection of Additianalr. the Widile and Heritage Service of lhe Mat)land Department of 

anv State-ldentilled species of concem o, habitats relaled to an)' species of concem. Naltnl Rescuces (MDNRI staled in a letter dated 5 December 2013 

9 26 ChaptetB· Bamani US EPA d,scusses dispoul of debris~ <1oe1 not mention tuning. Page 2-13 stales that buming may Talbert & Bright, Bunina of vegetative debns Is no1 included .. part or the Proposed Action. 

Environmemal Rudnid< a,r,tribute to air quaily lmpaclll. The"' are c:oncems associated with the burning of ma10tiall. II ls Inc. Section 6.4 and Cl'lapler 8 ha"" been rfMse<l to rellact this. Abo. Chapler • 

Cortsequenc:es undeat wnal Ml be burned. Al air emiuion related la this prtljed ShOtJd be evaa,ate<I In the air quaily was also nMSed lo note that water that wi be used lo manage fugitive dust 

section. TNa Includes burning, mnstrudion vehldes, dus1, etc. In addition tho EA states that w.aler wil Ml be pn,vided by the contraclir and twought ta the project stte ,,;a lanker 

be used to SlJWAIH dust Oe1ais should ba pr-.. to Identify sources of water supply to be used. trucks. 

10 31 Chap1er6. Barllanl USE PA Additional lnlonnalian should be p,ovidOd for m-s used in the environmental justice assessment In Talbert & Brighi. Section 8.15.2 IUls been l1MSod ta lndude potential temporary lmpacls lo 

Enwonmen1af RLldnlck this stud)'. The EA stales that the pn,posed acbon v,ill have no impact on rninom\l population• and - Inc. rninarq' populations. 

Cortsequences inconle populations. as conslrudion Wil not t9qUire relocation of residences. II should be r,oted that 
there could be other potential Impacts in addilion to relocatiOn and thna lhotJd be evalla1ed In the EA. i 
These impads could incllde, noise. dust, *8tion, traffic, ate.. 

11 31 Clllplere • Bartlara US EPA The EA slales that the Proposed .Action is not anticipated lo cause advene impacts ta Chidren's health Tallert&Brigh1, Seclion 8.15.3 l'las been ei,ponded lo lnebl• rationale lot no impacts lo the 

Environmental Rudnick and safe!)'. Adclilional lnlonnation sllol*I be p,ovlded juslilying this conclusion. Inc. statedreso..rcea. 

Con·--nce, 
12 Chapter&· Bart,ara US EPA It 11 unclear 11 access roads and staging areas are needed far the PR1po1ed .Action. Din1ct and lndin!cl T-&Bnglll. A staging ...,. wll be tequil8d for the Proposed Action as anown In E>tlllil 3.2. 

Environmental Rudnicl< inpacls associated with these features shoulcl be 8VMl81ed. Inc. The impacts associated with lhls stago,g area ""' discussed in Chapler e or 

C<,n·---· the EA. 

13 Chaplet&· Bartlara US EPA It is unclear ii there will be potential lndnd impacts to resouces &ucll as changes In hydrology. Talbell&Bright. Se,;tion 8.12 has been "'vised to disarts the tempa,a,y impacll lO -t 

Environmental Rudnic:I< increased slonnwater toss of ellade/llUIIBr. habilal llllgmenlation, etc. Thts should be analyze<! in the Inc. llllQmentation, ll)'drolovy, and toss of ana-.tfor, 

ea,·--· EA. 
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C•mmn1t ••r< S..11•,.rFISUffl Cemmnlltt Ora Commml ""'-"' ""'''-N-b<r Numb<r T•bldAppNIIII• 

14 Cllapler6· Barbanll USE PA SlonnW81er rnanag...,ent sllodd be dis...ssed in detal In this EA. 1Tal>et1 & Bright, Section 6.161\11• been revised to incl,de lnlonnation '8;aninQ the alrndy 

Environmental Rudniel< Inc. approved stom!Wa1er management requinlmenb In Iha erosion control plan. 

Con---nces 
15 Chapter 6. e.- USE PA The pn,jecl should comply with EO 13112 RIQlll'dlng Invasive species. ITal>elt & Brighi. Refontnee 1o EO 13112 l\lls been 8Clclecl to Section 6.7 of Iha EA. 

Environmental Rudrlicl< Inc. 

