
We are quite distressed to learn that Trenton Airport  Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) 
Environmental Assessment (EA) was approved by the FAA. 

As per my prior correspondence, we find it incomprehensible that he RPZ and the Terminal 
Expansion are not being considered together but have been segmented into separate, smaller 
projects, so as to avoid a comprehensive Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) & Public Health 
Analysis.  The Terminal expansion and RPZ are intimately related.  The impact on storm 
drainage caused by the RPZ  and  the increased volume of emissions and other pollutants 
created by a busier terminal, both in terms of flight volume & increased vehicular traffic, 
MUST be considered together.  This is particularly true at a time of more severe storms and 
flooding, which are likely to progress with worsening climate change.   

In Appendix M of the approved RPZ Environmental Assessment, the following are slated to be 
removed:   
On-airport premises:  67 acres of tree canopy, plus 53 individual trees & 3.3 acres of terrain  
graded;   
Off-airport premises/adjacent to airport:  53 acres tree canopy, 188 individual trees (increased 
from 111 individual trees)  & 10 residences.   

Despite the massive removal of structures off-premises, all analyses have been limited to ON-
airport property.  

In the public comments section of the preliminary EA submitted in January, the Watershed 
Institute submitted a meticulous analysis (Appendix P, pg. 199-203) of the likely impact of the 
above changes to the landscape (full letter attached as PDF below) : 

The Assessment finds that the effects of tree loss “will not change the quantity or quality of 
adjacent streams”1 . However, the proposed changes in cover will increase the quantity of 
runoff, reduce infiltration to groundwater, and increase the load of nutrients and suspended 
sediment delivered to downstream water bodies. The runoff curve number2 , an accepted 
coefficient used to describe imperviousness, would increase across the cleared area. These 
changes will directly affect the quality and quantity of rainfall runoff from the project site. 
Furthermore, the project will encroach on FEMA floodways and floodplains and state flood 
hazard areas, as well as the riparian zones of multiple streams. The Assessment must provide 
an analysis of the water quality and quantity impacts associated with these changes. According 
to the National Tree Benefit Calculator3 , a single red maple tree of 8 inches diameter 
intercepts approximately 962 gallons of stormwater per year. Generalizing with the 
assumption that there may be approximately 50 trees of similar size and capacity per acre, the 
current stormwater interception provided by 30.7 wooded acres could be approximately 
1,476,670 gallons per year. This volume is equal to the runoff from 42 acres of impervious 
surface during a single one-year storm event. This highlights the need for the Assessment to 
further analyze this issue and to fully quantify these impacts. Using the forest characterization 



data already collected, the Assessment should include an estimate of stormwater interception 
that will be lost, and include this information in the determination of net impact to streams. It 
is impossible to expect that the proposed tree removal will not affect downstream conditions.  

Also in the public comments appendix is the following submission from the Delaware and 
Raritan Canal Commission (DRCC); (Appendix P, pg. 128):  

Based on the information provided, the activities proposed, in combination with prior projects 
constructed within the Trenton-Mercer Aiport, will likely result in a “major project” under the 
Delaware and Raritan Canal Commission’s (DRCC) regulations (see N.J.A.C. 7:45-1.3) and 
therefore require DRCC authorization prior to construction.  The Trenton-Mercer Airport is 
situated on a ridge between three drainage systems that ultimately  reach the Delaware River.  
The western section of the site drains into Reeders Creek, the eastern section of the site drains 
into West Branch Shabakunk Creek, which flows into Assunpink Creek before reaching the 
Delaware, and the northern section of the site drains toward Jacobs Creek.  Several streams 
leading to each of these watersheds cross the site.  The site contains a recorded stream 
corridor, previously established under a Memorandum of Agreement between the airport and 
the DRCC.  It does not appear any of the proposed activities will be located within the recorded 
stream corridor on the airport.  However, the scans of both the disturbance areas and MOA 
exhibit are difficult to read and verify.  Accordingly, the Commission reserves judgement on 
whether the proposed activities intrude into a stream corridor.  

As a local residents, we are dumbfounded how these significant concerns could be relegated to 
the public comments section and not addressed.  The FAA, whose bias is to expand airport 
capacity, issued a Finding Of No Significant Impact (FONSI).   Mr. Herzstein, a TTN-Mercer 
airport official,  verbally confirmed that, despite the massive removal of trees & residences and 
the grading of terrain, there has been no assessment of  the impact on water drainage.   

