
Sarah Sandy - Fwd: My comments on the Airport Land Use Study do not seem to be 
included 

PLEASE POST THIS ONE ASAP SINCE SHE SAID WE MISSED IT PREVIOUSLY

Steven Ball, AICP, LEED AP
Planning Director
Charles County
PO Box 2150
La Plata, MD 20646
(301) 645-0540

>>> Tara Carlson <tbcarls@gmail.com> 2/7/2015 9:39 PM >>>
I was looking through the comments on the airport land use study and thinking I should have a special email 
address and PO box when I make comments since they are so public now when I found, TO MY DISMAY, my 
comments were not even included. I feel like I have been silenced twice, once at the hearing when the speaker 
list was cut off before my name came up, and now, not to have my comment included.
I also did not see the official comments from the Mattawoman Watershed Society. Who else is missing?
Tara Carlson

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Tara Carlson <tbcarls@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Feb 3, 2015 at 11:05 PM
Subject: Airport Land Use Study Comments
To: Steven Ball <BallSt@charlescountymd.gov>

The Mattawoman Creek is a proven economic generator for Charles County. We should ensure that it remains 
healthy. The focus for the area should be natural resource conservation. Forests are an important component in 
maintaining the health of a watershed. The impact of the stream valley that has already been filled in for the 
present runway extension is already being felt. 

The Indian Head Tech Park study has already documented that there is not a great demand for business 
development in the subject area. With vacancies and dead zones in other areas of the county that already have 
transportation and water/sewer infrastructures in place, the focus should be on re-development not artificial and 
speculative expansion into the western part of the county. I know redevelopment is not easy or cheap, but it 
would be in the best interest for sustainability of the county. 

I do love watching small aircraft and when my children were young, I took them to several destination 
restaurants featuring a view of an airport runway. However, we were usually the only diners in the building so I 

From: Steven Ball
To: Sarah Sandy
Date: 2/9/2015 7:38 AM
Subject: Fwd: My comments on the Airport Land Use Study do not seem to be included
CC: Theresa Pickeral
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don’t even think that limited venture would fly.

Tara Carlson

8807 Dement Court

Waldorf, MD20603

Page 2 of 2
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Sarah Sandy- Fwd: Airport Area Land Development- another "Tech-Park" fiasco 

From: Steven Ball 

To: Sarah Sandy 

Date: 2/3/2015 7:41AM 

Subject: Fwd: Airport Area Land Development- another "Tech-Park" fiasco 

CC: Theresa Pickeral 

Please keep for posting with batch 4 on Friday. Thanks 

Steven Ball, AICP, LEED AP 
Planning Director 
Charles County 
PO Box 2150 
La Plata, MD 20646 
(301) 645-0540 

> > > steve carr <stevejcarr@msn.com> 2/2/2015 2:58 PM > > > 

To: Steve Ball, Director of Planning 

BaiiSt@charlescountymd.gov 

Dear Mr. Ball: 

I would like to be on the record in support of conservation in the large area around the airport in Bryans Road. The objectives of the 

airport land-use study would be satisfied, and millions in taxpayer dollars saved, only if the study recommends conservation. 

I do not support public-subsidized infrastructure !ike sewer lines and road widening to industrialize around the airport. The "tech-park" 
market-study finds the area is uncompetitlve with areas already having infrastructure. The airport market-study finds airport will never 

be a "driver" of development. Taxpayers have already lost millions on the failed tech-park. More tax dollars need not be given away to 
builders I developers, but should be spent wisely with 21 smarter growth approach that develops where infrastructure already exists. 

The crushing tax burden to the people of Charles County is already the highest in the state, and the total of taxes and not-a-tax "fees" 
and add-on taxes put Charles County, Maryland in the top 5 for total taxes. Enough! 

The airport study-area is rich in natural resources and ls almost entirely forested. Preserving forest protects Mattawoman Creek, which 
is now showing signs of decline. I support protecting what is left of our natural areas and Mattawoman Creek for present and future 

generations. f do not support the continual subsidizing of the wealthy and politically connected at the expense of everyone and 
everything else. 

Sincerely, 

Stephen J. Carr 
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Sarah Sandy - Fwd: Airport land use plan 

From: 

To: 

Date: 

Subject: 

CC: 

Steven Ball 

Sarah Sandy 

2/2/2015 9:56 AM 

Fwd: Airport land use plan 

Theresa Pickeral 

Please hold for the next batch #4, to be published at end of the week with any other new submittals. 

Steven Ball, AICP, LEED AP 
Planning Director 
Charles County 
PO Box 2150 
La Plata, MD 20646 
(301) 645-0540 

»>Jim & Kathryn <jimkathrynsimmons@gmail.com> 2/2/2015 9:45AM > » 

Dear Mr. Ball: 

Page 1 of 1 

I would like to be on the record in support of conservation in the large area around the airport in Bryans Road. 
The objectives of the airport land-use study would be satisfied, and millions in taxpayer dollars saved, if the study 
recommends conservation. 

I do not support public-subsidized infrastructure like sewer lines and road widenings to industrialize around the 
airport. The "tech-park" market-study finds the area is uncompetitive with areas already having infrastructure. 
The airport market-study finds airport will never be a "driver" of development. Taxpayers have already lost 
millions on the failed tech-park. More tax dollars should not be risked, but should be spent wisely with a smarter 
growth approach that develops where infrastructure already exists such as the revitalization of the town of Indian 
Head. 

The airport study-area is rich in natural resources and is almost entirely forested. Preserving forest protects 
Mattawoman Creek, which is now showing signs of decline. I support protecting what is left of our natural areas 
and Mattawoman Creek for present and future generations. 

Sincerely, 

James E. Simmons Sr. 
4322 Kathy's Lane 
White Plains, MD. 20695 
301-934-9555 

Sent from my !Pad 
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Sarah Sandy - Fwd: Airport land use plan 

From: 

To: 

Date: 

Subject: 

CC: 

Steven Ball 

Sarah Sandy 

2/2/2015 10:52 AM 

Fwd: Airport land use plan 

Theresa Pickeral 

Another one for posting at end of week 

Steven Ball, AlCP, LEED AP 
Planning Director 
Charles County 
PO Box 2150 
La Plata, MD 20646 
(301) 645-0540 

> >> "Frank C" <alinermd@gmail.com> 2/2/2015 10:32 AM > > > 

Page 1 of 1 

I am very concerned about the impact this development will have on the mattawoman watershed and how this is 
going to impact the Indian head trail. Do not allow development tha effects these two items. 

Frank Curry 
Waldorf Md 

Sent from Molto for iPad 
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Sarah Sandy- Fwd: Airport Area Land Development- another "Tech-Park" fiasco 

From: 

To: 

Date: 

Subject: 

CC: 

Steven Ball 

Sarah Sandy 

2/3/2015 7:41 AM 

Fwd: Airport Area Land Development- another "Tech-Park" fiasco 

Theresa Pickeral 

Please keep for posting with batch 4 on Friday. Thanks 

Steven Ball, AJCP, LEED AP 
Planning Director 

Charles County 
PO Box 2150 
La Plata, MD 20646 
(301) 645-0540 

>>>steve carr <stevejcarr@msn.com> 2/2/2015 2:58PM>>> 

To: Steve Ball, Director of Planning 
BaiiSt@charlescountymd.gov 

Dear Mr. BaH: 

! would like to be on the record in support of conservation in the large area around the airport in Bryans Road. The objectives of the 
airport land-use study would be satisfied, and mil! ions in taxpayer dollars saved, only if the study recommends conservation. 

I do not support public-subsidized infrastructure !ike sewer lines and road widening to industrialize around the airport. The "tech-park" 
market-study ffnds the area is uncompetitive with areas already havlng infrastructure. The airport market-study finds airport will never 
be a "driver" of development. Taxpayers have already lost millions on the failed tech-park. More tax dollars need not be given away to 
builders I developers, but should be spent wisely with a smarter growth approach that develops where infrastructure already exists. 
The crushing tax burden to the people of Charles County is already the highest in the state, and the total of taxes and not-a-tax "fees" 
and add-on taxes put Chades County, Maryland in the top 5 fortotaf taxes. Enough! 