Con·--·· 
16 Chapter 6. Btrllat11 US EPA The pn,jecl •hould addless EO 13508 caling on the federal agencies 10 WDl1< to protecl and restote the Tal>ert & Bright, RefenJnce to EO 13508 has been 8Clcled to Section 6.2 ol lhe EA. 

Environmental Rudnick Chesapeake Bay watershed. Inc. 

Con·-·ences 
17 Chapter7 • Blllbara US EPA This aedion .-evaluate a longer !me petiCld and aa potential pn,jecls, not <Wit ailporl related Tal>ert & Btigtlt, Chapter 1 has been eX!)811decl to lncklde inflllmation reganmg potential 

CumlM!Ne Rudnid< pn,jecls. This assessment shcdd look at any fontseell>lo pn,jecls that may impact rwsources (I.e. Inc. indif9ct cumulative impacts. 

lmpaca potential lass of additional knit habi1at, impacls to Mattawaman Cteelc. etc). P,ojects that may be 
associated with Iha expan1lon of the uport (secondary Impact•>. buUl8ss K brings or IBMIS along with I any inlr.lstrucll.w8 naeds, should be assessed as - as any other fontseeable pn,jecls In the study 
Br111 Impacting resources (cumulativlt Impacts). Tiie study arwa lor Secondary and Cumulative impacls 
is typicaly larger 11\an the projea area. This aueument is impc,tant to a mmplete view of potential 
elleds on lhe vital natural resources in lhe waterahed. 

18 37 Ct,apter 7 • Batbata US EPA Page 37 states that Iha Phase IV construction ol lhe runway, taxiway, and yard apron MH1I reevaklated Tal>orl&Bnghl This paragraph has been dalitled to note lho ~ of past pn,jecls al the 

Cufflig!ive Rudnidc as part of Iha Supplemental EA and that no advene onvimnmental Impacts wil rewt from the tnc. M&l)land Asport. 

Impacts completion of these ttvee projeds. This analysls shollld be c:lelfly desa1bed and pmemod In the EA. 

19 38 Chapler8 • Bart>ata USE PA Page 38 states that precautions "" be taken duMg lll8inlenance and fueing ol equipment ID that no Tal>etl& Bright. TJ'is Section has been rwvisod 1o note that consll\lclion ~ rwfueing wil 

1 ....... tion Rudnid< hazardOus material arw "'--' onto the _...,._ The 11n1caulions 5hould be discussed. Inc. be conducted in tho 118 ...... area. 

20 9 Chapter 8 • Batl>anl USE PA Page 9 .iatos Iha\ resbictiorl$ governing the time ol dly In ..tlicl1 construdion activitiM can lake placa Tal>etl& Bright. Oumg lhe dellgn phase, coordination with the residents that wll be Impacted 

Mitigation Rudnick may be necessary to minimtte disruplion1 to nelllby residences. Th• learn lhooAd WDl1< with the Inc. by the Proposed Action wil enSl.ft that disruplions lnlm construction ac;tivitias 

com-.- and address their ,;ooa,rns. Mlbeminimttod. 

21 39 Chapter a· Ba"'8nl USE PA II ls uncleatlf there wil be nwgation for tree removal we suggest this be considered. Fotest habKat Tal>etl & Blight. Mltigation for the pruposed tree remcMOI assoc..ted with Iha P,opoied action is 

Mitigation Rudnick provides many ecok>gical senrices that slMQd no1 be losl Inc. ilduded in lh• 8Jlisting Airpor1 Fotest Consarvallon Plan as discussed In 
Cllaoter 8 ol lhe EA. 

22 Gt8Q MOHR Pllnnlng, review, pennittinv, and consbudlon lor the M~ Airpor1 iffll>n)Yements have 1aken placa Talbert & Bnght, Comment noted. 

Golden over 1 t).J*ls yem. Baied on out history of review, we undentand that most of the improYemen1'1 haw Inc. 
been pre-,,;ousf1 appioved. Tiie CUfTent Supplemen1aC EA addn,sses easement Acquisition and 
Obslrudion Removal Those lamiiat with the pn,jecl, n,gional planning. na1ural rwsources of the arwa. 
and the various pubic lnteresb molved 'Mii understand why thera .,. many irnpol1ant planrw,g matters 
associated wilh the project beyond the scope al tl'is specific Supplemental EA. By the time lndired and 
Cumulative Effects (Secondary and Curmulive Impacts) arw cons-. those c:onneclions Br1I quite 
clest. For Iha most part, we an, providing comments speciftc lo this partJcular documenl and the subject 
current prnposal in this ~. bul with rwasonable n,cognjtlon 10 the past rw...w. and bmader planning 

issues. 