Based on the above, water run-off patterns will certainly change.  This is particularly concerning 
given the increasing number of severe storms.  Additionally, because the soil has not been 
tested for contaminants, changing water drainage in close proximity to sensitive tributaries 
could precipitate disastrous water contamination.     

We previously raised concerns about the untested soil at the ARFF (Aircraft Rescue and Fire 
Fighting) given its close proximity to streams and wetlands.  There are many reports of  
communities suffering PFOS water contamination from past use of airport firefighting foam, 
which does not disintegrate.   The recently released EA clearly identifies all wetlands, confirming 
the disturbingly close proximity of the current ARFF (screenshot from EA below; Fire Station 
labelling this is the only change made to the map).   The airport’s Keith Herzstein verbally 
confirmed that the water and soil adjacent to the Fire Station remains untested.    Additionally, 
there are no plans to test for past accumulation of jet fuel or deicing compound run-off in either 



airport soil or the water of nearby sensitive creeks.  It would seem prudent and wise to test this 
soil prior to changing water drainage patterns.  

More distressing is the known contaminated groundwater area at Naval Air Warfare Center 
(FONSI page 9) and the tree removal that will take place within 100 feet of that.   
The FAA’s response is that because the stumps will be left in place,  there will be no disturbance.  
It does not address the changes in drainage & storm run-off.  The FONSI does acknowledge that 
sampling and possible remediation will take place prior to work in that specific area,  but does 
not clearly state that the Naval Warfare Center groundwater will be tested and remediated in 
advance of the other RPZ changes to landscape and drainage. 

The potential drainage issues caused by the RPZ’s changed landscape MUST be considered 
in a comprehensive manner together with the Terminal Expansion plans.   
The Terminal Expansion will result in soil disruption & potential contaminant release due to 
excavation, in the short term,  and a massive increase in both flight volume and vehicular traffic, 
in the longer term.     

Environmental data is emerging daily on the hazardous, yet unregulated, nature of 
airplane emissions.   A disturbing article released this month demonstrated toxic 
Organophosphate pollution in air, soil, water, dust & even pine needles surrounding Albany 
airport:  https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0160412019318537 
The graphic from the article, copied below, illustrates why the terminal expansion and the RPZ 
clearly are not 2 separate projects and should be considered in a comprehensive review such as 
an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).   
Separating the RPZ and terminal expansion would appear to be segmentation, which violates 
National Environmental Protection Agency regulations.  
  
As to the larger issue of Global Warming discussion & our responsibility to future generations, 
we must note our shock to read page N-7 of the EA: 
1.4.2 Greenhouse Gas Pollutants: Since there are no federal or state standards for aviation-
related GHG, there is no significant impact threshold for GHGs.  

In summary:  
• The RPZ plans will most certainly cause a change in water run-off.  The Watershed and 

DRCC should be further consulted.  
• It is disingenuous to separate the RPZ and Terminal Expansion plans into 2 smaller 

projects, so that they are only subjected to narrow, isolated EA reviews. This is 
segmentation. 

• It is short sighted, and potentially irresponsible,  to be aware of  the proximity of  
tributaries & wetlands to potential contamination (PFOS, jet fuel, and known 
contaminated groundwater) and deliberately make changes likely to impact storm run-off 
at a time when we are experiencing more frequent and severe storms.   

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0160412019318537


• Environmental and Public Health data is accumulating rapidly regarding the dangers 
posed by airplane emissions. Even if the soil & water pass testing now, the long term 
effects of ongoing, increased emissions in close proximity to residential areas and 
watershed tributaries can not be ignored. 

• A comprehensive environmental and public health study should be performed by 
independent professionals who do not stand to gain from airport expansion. 

Continued massive airport expansion without proper consideration of the long term detrimental 
impact on your constituents is a disservice to the residents of both Mercer and Bucks Counties.     
Until recently, most Mercer residents were unaware of the extent of TTN-Mercer’s expansion 
plans.  As public awareness grows, a groundswell of opposition is following.   
The vast majority of residents are more concerned about  air & water quality, noise disturbance, 
quality of life and climate change than they are about the convenience of travel afforded by 
Trenton Airport.   
We realize the airport is not going away but we remain strongly opposed to the potentially 
disastrous continued expansion.  

Respectfully,  
Trenton Threatened Skies