The airport study-area is rich in natural resources and is almost entirely forested. Preserving forest protects Mattawoman Creek, which 
is now showing signs of decline.! support protecting what is left of our natura! areas and Matta woman Creek for present and future 
generations.! do not support the conttnua! subsidizing of the wealthy and politically connected at the expense of everyone and 
everything else. 

S!ncere!y, 

Stephen J. Carr 
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Sarah Sandy - Fwd: airport land use 

From: Steven Ball 

To: Sarah Sandy 

Date: 2/3/2015 7:49 AM 

Subject: Fwd: airport land use 

CC: Theresa Pickeral 

Please keep for posting with batch 4 at end of the week 

Steven Ball, AICP, LEED AP 
Planning Director 
Charles County 
PO Box 2150 
La Plata, MD 20646 
(301) 645-0540 

>>> <dentak@comcast.net> 2/2/2015 7:41PM>>> 
Mr. Ball, 

Page 1 of 1 

I attended the public input meeting at Indian Head and I would like to opine that the plan to 
clear forest near the airport for more buildings and the consequent adding of sewage pipes to 
the area is not in the best interest of most county residents. The Mattawoman creek is already 
in danger from existing development and to remove more filtering vegetation from the 
watershed would be disastrous. The creek is a valuable asset of Charles county and it brings 
in tourists from outside as does the rail trail and to enlarge the airport so close to the creek 
will ruin it for me. I think it would be better to develop Indian Head and leave Bryans Road a 
village. 

Dennis Murphy 
resident of Bryans Road 
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Sarah Sandy - Fwd: Written comments on the airport land-use plan due Feb. 4!Jl 

From: 

To: 

Date: 

Subject: 

CC: 

Steven Ball 

Sarah Sandy 

2/3/2015 7:50 AM 

Fwd: Written comments on the airport land-use plan due Feb. 4!p 

Theresa Pickeral 

Please keep for posting with batch 4 at end of the week 

Steven Ball, AlCP, LEED AP 
Planning Director 
Charles County 
PO Box 2150 
La Plata, MD 20646 
(301) 645-0540 

>>>Agnes Washington <agneswashington@hotmail.com> 2/2/2015 9:29PM>>> 
Dear Mr. Ball: 

I would like to be on the record in support of conservation in the large area around the airport in Bryans Road. 
The objectives of the airport land-use study would be satisfied, and millions in taxpayer dollars saved, if the study 
recommends conservation. 

I do not support public-subsidized infrastructure like sewer lines and road widenings to industrialize around the 
airport. The "tech-park" market-study finds the area is uncompetitive with areas already having infrastructure. 
The airport market-study finds airport will never be a "driver" of development. Taxpayers have already lost 
millions on the failed tech-park. More tax dollars should not be risked, but should be spent wisely with a smarter 
growth approach that develops where infrastructure already exists such as the revitalization of the town of Indian 
Head. 

The airport study-area is rich in natura! resources and is almost entirely forested. Preserving forest protects 
Mattawoman Creek, which is now showing signs of decline. I support protecting what is left of our natural areas 
and Mattawoman Creek for present and future generations. 

Sincerely, 

Agnes Washington 

file:///C:/Users/sandysar/AppData/Localffemp/XPgrpwise/54D07DB8CCGPRM_p0!0016... 2/5/2015 



Sarah Sandy - Fwd: Airport Expansion 

From: 

To: 

Date: 

Steven Ball 

Sarah Sandy 

2/3/2015 7:51 AM 

Subject: Fwd: Airport Expansion 

CC: Theresa Pickeral 

Please keep for posting with batch 4 at end of the week 

Steven Ball, AICP, LEED AP 
Planning Director 
Charles County 
PO Box 2150 
La Plata, MD 20646 
(301) 645-0540 

>>> Takako Mato <takakomato@gmail.com> 2/2/201510:03 PM>>> 

Page 1 of 1 

Hello. I live in Bryans Road and I don't want a business jets flying airport in our neighborhood, about 3 miles 
from my home. The expansion of the airport will damage the natural beauty of Charles County, such as 
Mattawoman Creek. It will also damage the popularity of the rail trail. People come from DC, Baltimore, and 
Virginia to enjoy the trail. They will stop coming because they don't want to see or hear jets flying over while 
they are enjoying the nature. Also, the airport will affect our quality life adversely because of the noise and heavy 
traffic. Don't forget there are an elementary and a middle schools within a mile, and noise, pollution, and heavy 
traffic will have negative affect on children's learning. 

How are you going to protect those 2 schools? 
How are you going to protect Mattawoman Creek? 

Takako Mato 
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Sarah Sandy- Fwd: SUPPORT FOR CONSERVATION IN AND AROUND BUMPY OAK ROAD 
AREA 

From: 

To: 

Date: 

Subject: 

CC: 

Steven Ball 

Sarah Sandy 

2/3/2015 9:46 AM 

Fwd: SUPPORT FOR CONSERVATION IN AND AROUND BUMPY OAK ROAD AREA 

Theresa Pickeral 

Please include with batch 4 for posting at end of week 

Steven Ball, AICP, LEED AP 
Planning Director 
Charles County 
PO Box 2150 
La Plata, MD 20646 
(301) 645-0540 

> » John Wright <john.wright1941@yahoo.com> 2/3/2015 9:22AM » > 

Dear Mr. Ball: 

I would like to voice my concerns regarding the airport expansion and the purposed industrial park. the tech park, the 
Bryans Road expansion. I am for smart growth. This however is not smart growth. I have lived in this county over 60 
years. I spent my career in Indian Head as a business man. I remember Indian Head as a bustling community. I also 
saw a decline in Indian Head starting in the early to mid- 90s. Indian Head needs revitalization and not to the degree of 
the planned expansion of Bryans Road. There is not enough space to accommodate such growth or the infrastructure, 
especially the roads. Have you ever been to Bryans Road or down Livingston or Bumpy Oak Road at certain times of 
day? It is like being in Waldorf. Why does the county want to bring more traffic to already overburdened roads? I 
don't believe the county should be forcing taxpayers to pay for the infrastructure of a privately owned airport. 

I do not support public-subsidized infrastructure like sewer lines and road widening to industrialize around the airport. 
Truthfully, I am against all of this planned development in the area around the airport and Bryans Road. Taxpayers 
have already lost millions on the failed tech-park. More tax dollars should not be risked, but should be spent wisely with 
a smarter growth approach that develops where infrastructure already exists such as the revitalization of the town of 
Indian Head. 

The area around the airport is rich in natural resources and is almost entirely forested. Preserving this area makes the 
most sense. I support protecting what is left of our natural areas and Mattawoman Creek for present and future 
generations. 

Sincerely, 
John E. Wright 
6215 Bumpy Oak Road 
La Plata, MD 20640 
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Sarah Sandy- Fwd: EXPANSION COMMENTS 

From: 

To: 

Date: 

Steven Ball 

Sarah Sandy 

2/3/2015 1:26 PM 

Subject: Fwd: EXPANSION COMMENTS 

CC: Theresa Pickeral 

Please hold this for posting with batch 4 at end of the week. 

Steven Ball, AICP, LEED AP 
Planning Director 
Charles County 
PO Box 2150 
La Plata, MD 20646 
(301) 645-0540 

>>>Lee Cox <clcox48@yahoo.com> 2/3/2015 1:03PM>>> 
Hello Mr. Ball, 

Page 1 of 1 

I am a lifelong resident of Charles County. I am writing to inform you of my opposition to the proposed 
industrial expansion around the Maryland Airport. This is proposal would be detrimental to the wetlands 
adjacent to the area. I am also opposed to the development in the Bryans Road area. To put dense housing in 
the area around the 2 schools doesn't benefit the residents of the county. The only thing it does for us is over 
crowds our schools and our already overcrowded roadways. Traffic is so bad that at certain times of the day I 
do not leave my home. I would hate to think that it could potentially be like that all of the time. 

I believe in growth. But, I believe in smart growth. I think that more than anything tax dollars should be spent in 
the revitalization of the Indian Head area. That doesn't mean to overcrowd it. That just doesn't work. I do not 
want this side of the county to end up like Waldorf. I do my best to stay away from there. We need someone 
with some common sense to vote this down. The residents do NOT want this. They want a sustainable area, not 
an overbuilt area. 