23 Gn,g MOHR Wilie we have ralerred lo the very detaled Maaawoinan watershed nallnl rasoun:e proleclion T-&Bnghl The area Identified lor obstruction ratnOY8I in the Supplemental EA wil be 

Golden rloasnenl above, 10 triell)' summariZe out nalural resources concerns for Iha sulljed obstruction Inc. allowed ta regenerate natlnly after the obstr\lctiOnS have been removed. This 

remcMII, note hef9 that ptOlectian of da'Mlsln!am aquatic resources of Stat....,;de significance depends will ~ mllinlain existing h)'drolagy and water~ standards In the EA 

on mainlainino nallnl ll)'dmlovy and water cyde components, good water quaily, and strict study area and the Mattawoman watershed. 

minimiZlllion of sediment and erosion. This is lo ptOtect -.snam anadromous ftsh spawnng 
rwacnes. n1sident ftsh popwtlons in tributaries, and the higNy valued and economical)' impol1attl 
eswanne habitat lot subme/lled aquatic veglllabon (SAY} and the tidal sports fishery (larlle.- bass 
and other gamelish spe,:;e,,. Nl1\nl wgellllion, eSf)lldaly ftnst Ye11lll81ion, II ailicaly imporlanl for 
maintaining soi pn,per1ies essential to inftltalion of rainlal lor the nallnl hydrology ol the walenhed. 

24 Gn,g MOHR Given the safety elemen1'1 ol the prlljed purpose and need, we understand the anportance of the Talbert & Bright, Comment nolocl. I 

Galdon obslrudion removal elements of the projed. We advocale the very careluC pl#lning, practicable Inc. I 
mnmization of impacts, implementation, and alralegic follow thnlugh associaled with the obslruction 
rffl1DY81, with specilie comment5 provided below. 

25 Gt8Q MONR A tli>lrlary t>ea<IWalllf is present in poltion$ ol the dearinQ and easement arwa. It is .. ry important lo Tat>ort&Bnght. The Pffll)Osed obstrucbon nlfTIDVIII area ,.. be allowed ta regenarate With 

Golden plan lot a heellhy riparian buffer of nalll'"al vegetation along this t>earlwater. We understand lhal the Inc. native vegelation ta minimae hydn)logy. water qually. and habitat impactS. 

clearing requinlments wil Influence wtlal types of vegelalion will be used for this riparian buffer. To the Sediment and erosion conlrols "" be utmed lo l9duce the impacts associated 

etlont prac:tical:llo. we advocate native ruest species in this Br11a, inctdng lnles. shollertree species ol with stormwater ru,of!, 

imi1ed height where taler trees an, no1..-- lor safely masons, shntls, and/or holbacaous 
vegetation, as nec:ossary and as foasille. Adclitionaly, It is important ta optimize pl#lning for access, 

I 

clearing practiees, statmation meas...,., .-.vegetation. and long term maintenance In onler ta pmlecl 
na1ura1 feattns of the headwaler, neartJ)I ...,tlands. and groundwater rec:llarge Br11H. Use ol optmntted ! &edirnenl and eros;on control, ott,er Bes1 Management Pl'lldicos (BMPs), and long term management 
plans 8f1I essential elements ta protecl doWnsln!am wate, quali1y and -~ 
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26 G,eg MDNR A-al inlomlalion for plannng on Obslruclion removal all<od inckJde men deta~s and Tetiert & Brighi, 11-.1 inlonNlion prowled ntg8llllng lhe staging ...,. and l8mponlry 

Golden delenninalionl on melllOds of clearing and how and whete they Ml be applied (le. lopping, selec;liw Inc. impacts associaled ...U. lhe proposed ob1lruclion removal. 