Hasn't the county wasted enough of our tax dollars? For example this past August $6.4 million on a failed 
attempt to do something that shouldn't have been done in the first place. I am tired of my tax dollars being 
wasted. If these proposed plans come to fruition I will move away. I am tired of the wastefulness and the failed 
attempts at growing the county to its own detriment. 

Thank you, 
Curtis L. Cox 
20 Sixth Street 
Indian Head, MD 20640 
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Sarah Sandy - Fwd: Oppose airport driven industrialization of sensitive areas 

From: 

To: 

Date: 

Subject: 

CC: 

Steven Ball 

Sarah Sandy 

2/3/2015 3:00 PM 

Fwd: Oppose airport driven industrialization of sensitive areas 

Theresa Pickeral 

Please hold for posting with batch 4 later this week. 

Steven Ball, AICP, LEED AP 
Planning Director 
Charles County 
PO Box 2150 
La Plata, MD 20646 
(301) 645-0540 

>>>Lana Powell <lona_p@yahoo.com> 2/3/2015 2:21PM>>> 

Page 1 of 1 

Please put me on the record as opposing the use of public funds to expand a privately owned airport. 
The Maryland Airport is a privately owned airport open for public-use. It is located next to Bryans Road, 
MD. and adjacent to ecologically sensitive areas. 
The same special interests that have been trying to "punch through" development into western Charles 
County for years now want to use the expansion as an excuse for using tax dollars to give them 
infrastructure to industrialize the land around the airport. Meanwhile existing developed areas are 
neglected. The area around Indian Head should be the focus of any planned growth. 
1422990904201_2217 dir=ltr> Lona Powell 
1422990904201_2218 dir=ltr>PO box 194 
1422990904201_2233 dir=ltr>Accokeek, Maryland 20607 
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Sarah Sandy - Fwd: Audubon comments on Md Airport LUS 

From: 

To: 

Date: 

Subject: 

CC: 

Steven Ball 

Sarah Sandy 

2/3/2015 3:45 PM 

Fwd: Audubon comments on Md Airport LUS 

Theresa Pickeral 

Page 1 of 1 

Attachments: Audubon_ Comments Md Airport LUS 2-3-2015.pdf; MD-DCJBA CRITERIA final Jan ll.pdf; 
AudubonMDDCJBA_FactSheet_Dec2012.pdf 

Save for posting with batch 4 at end of week. 

Steven Ball, AICP, LEED AP 
Planning Director 
Charles County 
PO Box 2150 
La Plata, MD 20646 
(301) 645-0540 

> > > "Curson, David" <dcurson@audubon.org> 2/3/2015 3:43 PM > > > 
Dear Mr Ball, 

Thanks for replying to my voicemaillast week. I am attaching comments on behalf of Audubon on the 
Maryland Airport land use study. Please note that in these comments I mention that Audubon's Important Bird 
Areas have not been included in the land use study, despite the fact that two of these sites exist within the 
study area. 

I would be more than happy to provide shapefiles for these Important Bird Areas and other supporting 
information so they can be included in the study. Please don't hesitate to contact me if you have questions. 

David Curson, PhD 
Director of Bird Conservation 
Audubon Maryland-De. 
2901 E. Baltimore St. 
Baltimore, MD 21224 

(410) 558 2473 
dcurson@audubon.org 
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2901 E. Baltimore St 

Baltimore, MD 21224 

February 3, 2015 

 

Mr Steven Ball, Director 

Charles County Dep’t. of Planning and Growth Management 

200 Baltimore St,  

La Plata, MD 20646 

 

 

Re: Maryland Airport Land Use Study 

 

Dear Mr Ball, 

 

Please consider these comments on the Maryland Airport land use study on behalf of 

Audubon Maryland-DC and our 187 members in Charles County.  Audubon Maryland-

DC is the state office of the National Audubon Society. The mission of Audubon 

Maryland-DC is to conserve and restore natural ecosystems, focusing on birds, other 

wildlife, and their habitats for the benefit of humanity and the earth's biological diversity.   

 

The land use study of the Maryland Airport and surrounding area centers on proposed 

Employment and Industrial Park districts covering more than 1,000 acres where there is 

interest in creating a new major commercial and industrial hub, in a part of western 

Charles County currently rural in character and dominated by mature forest with some 

residential village development. A glance at an aerial photograph shows that Maryland 

Airport is currently completely surrounded by mature hardwood forest which extends 

unbroken for several miles to the west through Chapman State Park, to the south past 

Ripley and to the northeast up the Mattawoman Creek floodplain.  This mature forest also 

covers approximately half of the acreage of the proposed Employment and Industrial 

Park districts and much of this forest would likely be destroyed by the proposed 

development.  

 

We urge that any commercial and industrial development in the study area be limited in 

scale and that existing forest land be preserved through re-zoning, easements and 

purchase. The proposed scale of development surrounding the airport and at the Indian 

Head Science and Technology Park (tech park) is inappropriate and unwise for the 

following reasons: 

1. Market analyses have revealed that there is insufficient demand to support 

significant commercial development at either the tech park
1
 or in the vicinity of 

the airport.
2
  



 2 

2. Because of the lack of market demand, the potential for return on the investment 

of public funds needed to provide new sewer and other service infrastructure at 

this greenfield site is poor. Taxpayer subsidies for this infrastructure would likely 

be wasted.  

3. The proposed development would likely result in the direct destruction of several 

hundred acres of mature forest of high ecological value and accelerate the 

environmental degradation of the entire Mattawoman Creek watershed. The 

ecological assets of this very sensitive system are described in more detail below. 

 

Ecological assets of the Mattawoman watershed 

The land use study area contains some of the most ecologically sensitive land in southern 

Maryland. Extensive urbanization in the Mattawoman watershed has already damaged 

the forests and wetlands of the Mattwaman Creek system with increased run-off, 

pollution and habitat fragmentation, and the level of development implied by the 

industrial and commercial zoning in the study area would further severely degrade these 

natural assets. For now, the ecological value of this ecosystem remains high, as 

documented in multiple natural resource designations by different agencies. These are 

summarized below. 

 

The study area contains parts of two Important Bird Areas (IBAs) that have been 

identified by Audubon (Mattawoman Creek IBA and Chapman State Park IBA), neither 

of which are mentioned in the airport land use study. These should be added to the study, 

and I will be happy to provide boundary information in the form of shapefiles.  

 

Important Bird Areas (IBAs) are sites that support significant populations of bird species 

considered vulnerable.  Vulnerable birds include not just rare, threatened and endangered 

species, but also a variety of species still fairly common and widespread, that are habitat 

specialists, requiring a particular type of habitat, or are highly concentrated in their 

distribution. The National Audubon Society has identified Important Bird Areas 

throughout the United States as part of a global program coordinated by Birdlife 

International. Standardized science-based criteria have been used to identify IBA sites 

(see attachment). As of November 2014, 43 IBAs have been identified in Maryland. 

More information about the Important Bird Areas program is available on the National 

Audubon Society website at http://conservation.audubon.org/ 

 

In Maryland and DC, IBAs represent the highest quality remaining habitats for 

vulnerable bird species. During the process of IBA identification, which is driven by 

analysis of actual bird data rather than modeling, it has become clear that IBAs have a 

natural close fit with Maryland’s most ecologically-valuable undeveloped lands making 

up the Green Infrastructure Assessment (GIA), published by Maryland DNR in 2003 and 

updated in 2009.  In mapping IBAs, we have aligned site boundaries with green 

infrastructure hubs whenever appropriate, including the great majority of sites. Not all 

Green Infrastructure hubs qualify as IBAs – the IBA network represents the best of the 

hubs, as determined by available bird data. The land use study area contains two 

Important Bird Areas: 

 

http://conservation.audubon.org/
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Mattawoman Creek Important Bird Area includes forested wetlands and the adjacent 

upland forests along the stream valley of Mattawoman Creek. This site is of statewide 

importance for Forest-Interior Dwelling Species of birds (FIDS) and supports significant 

populations of three bird species that are at-risk nationally: Prothonotary Warbler, 

Kentucky Warbler, and Wood Thrush. Parts of Mattawoman Creek IBA lie not only 

inside the land use study area but also within areas zoned IG and BP, and represent 

mature forest that would be destroyed by development under the proposed zoning. 

 

Chapman State Park Important Bird Area includes Chapman State Park and is occupied 

largely by deciduous forest and supports a diverse species assemblage of FIDS, including 

four species that are at-risk nationally: Prothonotary Warbler, Kentucky Warbler, Worm-

eating Warbler and Wood Thrush. This IBA is adjacent to the tech park and its original 

boundary was drawn to coincide with the state park boundary. However, forest of similar 

quality for FIDS extends into the tech park site, of which more than half is occupied by 

forest. Most of the IBA, including the part adjacent to the tech park, is designated as 

Wildlands by the Maryland General Assembly. 

 

As described in the open house presentation on 14
th

 January, other natural resource 

designations within the study area include:  

- A Wetland of Special State Concern, the Pomonkey School Stream WSSC, which 

runs through the tech park and would be subject to severe adverse impacts if the 

tech park were developed as envisioned.   

- A stronghold watershed, designated by Maryland Department of Natural 

Resources (DNR). The entire section of the Mattawoman watershed within the 

study area is a stronghold watershed, due to the aquatic biodiversity it supports.  

- The great majority of the study area has been designated by Maryland DNR as a 

Targeted Ecological Area, representing a conservation priority and target for 

protection through Program Open Space. The majority of the tech park and the 

proposed business park surrounding the airport are within the Targeted Ecological 

Area. 

- The US Fish and Wildlife Service has included the study area in the Mattawoman 

Unit of the Chesapeake Rivers National Wildlife Refuge complex due to its 

extensive upland hardwood forest and migratory fish spawning habitat. Much of 

the study area is within lands targeted for protection by USFWS via easement or 

purchase.  

 

This impressive list of natural resource designations by wildlife agencies and 

environmental organizations, as well as the known value of the Mattawoman watershed 

for wildlife-related tourism, presents a clear case for conservation use of the land within 

the airport study area. Conservation use would be compatible with the current character 

of the area. Furthermore, these designations bring with them access to state and federal 

funding to protect land for conservation purposes. Seeking help from outside the county 

to pay for a sustainable conservation use of this land would appear to be a far better 

investment than further burdening local taxpayers with costs  they are unlikely to recoup 

in future revenues but will very likely lead to the destruction of one of their most valuable 
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assets, a healthy Mattawoman watershed.  An unbiased analysis of the economic and 

environmental circumstances would surely point towards increased conservation of the 

area through zoning, easements and purchase.   

 

Sincerely, 

 
David Curson, Ph.D. 

Director of Bird Conservation 

dcurson@audubon.org 

 

Attachments: 

1. Maryland-DC Important Bird Areas Program fact sheet. 

2. Maryland-DC Important Bird Areas Program Criteria for site selection. 

 

References 
1. Indian Head Science and Technology Park Market Analysis and Due Diligence Services. 

Prepared by Jones Lang LaSalle Americas, Inc. for Charles County Department of 

Economic Development, October 2, 2014. 

2. Open house presentation, January 14, 2015; 

http://www.charlescountymd.gov/sites/default/files/pgm/planning/mdair_pres1-14-

15reduced.pdf 

 

mailto:dcurson@audubon.org
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IMPORTANT BIRD AREAS PROGRAM 
 

CRITERIA FOR SITE SELECTION 
(updated January 2011) 

 

Copies available at: http://mddc.audubon.org/birds-science-education/important-bird-areas 

 

Category MD-DC 1:   Sites important to bird species at risk.   

 

Criterion: 

 

The site regularly supports significant breeding or non-breeding numbers of species at risk in 

Maryland and DC. These include: species listed in the Code of Maryland Regulations (COMAR 

08.030.08) as Endangered, Threatened or In Need of Conservation in Maryland; “Red” and “Yellow” 

Audubon/American Bird Conservancy WatchList (2007) species, species listed by the IBA National 

Technical Committee as globally or continentally at risk, species included in the Birds of Conservation 

Concern 2008 list, and other species judged by the Maryland-DC IBA Technical Review Committee to 

be at risk in Maryland and DC.   

 

A framework of site-level thresholds has been developed (Table 1) based on species at risk categories 

(see below), dispersion pattern and taxonomic group.  Within this framework site-level thresholds for 

each species (Table 2) have been selected from the appropriate range based on published conservation 

listings and unpublished information on current trends in population and distribution.  Site-level 

thresholds will be used as guidelines in the site review process at the discretion of the Maryland-DC 

IBA Technical Review Committee, and will be adjusted accordingly if found to be inappropriate. 

 

Species at risk categories  

The following three species at risk categories are based on abundance, distribution, and severity of 

threats (as measured by population trends and other factors).  

 

Severely at risk: This category includes species with extremely limited distributions and small 

populations and facing severe threats in Maryland-DC. The goal for these species is to include the 

great majority of established populations within IBAs. 

 

Highly at risk: This category includes species with limited distributions and small populations and 

facing distinct threats in Maryland-DC.  The goal for these species is to include a moderate to high 

proportion of their populations within IBAs. 

 

At risk: This category includes species that are more widely distributed and with larger populations in 

Maryland-DC than other species at risk, and species with limited distributions but facing lower levels 

of threat than other species at risk.  The goal for these species is to include a lower proportion of their 

populations within IBAs. 

http://mddc.audubon.org/birds-science-education/important-bird-areas
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Table 1. Ranges of IBA site-level thresholds for species at risk in Maryland and DC. In each cell numbers are: breeding pairs; individuals during 

winter or migration. 

 Severely at Risk Highly at Risk At Risk* 

Dispersed/Non-pass. 2 pairs; 6-15 3-5 pairs; 9-30 5-20 pairs; 15-60 

Dispersed/Passerine 3-5 pairs; 9-15 5-10 pairs; 15-30 10-160 pairs; 30-480 

Aggregated 5-20 pairs; 15-60 20-40 pairs; 60-120 40-80 pairs; 120-960 

*For some species no longer on the WatchList or BCC list the threshold may match the Continental IBA threshold 

and thus exceed the range shown. 

 

Table 2.  Conservation status and IBA site-level thresholds of bird species at risk in Maryland and DC.  Species  

Species 

At Risk 

Category
1
 

(in MD-DC) 

Threshold 

Breeding 

Pairs 

Threshold 

Nonbreeding 

individuals
2
 

Conservation listing 

COMAR
3

(MD DNR)
 
 

Audubon/ABC 

WatchList (2007)
4
 
 
 

IBA 

National 

Tech Cttee
5
 

USFWS
6
 

Severely at risk species        

American Bittern Severely at risk 2 6 I   BCC Region 5 

Northern Goshawk Severely at risk 2 B E    

Black Rail Severely at risk 2 6 E Red Global BCC National, Region 5 

Wilson's Plover Severely at risk 2 6 E Yellow Continental BCC National, Region 5 

Piping Plover Severely at risk 2 6 E Red Global Threatened (ESA) 

Upland Sandpiper Severely at risk 2 30 E  Continental BCC National, Region 5 

Red Knot Severely at risk N/A 40  Yellow Continental BCC National, Region 5 

Gull-billed Tern Severely at risk 5 30 E Yellow Continental BCC National, Region 5 

Royal Tern Severely at risk 10 B E    

Black Skimmer Severely at risk 5 30 E Yellow Continental BCC National, Region 5 

Northern Saw-whet Owl Severely at risk 2 B     

Olive-sided Flycatcher Severely at risk 3 9 E Yellow Global BCC National, Region 5 

Loggerhead Shrike Severely at risk 3 9 E  Continental BCC National, Region 5 

Bewick's Wren (ssp. altus) Severely at risk 3 9 E  Continental BCC National, Region 5 

Sedge Wren Severely at risk 3 9 E   Continental BCC Region 5 

Swainson's Warbler Severely at risk 3 9 E Yellow Continental BCC National, Region 5 

Mourning Warbler Severely at risk 3 B E    

Henslow's Sparrow Severely at risk 5 9 T Red Global BCC National, Region 5 

Highly at risk species        

Northern Harrier Highly at risk 5 15     

Peregrine Falcon Highly at risk 3 30 I  Continental BCC National, Region 5 

Whimbrel Highly at risk N/A 60   Continental BCC National, Region 5 
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Species 

At Risk 

Category  

(in MD-DC)
1
 

Threshold 

Breeding 

Pairs 

Threshold 

Nonbreeding 

individuals
2 

Conservation listing 

COMAR
3
 

(MD DNR) 
Audubon/ABC

 