cut. dearart); acuss & sta!1'lll .,... ldootific.ation and dtlillealion, assessmenl of other lempormy 
impadl, and melllOds of debris removal. These lopics have anenl 111le111nce1 in lhe dral\ dOamenL 
COnllderalion ahcud be given 10 any OU.er available detais to.- in 1118 docUnen1 now, and lo sel 
up Mt.n sleps lo pruvide upcoming planning detail to Ille local, State, and Federal -lion 
proceues. Ul!inalely, l it importanl to demonstrate tllal al associaled lmpada ..., avaded and tlridl)' 
minimized for any required obstruclion removal. ,Mt11in the PIIICiSell' defined purpose and need safely 
elemenls for lhe p,qect 

27 Gn,g MDNR Better detai is needed on planto,g and 11t1991alion management appmadl and metllods, and this should Talbert&B,igh~ Nalive vegetation in the ObslnJction lllfflOV8I 81118 d be a-.i lo n,genenlle 

Golden address both short lerm slabiiZation end long 1erm vegetation managemet1L We - not able to gel a Inc. atNI ind.Ide grasses, shlUbs, atNI tren. This 8111 ls ind.lded in lhe eiritbnQ 

n,asanable llislon yal for ..tlat tile 11111• vegetation wil look ike al\er WOii< Is compleled, any phasing Mal)llnd Aspor\ FontSI COnNMltion Plan and lhe obstruction Wil be removed 
aspects. and speoes composition detab • onca obstruction ramoval oca.n, and tlli1 is an Important in ac:conlanc:;e \lrith lhil plan, 

vision lo convey In lhe docunent. 

28 G,eg MDNR We also...,.. nol able lo gel a U lli&ion ol ..tlat ruture adMlies may ocxur in the easement 11111as Talbert & Brighi. The easement 81'N ;cten1ified in lhe Supplemental EA la IIIZed so lhal \Illes in 

Golden outside tlle initial clearing deineation. Is fur111er deamg possible? Whal additional coordination would Inc. this a1ea can be removed by Ille Mar;land ~to-· potential Mure 

oa:u-. orbe required, II add:tional dealing Is piuposed7 V.,,,,t types ol aitport management and plannng obslruclions. 

deaSIOIIS might - Mt.n clearing? Additional lex! or graphics c;ould dantr this. 

29 Greg MDNR In general we -.Cd e,q>ecl men dellli In the CUmlAative Impacts seaion. We agree wilh lmpOII...., of Tal>ert&!klghl The aJndalive impact desaip!ion1 have been expanded to nolll po1enlial 

Golden lhe reference back to lhe 2003 EA (page 37 of tile Clrllft Supplemenl EA), and tile references to past Inc. enwunmenlal impacla associated \lrith recently completed and futunt pn,jeds 

histo,y and Mure r,lans. We 1'IOUld recommend adding men detai and c;ontell to fUture plans, what in proiimity to tile piuposed easement accpoi1ion/obslnJl:lian ~ an,a. 

studies and autllollzalions might be required for fu1ure impn,vemenls er upgrades, and ..tlat effects to a 
broader sum,unding area (f'BVi(lllal contexll mighl ,.,..._ Ulimalely, it Is for Iha Fedetal lead agency to 
take a proactive role in defining ..t\81 inronnation and study 11111a ahcud be ind.lded in the Cumulalive 
Impact• aec:lion. bu1 we a<lvocata lhat Ille f'BVi(lllal Issues provide an excelenl case for addillonal 
information. The section 6. u on Secondary (Induced lmp&dll was apparently used onlt IM 

I 

soaoeconomic impads. Secondary Impacts assessment for na\uflll n,source concems Is also very 
impo,tant. and is onet1 addn,ssed in combination with ClllllWIUve lmpac11 (le. Indirect and Cumulative 
Effects}. Is the Federal lead agency in agreement \lrith how this lnlarmatian Is analyted and presented in 
tilt doctlmenl? 

30 Greg MOHR Please no1e that tlle comments and recommsndations provided here are specilie to tile actMbes Talbert & Bright, Commenl noled. 