WatchList (2007)
 4
 

IBA 

National 

Tech Cttee
5
 

USFWS
6
 

Common Tern Highly at risk 30 60     

Least Tern Highly at risk 20 60 T Red Continental BCC National, Region 5 

Short-eared Owl Highly at risk 3 15 E Yellow Continental BCC National, Region 5 

Alder Flycatcher Highly at risk 5 B I    

Golden-winged Warbler Highly at risk 5 15  Red Global BCC National, Region 5 

Nashville Warbler Highly at risk 5 B I    

Blackburnian Warbler Highly at risk 10 B T    

Cerulean Warbler Highly at risk 10 15  Yellow Global BCC National, Region 5 

Canada Warbler Highly at risk 10 30  Yellow Continental BCC National, Region 5 

Nelson's Sparrow  Highly at risk N/A 15  Yellow Continental BCC National, Region 5 

Saltmarsh Sparrow  Highly at risk 10 15  Red Global BCC National, Region 5 

Swamp Sparrow  

(Coastal Plain ssp. nigrescens) Highly at risk 10 30 
 

I 
   

Dickcissel Highly at risk 5 30   Continental BCC National 

Rusty Blackbird Highly at risk N/A  60  Yellow  Global BCC National, Region 5 

At-risk species        

Pied-billed Grebe At risk 10 B    BCC Region 5 

Least Bittern At risk 5 B I   BCC Region 5 

American Black Duck At risk 20 240    Not eligible 

Bald Eagle At risk 10 60 T  Continental BCC National, Region 5 

Northern Bobwhite At risk  10  60    Global Not eligible 

Clapper Rail At risk 40 120  Yellow Continental Not eligible 

King Rail At risk 5 B  Yellow  Not eligible 

Sora At risk 5  B    Not eligible 

Common Moorhen At risk 10 B I   Not eligible 

American Golden Plover At risk N/A 60  Yellow Continental  

American Oystercatcher At risk 5 15   Continental BCC National, Region 5 

Solitary Sandpiper At risk N/A 60   Continental BCC National, Region 5 

Lesser Yellowlegs At risk N/A 360   Continental BCC National, Region 5 

Sanderling At risk N/A 720  Yellow Continental  

Semipalmated Sandpiper At risk N/A 720  Yellow Continental BCC National, Region 5 

Western Sandpiper At risk N/A 720  Yellow Continental  

White-rumped Sandpiper At risk N/A 480  Yellow Continental  
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Species 

At Risk 

Category  

(in MD-DC)
1
 

Threshold 

Breeding 

Pairs 

Threshold 

Nonbreeding 

individuals
2 

Conservation listing 

COMAR
3
 

(MD DNR) 
Audubon/ABC

 

WatchList (2007)
 4
 

IBA 

National 

Tech Cttee
5
 

USFWS
6
 

Purple Sandpiper At risk N/A 240   Continental BCC National, Region 5 

Dunlin At risk N/A 960   Continental  

Stilt Sandpiper At risk N/A 480  Yellow Continental National 

Buff-breasted Sandpiper At risk N/A 30  Red Global BCC National, Region 5 

Short-billed Dowitcher At risk N/A 240   Continental BCC National, Region 5 

American Woodcock At risk 10 45    Not eligible 

Common Nighthawk At risk 5 B     

Whip-poor-will At risk 10 30    BCC Region 5 

Red-headed Woodpecker At risk 10 30  Yellow Global BCC National, Region 5 

Willow Flycatcher At risk 20 60  Yellow Continental BCC National 

Bank Swallow  At risk 40 B     

Brown-headed Nuthatch At risk 30 120   Continental BCC National 

Wood Thrush At risk 160 480  Yellow Continental BCC National, Region 5 

Blue-winged Warbler At risk 15 30  Yellow Continental BCC National, Region 5 

Prairie Warbler At risk 30 60  Yellow Continental BCC National, Region 5 

Prothonotary Warbler At risk 30 60  Yellow Continental BCC National 

Worm-eating Warbler At risk 30 60   Continental BCC National, Region 5 

Northern Waterthrush At risk 10 B     

Kentucky Warbler At risk 20 60  Yellow Continental BCC National, Region 5 

Seaside Sparrow At risk 40 120  Red  BCC National, Region 5 
 

1
Species were allocated to at-risk categories (“severely at-risk”, highly at-risk”, “at-risk”) by the Maryland-DC IBA Technical Review Committee. 

2
B = At-risk status applies to breeding populations only. 

3
Listed in the Code of Maryland Regulations (COMAR 08.030.08) as E = Endangered, T = Threatened, I = In Need of Conservation. See website: 

http://www.dnr.Maryland.gov/wildlife/rteanimals.asp   
4
See website: http://web1.audubon.org/science/species/watchlist/ 

5
The IBA National Technical Committee (NTC), convened by the National Audubon Society, lists bird species considered at risk at the global and continental scales 

(A1 and B1 species respectively).  This list includes Federally listed species and subspecies, National Birds of Conservation Concern (U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service), and “Red” and “Yellow” ABC/Audubon WatchList species.  In  September 2009 this list was updated to reflect revisions to the WatchList (2007) and the 

BCC list (2008).  
6
The US Fish and Wildlife Service lists Threatened and Endangered Species (see website: http://www.fws.gov/endangered/wildlife.html ) under the Endangered 

Species Act, and Birds of Conservation Concern (USFWS, 2008), which lists nongame bird species at national and regional scales; see website:  

http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/NewsPublicationsReports.html . Game bird species are not included on the BCC list and are thus labeled not eligible in this 

column. USFWS Region 5 includes 12 states in the northeastern US from Virginia north and east. 

 

http://www.dnr.maryland.gov/wildlife/rteanimals.asp
http://web1.audubon.org/science/species/watchlist/
http://www.fws.gov/endangered/wildlife.html
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/NewsPublicationsReports.html
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Category MD-DC 2:  Sites important to bird species assemblages dependent upon a particular habitat 

type.  

 

This category is intended to cover relatively large areas that support the most diverse assemblages of 

species with very particular habitat requirements (see lists below).  Small remnants of an exceptional 

habitat type may be included.  Selection of sites will be based on avian assemblages present in the 

habitat type, not on the habitat type alone.  Therefore, whenever possible, the species of birds that are 

characteristic of the habitat type should be identified and quantified.   

 

 

Criterion: 

 

The site contains a highly diverse assemblage of bird species characteristic of a particular habitat type 

within the state or region. Avian assemblages at a site will be evaluated relative to the suite of potential 

species within the state or the appropriate Bird Conservation Region (BCR; NABCI 2000) in the lists 

below, using data from the 2002-06 Maryland-DC Breeding Bird Atlas project (Ellison 2010), and other 

sources. For widespread habitat types, species richness of the assemblage, per Breeding Bird Atlas 

(BBA) block, should typically be within that of the top 15% of BBA blocks across the state or within the 

region of analysis. For the forest assemblage, BCR 28 is further subdivided into Physiographic Regions 

because of significant differences in this assemblage between these regions. 

 

Characteristic bird species of major habitat types in Maryland and DC  

The lists below include bird species assemblages of habitat specialists (species largely dependent on the 

habitat in question) for the major habitat types in Maryland-DC. Species assemblages are limited to 

breeding species. Some species can be dependent on multiple similar habitats so will appear in more 

than one list.   
 

Forest  Includes all species on Maryland DNR’s list of Forest Interior Dwelling Species (FIDS). 