Golden piuposed end aclclressed in lhis specific docunenl Other nahnl resoun::e elemenb, and concerns, Inc. I 

e,cist in the 11111a and dowrlstniam. Oilletenl piuposed plqecl elements and activities In tile 81111, 
espeaaly V911etalion dearinQ, soi grading and atteration. hydmlogic impacls, impervious auttace 
additions, 11onnwater mani1gement proposals. and related aclivilies, 1'IOUld n,qun additional n,view, 
...i depending on the specilie detais or OU>er proposals, wo.*I warranl lldditional natural 111s....ce 
concems. cornmet1ts and rec:ammendalions 

31 Greg MONR In section 6.2 Coastal Zone Management (page 16). - offer this men appropria1a and accurate T-&Bnght, Section 6.2 of the EA has been ,,,_ to lndude Ille language provided by 

Golden language. We can eoonfinale fur111er on this, in partnersl'!I 'Miil tile document p,eparers and \lrith Inc. MDONR reganling the Coaslal Zone Consistency Review. 

Mal)land Departmenl of the Environment "The Maryland Coaslal l'lnl,am, aaminisl8111d by the 
Mal)land Departmenl or Natural Resoutees CMOONRJ, ls a nei-l<ed pn,gtam comprised al several 
State agencies tllal ccler;lively mplement the Pn,gra,n. The Federal COnslstency Review requirements I are implemented tlltough Ille Wedands & Waterways Program withn tlle Water Management 
Adminislrlllion ol the Mmyland Dejlartment of Ille Envirom>ent. Mal)llnd Asport, which - IIJnding I 
and other support lrom the FAA, ls located - lhe Mat)land Coaslal Zone end 1MI ikely l\ave I 
foreseeable coastal elleds. Tiie Mal)land Asport pn,jed is U,erefcre subjed to Federal Coastal I 
COnslstency Review. The FAA. orlta al18fll acting on Ht behalf, ls required to IIIC8MI c:oncurrenca from 
tile State of Mll)Und 10 ens ... that tile Mal)llncl Alrporl project 11 conslslent to the m...n1m ellent 
p3clicable \lrith Mar;land'• enforceable pokies.· ' 
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32 Matt.-nan Approvir1g the supplemental EA IMlllaul an EIS consti!Ules segmentabon. (see allached comment leller) Talbelt & llligllt The Supplemental Em,ironmental Auewnent was de"81oped ir) acconlence 

Watenhed ""11\ FAA requitemenla for a SlJl'Pffl1elltal EA (FAA Ordet 505Q4B 

Society, Sieml NA T10NAL ENVIRONUEHTAL POLJCV ACT (NEPA) IUPI.EMENTING 

Olb, M81)4and INSTRUCTIONS FOR AIRPORT ACTIONS. The pwposa ol lhe Supplemental 

Chaple, EA Is to evaluate an area Identified for obstruction removal since tile laauanai 

Accokeek, or the original EA FONSI. The 4,300' IUIIW8Y was incbled in Iha Ollginal EA. 

MalllrM>man, 
Piscataway 
Creet. Council 
M81)4and Bass I 

Naborl 

33 Mattawaman The maft EA is Incomplete. II rais to adtna.,led\)e cumulative and seconc1a1y effect• lhal sllol*I be T-rt&Bngllt Seconclaly and cum~ impads ant acldntssed in Cnapter 7 of Ille Draft 

Watenhed ev:wated In an EIS. (see attached a,mment letter) Supplemental Environmental AHenment (EAi. Evaluation ol past and Uure 

Society, Siemt Pflliecl• In Rllalion lo Iha EA Pmposed Action clelennined lhat seconclaly and 

Club. M81)4and CUIIIIUlive impacts are not ikely H proper stonnwaler management and eroSiorl 

Chaplet and sedment a>ntrOls ere Implemented during canstrudion. 

Accokeel<. 
Mattawoo>an. 
Piscataway 
Creeks Council : 
Mlll)4ancl Bass 
Nabon 

34 Matt-, Enwonmental Justlc:e tedion is incomplete, inconsistent. ancl employs drQja( reasoning. (see attached Talbert & Bright The Pn,posed Action-• not requse lhB rlllocalion DI any re~s er 

Walenhacl comment letter) businesses in Oilier to remow the obstrudions lo the Ma$nd Aifl>orl 
Society, Sieml 
Club. Maryland 
Chapter I 
Acmkeel<. 
Matt.-nan, 
Piscala'Ney 
Creeks COWld 
M81)4and Bau 
Nation 

35 Tene'Le,Ms Pul)lic: I WOl*I ike to be on the record to request a pubic healing as pa,t ol lhB Mlll)4ancl Aspcwl clrllft TalJert & Bright Seconclaly and cumiNtive Impacts are addressed in Chaplet 7 ollhe Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Assassment. Theta d be siglwcant secondary ancl amtJalive impacts Supplemental Enwom,ental Assessment (EA). Evaluation of past and Mure 

Ulal have not been addnlssed Iha! need to be aclclressed belant lhere Is a decision on this pn,jedS in relation to the EA Pn,posed Action delemwied that secondary and 

Envimnmenlal Assassment cuntJative mpacts are no1 ikely ~ plO!l8r stonnwatet management and eroaion 
and sediment c:ontrols are implernentecl during canstrudion. The Ori" 2014 

Clwles County Is in the process of !heir Comprehen..,. Plan and Iha! sh<IUd be - belant any Cllarles County Compn,henSMt Plan Update Identifies Pn,posed Action 

decision is mado for this Envitonmenlal Assessment obslNclian removal areas as Walfflhed Conservation Oistrlcl (WC~ The EA 
incbled a detaied llile assessment and J..tlclidional DeletmNtion by the US 

Charles County Is conduding a Ma$nd Airporl Sludy ancl the pubic - have a chance to review Army Corps of Engineen. Wetlands are nol locatecl in areas ldonti11ed for 

lhal stucly belant lhe Enwonmenlal Assassment record doses and any regulatcry decisions ant mada. obstrudlon removal The M81)1and Airport Stucly Is being <IIMlloped by Cllarles 
County to delem,ine the lulure lane! usas around Iha MBl)land Airporl and Is 
not relatecl to lhe Oran EA. 

1111sno1s 
on 
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Environmental Protection A_11_ency Comments/Responses 

Commtnt I ~P'""' lly 

l WIUd ~ke to be on lhe RtaJIU to request a public hearing as parl of Ille Mal'jland Airport draft !Talbert & Brighi 

Supplemental Environmenlal Assessment. Thent wil be signlftcan\ secondary and cumulabve impacts 
Iha\ have not been addressed belOlll the pencli>g dedSion on this Assessment. 

Cllailes Coe.my ls in the pn,cess of aPPfO\'W>II their Compn,hansiw Plan and lhat aitical doc:umen1 
shoukl be rnatzl'd belore any decision is made on lhi• Enwonmental Assessment because desegnatiOn 
or the area 8IOllnd lhe airpoll is yet to be \Sldetonninl'd. 

Chanel Coun!y Is conducbnO a Mal'jland Airport Sludy and the pulJic - have a chance to review 
and common! an that study betore lhe Environmenlal Auesament (EA) record doses an4 any 
19QW111o,y decisions an, made. 

Tlle EA states \hat Iha Applieant Is wo,ldng closely 'Miil lhe county. Thi• means \hat yourHII or your 
agen1 and the county mosl lkely 1119 pnwegl'd to l<noW delais ol lhe MD Alrpo,I Study. The public is the 
only sector lhal has no detais and lhe public hat a nghl lo know. 
The county 11 also doilg a 'Mlllcel Sludy' for the Indian head Science and Technology Par!<, lhe !ale ol 
lhal ve,y sensitive land is very muc:11 tied lo decisions about MD Arpclf1. The county has uid Ille MD 

IAlrpo,l ls being held"' unbl lhe completion of Iha Teen Park Marice\ Sl\ldy. 

The public sho\Ad h""" al or lhis information prior lo decision being made n,ganling this Supplemental 

Environment A1sessmenl 

A1 Charles County taxpayers, - are requesting a public hearing ror the Met)'land Airport draft !Talbert & Bright 
Supplemental Enwonmental Assessment. As residents' tu dolaB are lo be used ln Iha bulding ol 
inlnlstructure lo sUJlll()II lhe airport'• pmposl'd expansion, - beleve tt is men lhan equitable lha1 
lalqlayen have an at\JVe voice in how those dollars 8111 spent. 

Addi\ionaly, there 8111 olher consideratlons lhat have mpact on Iha planriinll oflhe Maryland Airport and 
theretore Ille timing ol lho pn,senl supplemental envitlm1enlal assessmanl One is the county's 2012 
Comprehensive Plan. which 11 st.ii ln Iha pn,cess of being ~ted. and the Olher Iha Maryland Airport 
Sluc!y, vmic:11 has yet la IIO belore the public for heamg and review. Bolh should be l"ltlaitad and lhen 
taken into conskleration <U1ng this assessmen1 pn,cess befOIII the Jllalfd closes and ,eglJato,y 
dedSIOflt are made. 