 

 

 

 

Forest Interior Dwelling Species 

 

Appalachian Mountains 

(BCR 28) 

 

 

Piedmont 

 (BCR 29) 

 

 

Coastal Plain 

(BCR 30) Allegheny 

plateau 

Ridge & 

valley 

Sharp-shinned Hawk x x x  

Northern Goshawk x    

Red-shouldered Hawk x x x x 

Broad-winged Hawk x x x x 

Black-billed Cuckoo x x x x 

Barred Owl x x x x 

Whip-poor-will x x x x 

Hairy Woodpecker x x x x 

Pileated Woodpecker x x x x 

Acadian Flycatcher x x x x 

Common Raven x x x  

Brown Creeper x x x x 

Winter Wren x    

Veery x x x  
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Hermit Thrush x    

Wood Thrush x x x x 

Blue-headed Vireo x x   

Yellow-throated Vireo x x x x 

Red-eyed Vireo x x x x 

Northern Parula x x x x 

Magnolia Warbler x    

Black-throated Blue Warbler x    

Black-throated Green Warbler (subsp 

waynei)* 

   x 

Blackburnian Warbler x    

Cerulean Warbler x x x  

Black-and-white Warbler x x x x 

American Redstart x x x x 

Prothonotary Warbler x x x x 

Worm-eating Warbler x x x x 

Swainson’s Warbler*    x 

Ovenbird x x x x 

Louisiana Waterthrush x x x x 

Northern Waterthrush x    

Kentucky Warbler x x x x 

Hooded Warbler x x x x 

Canada Warbler x    

Summer Tanager   x x 

Scarlet Tanager x x x x 

Total species in assemblage 35 27 27 25 

Species richness of 85
th

 percentile of 

Breeding Bird Atlas blocks (2002-06) 
25 19 17 16 

* Denotes species breeding irregularly or at only one or two sites in Maryland-DC. 

 

 

Mountain Peatland  Occurs only in BCR 28. 

 

 

Mountain Peatland species 

Appalachian 

Mountains 

(BCR 28) 

Northern Saw-whet Owl* x 
Alder Flycatcher x 
Nashville Warbler x 
Northern Waterthrush x 
Canada Warbler x 
Swamp Sparrow x 

Total species in assemblage 6 

* Denotes species breeding irregularly or at only one or two sites in Maryland-DC. 
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Shrubland and Early Successional Habitats  

 

 

Shrubland and Early Successional species 

Appalachian 

Mountains 

(BCR 28) 

 

Piedmont 

(BCR 29) 

 

Coastal Plain 

(BCR 30) 

Northern Bobwhite x x x 

American Woodcock x x x 

Willow Flycatcher x x  

Brown Thrasher x x x 

White-eyed Vireo x x x 

Blue-winged Warbler x x  

Golden-winged Warbler x   

Chestnut-sided Warbler x   

Prairie Warbler x x x 

Mourning Warbler* x   
Yellow-breasted Chat x x x 
Eastern Towhee x x x 
Field Sparrow x x x 

Total species in assemblage 13 10 8 

Species richness of 85
th

 percentile of Breeding 

Bird Atlas blocks (2002-06) 
7 8 7 

* Denotes species breeding irregularly or at only one or two sites in Maryland-DC. 

 

 

Grassland 

 

 

Grassland species 

Appalachian 

Mountains 

(BCR 28) 

 

Piedmont 

(BCR 29) 

 

Coastal Plain 

(BCR 30) 

Northern Harrier x  x 

American Kestrel  x x x 

Upland Sandpiper* x   

Barn Owl x x x 

Short-eared Owl* x   

Sedge Wren x  x 

Loggerhead Shrike* x x  

Dickcissel  x x 

Vesper Sparrow x x x 

Savannah Sparrow x x  

Grasshopper Sparrow x x x 

Henslow’s Sparrow x   

Bobolink x x  

Eastern Meadowlark x x x 

Total species in assemblage 13 9 8 

Species richness of 85
th

 percentile of Breeding 

Bird Atlas blocks (2002-06) 
5 4 3 

* Denotes species breeding irregularly or at only one or two sites in Maryland-DC. 
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Freshwater Marsh 

 

 

Freshwater Marsh species 

Appalachian 

Mountains 

(BCR 28) 

 

Piedmont 

(BCR 29) 

 

Coastal Plain 

(BCR 30) 

Pied-billed Grebe  x x 

American Bittern   x 

Least Bittern  x x 

American Black Duck  x x x 

Black Rail    x 

King Rail  x x 

Virginia Rail x x x 

Common Moorhen  x x 

Sora x x x 

Sedge Wren x  x 

Marsh Wren   x 

Coastal Plain Swamp Sparrow   x 

Total species in assemblage 4 7 12 

 

 

Salt Marsh  Occurs only in BCR 30.  

 

 

Salt Marsh species 

 

Coastal Plain 

(BCR 30) 

American Bittern x 

Least Bittern x 

Northern Harrier x 

American Black Duck x 

Black Rail x 

Clapper Rail x 

King Rail x 

Virginia Rail x 

Common Moorhen x 

Willet x 

Barn Owl x 

Sedge Wren x 

Marsh Wren x 

Saltmarsh Sparrow x 

Seaside Sparrow x 

Coastal Plain Swamp Sparrow x 

Total species in assemblage 16 
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Coastal Beach and Dune  Occurs only in BCR 30. 

 

Coastal Beach and Dune species 

Coastal Plain 

(BCR 30) 

Piping Plover x 

Wilson’s Plover* x 

American Oystercatcher x 

Gull-billed Tern* x 

Royal Tern* x 

Sandwich Tern* x 

Least Tern x 

Black Skimmer x 

Total species in assemblage 8 

* Denotes species breeding irregularly or at only one or two sites in Maryland-DC. 

 

 

 

Category MD-DC 3:    Sites where native species of birds regularly concentrate in significant numbers 

when breeding, in winter, or during migration.   

 

This category is meant to cover sites of importance for dense populations of breeding birds (such as a 

heronry), high concentrations of waterfowl or shorebirds in any season, and migratory “bottlenecks” 

where geographical features (such as ridges) concentrate large numbers of migratory birds.  Human-

made food sources for gulls (landfills, dumpsites, sewage treatment plants or outflows, etc.) or man-

made structures (dams, bridges, buildings, etc.) will not be considered as IBAs.  Exceptions will be 

considered for sites important for species that utilize only man-made items (such as very large chimney 

swift roosts) and habitat restoration projects (such as dredge-spoil islands) due to their relative 

permanence and resemblance to natural habitats. Consideration will normally not be given to species 

that are considered nuisance species, i.e. harmful or economically destructive species. The numerical 

thresholds in 1a – 1e are guidelines only, and the Technical Review Committee may consider other 

factors (quality and location of habitat, distribution and importance of species, etc.). 

 

Criteria: 

 

(3a) The site regularly supports at least 7,000 waterfowl (at one time) during some part of the year.  The 

designation “waterfowl” includes such birds as loons, grebes, cormorants, swans, geese, ducks, coots, 

and moorhens.  Totals should not include Mute Swans, resident Canada Geese, or resident Mallards.  

The threshold for migratory Canada Geese is currently under review by the Technical Review 

Committee.  

 

(3b) The site regularly supports at least 400 seabirds and/or terns (at one time) or 10,000 gulls (at one 

time) during some part of the year.  The designation “seabird” includes such birds as shearwaters, storm-

petrels, fulmars, gannets, jaegers, alcids, and pelicans. 

 



Maryland-DC Important Bird Areas Program  Criteria for site selection 

 

(3c) The site regularly supports at least 300 shorebirds or rails (at one time) if an inland site, or 1000 

shorebirds or rails (at one time) if coastal, during some part of the year.  The designation “shorebirds” 

includes such birds as plovers, sandpipers, snipe, and phalaropes. 

 

(3d) The site regularly supports at least 200 non-breeding wading birds or 500 breeding pairs of wading 

birds during some part of the year.  The designation “wading birds” includes such birds as bitterns, 

herons, egrets, and ibises. 

 

(3e) The site is regularly an important stopover site, “bottleneck,” or migratory corridor for at least 

8,000 raptors (seasonal total) during spring or fall migration. 

 

(3f) The site is regularly an important migratory stopover or seasonal concentration site for migratory 

landbirds.  Sites may qualify on the basis of exceptionally high numbers of birds during migration, i.e. 

“migrant traps”, wintering flocks, or high densities of breeding species as shown from point counts or 

other surveys.  No absolute thresholds have been set due to the scarcity of quantitative data.  Sites 

should be clearly unique from other sites in the local area. Consideration may also be given to areas with 

consistently high overall species diversity or exceptional diversity within a particular group (e.g., 

warblers).  

 

(3g) The site regularly supports a significant concentration of a single native species, but supports a 

smaller total number of birds than any of the criteria above (1a – 1f).  Ideally, the site should be known 

or thought to hold more than 5% of the state population of a species.  In practice, however, it will be 

difficult to estimate state population sizes for most species.  This criterion might be applied to any 

species that congregates, including those which nest in colonies, forage in flocks, or roost communally. 

 

 

Literature Cited 

 

Ellison, W. G. 2010. Second atlas of the breeding birds of Maryland and the District of Columbia. Johns 

Hopkins University Press. 

 

U. S. NABCI Committee.  2000.  North American Bird Conservation Regions: Bird Conservation 

Region descriptions. North America Bird Conservation Initiative, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 

Arlington, VA. [Online version available at http://www.nabci-us.org/bcrs.html]. 
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What is an IBA?  
Important Bird Areas (IBAs) are sites that support significant populations of birds considered vulnerable. Sites 

are identified based on rigorous scientific criteria that focus on three categories of vulnerable birds:  

1) At-risk species of conservation priority.  

2) Species assemblages of birds that specialize in a particular habitat type.  

3) Birds that occur in exceptional concentrations.  

IBAs can be small or large in extent, but usually are discrete sites that stand out from the surrounding 

landscape.  IBAs may be National Wildlife Refuges, State Parks or other protected public lands, but they can 

also be private farms, forests and other private areas.  Not all IBAs are open to the public – the intent of the IBA 

Program is conservation of birds and their habitats rather than highlighting places for bird watching. 

 

Goals of the IBA Program 

The overall goal of the IBA Program is to ensure the continued viability of the habitats and their bird 

populations within IBAs.  It is a strategic conservation-planning tool, and as such it is proactive rather than 

reactive.  Program goals are achieved through three action steps: 

 

Identify the most essential areas for birds 

Monitor those sites for changes to birds and habitat 

Conserve these areas for long-term protection of bird populations 

 

The IBA program seeks to achieve conservation goals through partnerships with conservation planners, private 

landowners and managers of public lands.  A major component of the program is the participation of volunteers 

who act as citizen scientists and conservation stewards, studying species population trends, evaluating threats to 

birds, and restoring and enhancing bird habitats. Conservation at IBAs can take the form of developing and 

improving management plans, pursuing conservation easement or land purchase and seeking legislative support 

and protection.  On-the-ground activities may include management of vegetation, invasive species control, 

designing structures to reduce human impacts, erecting nesting structures and managing agricultural crops for 

wildlife. 

 

A Brief History of the IBA Program 
The IBA Program began in the 1980s as an initiative of BirdLife International, a global partnership of more 

than 100 organizations worldwide.  First implemented in Europe, IBA programs now exist on every continent 

and over 10,000 IBAs have been identified worldwide. In the U.S. the National Audubon Society is Birdlife 

International’s partner and has established IBA Programs state by state.  Programs are now up and running in 46 

states with over 2,100 IBAs identified across the country.   

 

The IBA Program in Maryland and DC 

Important Bird Areas are identified by an IBA Technical Review Committee, which reviews all nominated sites 

against scientific criteria based on analysis of bird populations and their habitats.  The Audubon Maryland-DC 

IBA Technical Review Committee includes: Kyle Rambo (Chair), Patuxent River Naval Air Station; Wayne 

Bell, Washington College; David Curson, Audubon Maryland-DC; David Yeany II, Audubon Maryland-DC; 

Lynn Davidson, Md. Department of Natural Resources; David Smith, Maryland Ornithological Society; Glenn 

Therres, Md. Department of Natural Resources, Bill Hubick, David Ziolkowski, USGS Patuxent Wildlife 

Research Center. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

For more information visit our website at  http://md.audubon.org/ 

or contact: 

 

Dr. David Curson 

Director of Bird Conservation      

410-558-2473  

dcurson@audubon.org           

http://md.audubon.org/
mailto:dcurson@audubon.org


Sarah Sandy - Fwd: RE: Airport Expansion 

From: 

To: 

Date: 

Subject: 

CC: 

Steven Ball 

Sarah Sandy 

2/4/2015 12:58 PM 

Fwd: RE: Airport Expansion 

Theresa Pickeral 

Page 1 of4 

Attachments: DSC02603.JPG; PB140020JPG; P4290002.JPG; DSC01052.JPG; DSC03425.JPG; DSC00740.JPG; 
Creek.JPG 

Please keep this for posting with batch 4 at the end of the week. Including photos 

Steven Ball, AICP, LEED AP 
Planning Director 
Charles County 
PO Box 2150 
La Plata, MD 20646 
(301) 645-0540 

> > > Jacqueline Fischer <jdrfischer@outlook.com> 2/3/2015 11:19 PM > > > 
Mr. Ball, 

I recently read a "P.R." article in SoMd News written by Edie Hungerford .... who's voice I am sure 
carry's more weight than mine ..... nonetheless, she made mention of the singular importance of 
the Maryland Airport to CC, I believe she called it "one of a kind". I am curious why an airport's 
"one of a kind" importance to a county, is more significant than the Mattawoman's "one of a kind" 
stature on the east coast and even to the nation. 

JFischer 

From: jdrfischer@outlook.com 
To: ballst@charlescountymd.gov 
Subject: Airport Expansion 
Date: Tue, 3 Feb 2015 22:55:06 -0500 

Why? Why are we supporting growth of an airport directly upstream from one of the most endangered water 
ways in America??? I am so disheartened by some of the choices we are making in the name of Economic 
Growth. There is no justification for providing funding for any growth project that does not guarantee protection 
of the environment on which it encroaches! I live down river from this development project, I row up and down 
the Mattawoman, I walk along the streams that feed it, and I am telling you that I do not want this kind of "help 
with economic growth". If you can not guarantee the protection of surrounding land, water, and wildlife then you 
have no plan worth considering. 
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Respectfully, 
Jackie Fischer 

Page4 of4 
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Sarah Sandy - Fwd: Maryland Airport Land-Use Study 

From: 

To: 

Date: 

Subject: 

CC: 

Steven Ball 

Sarah Sandy 

2/4/2015 12:58 PM 

Fwd: Maryland Airport Land-Use Study 

Theresa Pickeral 

Please keep this for posting with batch 4 at the end of the week. 

Steven Ball, AICP, LEED AP 
Planning Director 
Charles County 
PO Box 2150 
La Plata, MD 20646 
(301) 645-0540 

>»"Hayes, Lisa" <lhayes@accokeek.org> 2/4/2015 6:27AM>>> 

Page 1 of 1 

Please accept this comment for the record of the airport land-use study. The main objective of the study 
is to "explore the potential for return on investment to extend sewer lines to the area, including the Indian 
Head Science and Technology Park." 

Please protect this area from development. The Mattawoman watershed is an invaluable 
natural resource. Conservation 

Dr. Lisa Hayes 
President and CEO 

Accokeek Foundation 

3400 Bryan Point Road 
Accokeek, MD 20607 
p. 301-283-2113 ext.181 skype.lisa.hayesman 

Join us for Soul Food Justice on February 21; a lively discussion on health, food access and sustainability in our 
communities. More at http:llaccokeekfoundation.org/eventlsoul-food-justicel 
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Sarah Sandy - Fwd: MD land use study 

From: Steven Ball 

To: Sarah Sandy 

Date: 2/4/2015 12:58 PM 

Subject: Fwd: MD land use study 

CC: Theresa Pickeral 

Please keep this for posting with batch 4 at the end of the week. 

Steven Ball, AICP, LEED AP 
Planning Director 
Charles County 
PO Box 2150 
La Plata, MD 20646 
(301) 645-0540 

>>> <taabell@aol.com> 2/4/2015 2:47AM>>> 

Dear Charles County Official : 

Page 1 of 1 

Please accept this comment for the record of the airport land-use study. The main objective of the 
study is to "explore the potential for return on investment to extend sewer lines to the area, including the 
Indian Head Science and Technology Park." I do not support Charles County taxpayer subsidizing 
the development and industrialization of the study area around the private airport. 

The rural character of the study area should be protected. The one thousand acre study area 
around the airport is in the Mattawoman watershed and consists of high value forest 
and streams with exceptionally good water quality. Conservation is a better designation that 
will protect streams, forest and the environmental character of the Rail Trail and an 
advantageous atmosphere around the two schools. 

i bought an old home down here and invested much in restoring it when i moved in, all 
because I treasure living here in an area so beautifully preserved. Please don't let this land, 
this beauty be lost to new development. 