Thank you ror your kind attention in \his matter. 

I

Attaclled ,,......, find commenls lrom the Ma-Watenhed Society, Siefl'a Ctull, MD Cllapler, !Talbert & ll<ighl 
Accokeek. Ma-an. Piscataway C<eek Co<n:i and Ma~ Bass Nation on the Mal)land Alrpoll 
draft Supplemental Environmental Aasenmanl Also attaclled 1119 stakeholder inteNieW notes from Iha 
Manawoman Watenhed Society lo ERM n,garding the Clw1es County Alrpoll Study, lor the ..,a,n1 or 
Iha Mal)land Allpor1 dnlll Supplemental Emminmentat Aasessmenl 

Members of DU' organiZ.ations leet the Mal'jland Airport dnlft Supplemental Enwunmental Assessment 
shoukl require dis1ntUlion or an eledronic a,py al the documenl. an elllendl'd comment penod. men 
public participation - including Enwonmental Justice ou1n11c:11 and a public heamg, 

Memben of DU" a,ganizations question ••nmno comments ror the Met)'land AJrpcx1 draft Supplemental 
Environmental Assessment to the appicant and MJ1011 owner. National Enwunmental Poky Act -
be condUded by a federal •111tr1CJ. 

,----i ----, ----i ----i ----i 

RnptrR 

Secondary and cumulative impacts are addressed in Chapter 7 of the Crall 
Supplemental Envitlm1ental Assessment (EA). Evalultion or past and IIAln 
projects in ralation lo the EA Proposed Action datennined !hat secondary and 
cumwi1ive Impacts are no1 ikefr ff proper slormwater management - erosion 
and sediment cantmll lflt implemented cuing consllUClion. The Draft 2014 
Charles County Com!)Rlhensiw Plan Update identifies Proposed Action 
obstrucllon removal &Riii as Watenhed Conservation Dislrict (WC). The EA 
induded a detaad sile assessment and Jll'lsdictional Deternmalion by the US 
Army COipi of Engineers. Wetlands ""' not located in anias idfl!1tifted ror 
obstrucllon removal. The Mal)land AilpcN1 Study is being <leWlloped by Charles 
County to determine the future land uses aramd lhe Met)'land Atport and ls 
not related to Ille Draft EA. 

Secondary and cumulative impacts are addressed in Chapter 7 of the Draft 
Supplemental Envramiental Assessment (EA). Evaluation of pall and Min 
projeds in relation to Iha EA Proposed Action <lelermined !hat secondary and 
CUll1Wllive im!H'cts 8111 oot lkely d proper alormwaler management and erosion 
and aecliman1 controls ant implemenled dwing consll\lction. The Drall 2014 
Charles County Com!)Rlhenslve Plan Update identifies Proposed Action 

obstrucllon """"""' a ... as as Watershed Conservation Clislrict {WC). The EA 
included a datailld sile asseument and .Mildictional Determination by lhe US 
Army Carps DI E"',lirllen. Wetlands 1119 not locall'd in ...... idetltifted for 
obstrucllon removal The Mal)land Alrpoll Study is being developed by Charles 
County 10 <letermine lhe future land uses 8IOllnd lhe Mll)land Asport and 11 
not relaled to the Drift EA. 

SecondlfY and cumulative impads 1119 addreaoed in Chapter 7 of Ille Draft 
Supplemflf1tal En....m,ental Assessment (EA). Evaluation al"""' and ~ 
projects in relation ta Ille EA Proposed Action delennined lhat secondary and 
cumwi1ive mpacts 8111 not ikefr ff proper stormwaler management and erasion 
and sedment controls 8111 implamentl'd do.fing consll\lction. The Draft EA -• 
made avaiable ror pubic lltView .. per FM and NEPA n,qunments. ,. 
comments RICIIMtd by the Maryland~ 11a .. been lolwuded to the FAA 
and Ml be tncllded In the F"NI EA document. 

son 

:..------, 



[ 

r 
[ 

r 
r 
[ 

[ 

l 
r 
[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

l 
L 
[ 

l 



r 
r 
[ 

r 
l 
r 
r 
l 
[' 

[ 

[ 

L 
L 
L 

L 
l 
[ 

c 
0 



0 
D 

0 
r 
[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

l 
[ 

I 