Theresa Abell 
111 0 apple valley road 
accokeek, md 20607 
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Sarah Sandy - Fwd: Airport Land Use Study - comment for the public record 

From: Steven Ball 

To: Sarah Sandy 

Date: 2/4/2015 12:59 PM 

Subject: Fwd: Airport Land Use Study- comment for the public record 

CC: Theresa Pickeral 

Please keep these for posting with batch 4 at the end of the week. 

Steven Ball, AICP, LEED AP 
Planning Director 
Charles County 
PO Box 2150 

La Plata, MD 20646 
(301) 645-0540 

> > > Cheryl Thomas <puppydinks@aol.com> 2/4/2015 7:22AM » > 

Dear Charles County Government Officials: 

Please accept this comment for the record regarding the MD airport land-use study. 

Page 1 of 1 

I do not support Charles County taxpayers subsidizing the development and 
industrialization of the study area around the private airport. The additional 
residential and commercial development that will occur as part of this expansion 
will result in hundreds if not thousands of additional vehicles in the Bryans Road 
area. What are the plans to accommodate the increased volume of traffic? Are 
there plans to resubmit a revised proposal for a Cross County Connector 
extension? 

I firmly oppose any plans that would require county taxpayers to support 
a private endeavor, including a Cross County Connector extension. It appears 
that the ultimate objective may be to justify a Cross County Connector extension 
and subsequent residential and commercial development. If so, it is indicative of 
the lengths the county will go to in order to accommodate the special interests, 
regardless of the costs to taxpayers. 

Cheryl E. Thomas, Welcome MD 
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Sarah Sandy - Fwd: Public Comments: Maryland Airport Land-Use Study 

From: 

To: 

Date: 

Subject: 

CC: 

Steven Ball 

Sarah Sandy 

2/4/2015 1:01 PM 

Fwd: Public Comments: Maryland Airport Land-Use Study 

Theresa Pickeral 

Please keep this for posting with batch 4 at the end of the week. 

Steven Ball, A!CP, LEED AP 
Planning Director 
Charles County 
PO Box 2150 
La Plata, MD 20646 
(301) 645-0540 

>>> Anjela Barnes-Aiban <anjelasbarnes@gmail.com> 2/4/2015 8:24AM>>> 

Page 1 of2 

I have lived in Southern Maryland for nearly 40 years, most of that in Charles County and specifically in the area 
most affected by the proposed plans for the Maryland Airport and its surrounding area. I am in strong 
opposition to the plans for many reasons, and the following are a few of them: 

1) The land-use study area is a highly environmentally sensitive area. The impact of current development in this 
area is already felt. (Just drive along 227/224 any time after a substantial rainfall.) Further development will only 
increase flooding of Mattawoman Creek as it fills with more silt from the surrounding highlands. 

2) Mattawoman Creek is the largest tributary to the Potomac River, the nation's river. The Potomac is on the top 
10 list of dirtiest rivers in the US. Continued neglect to the preservation of the Mattawoman and Potomac 
watersheds will have long term effects for the future of not only our county, but our state and nation too. 
Develop as proposed and there will be more than just silt added to the waterways. Trash and liter already piles 
up along the roadway and washes away with each storm. 

3) The study area should be zoned only for residential and recreation. The quiet and beauty of the area is why I 
call it home. There are enough planes flying (low) over my house. I live behind schools and really do not want 
more air traffic disturbing my peaceful respite from work. Each day, as I drive along the stretch of 227 that passes 
over the creek, and the IH rail trail, I see a Great Blue Heron wading in the water just on the edge of the road. 
Just the other day a bald eagle was perched in a tree hanging over the road, looking for his morning meal no 
doubt. My heart breaks as I drive by and can see the destruction of old growth forest, and signs for commercial 
development. This land is precious to more than just humans. 

4) There are areas in Western Charles that are currently neglected. Focus on revitalizing these areas, and make 
existing towns like Bryans Road and Indian Head and place people want to go. 

!'!I end my p!ea with one fina! image as you consider the fate of this area. This is my home. Leave it be. Please. 

jj image1.jpeg 
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Anjela Barnes-A/ban 
Pomfret, MD 

Anjela Barnes-A/ban 
Sent from my iPad 

Page 2 of2 
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Sarah Sandy - Fwd: Maryland Airport Land Use Study Comments 

From: 

To: 

Date: 

Steven Ball 

Sarah Sandy 

2/4/2015 1:03 PM 

Subject: 

CC: 

Fwd: Maryland Airport Land Use Study Comments 

Theresa Pickeral 

Attachments: 6354B040-C281-4094-94CF-177D4B08D96A.png; MOS Charles Airport Feb 2015.doc 

Keep this for posting with batch 4 at the end of the week. 

Steven Ball, AICP, LEED AP 
Planning Director 

Charles County 
PO Box 2150 
La Plata, MD 20646 
(301) 645-0540 

> > > Kurt Schwarz <krschwa1@verizon.net> 2/4/2015 8:30AM > > > 

<!--[if !vml]--><!-

Mr. Stephen Ball 
Director 

-- ·- - -· ··-oo·· · -- -· · 

Ellicott City, MD 21042 
krschwa1@verizon.net 
410-461-1643 
February 4, 2015. 

Charles County Department of Planning and Growth Management 
200 Baltimore Street 
La Plata, MD 20464 
BaiiSt@charlescountymd.gov 
RE: Land-Use Study for Maryland Airport 
Dear Mr. Ball: 

Page 1 of2 

The Maryland Ornithological Society {MOS) appreciates the opportunity to comment on 
the Maryland Airport Land Use Study. 
MOS is extremely concerned about increased development around the Maryland Airport 
in Charles County, which is currently surrounded by mature forest. Specifically, the 
extension of sewer lines and concomitant increased development would adversely impact 
this forest, which extends unbroken from Chapman State Park to the Mattawoman Creek 
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Page 2 of2 

flood plain. Development around the airport will also increase runoff in the Mattawoman 
watershed, adversely affecting water quality of both the Creek and the Chesapeake Bay. 
Development would undermine the ecological integrity of the affected area and its 
associated beneficial services. As you may be aware, the Mattawoman Creek and 
Chapman State Park are Important Bird Areas (IBA), providing critical habitat for 
vulnerable bird species, especially Forest-Interior Dwelling Species (FIDS) and at-risk 
species such as Wood Thrush, Prothonotary Warbler, and Kentucky Warbler. The 
importance of the Mattawoman watershed has been recognized at both the State and 
Federal level. Maryland's Department of Natural Resources has designated the 
Mattawoman as "stronghold watershed" and a "targeted ecological area." The US Fish 
and Wildlife Service is studying the area for possible inclusion on the Chesapeake Rivers 
National Wildlife Refuge through possible easements or purchase. 
MOS is a statewide nonprofit organization established in 1945 and devoted to the study 
and conservation of birds and nature. Currently we have 15 chapters in Maryland. Birding 
is one of the fastest-growing outdoor recreational activities. Some of our members live in 
Charles and many others visit it to admire its bird life. 
We believe that the Land-Use Study objectives can largely be met through conservation. 
Conservation would keep incompatible development away from the airport while 
promoting air quality, noise reduction and enhanced land-use. Impervious surfaces that 
occur with development and degrade water quality would also be avoided. 
We encourage development in already developed areas with existing infrastructure, 
rather than exploiting new undeveloped areas. Preservation of natural areas will also 
assure sustainable use of natural resources and attract Nature Tourism. In short we urge 
to keep development around the Maryland Airport at a minimum, sufficient to maintain 
operations, but move commercial and residential development to areas already impacted 
with existing infrastructure, where they may be better served. 
Sincerely, 
Kurt R. Schwarz 
Conservation Chair 
Maryland Ornithological Society 
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www.mdbirds.org 
9045 Dunloggin Court 
Ellicott City, MD 21042 
krschwa1@verizon.net 
410-461-1643  
February 4, 2015. 

Mr. Stephen Ball 
Director 
Charles County Department of Planning and Growth Management 
200 Baltimore Street 
La Plata, MD  20464 
BallSt@charlescountymd.gov 
 
RE: Land-Use Study for Maryland Airport 
 
Dear Mr. Ball: 
 
The Maryland Ornithological Society (MOS) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the 
Maryland Airport Land Use Study.  
 
MOS is extremely concerned about increased development around the Maryland Airport in 
Charles County, which is currently surrounded by mature forest. Specifically, the extension of 
sewer lines and concomitant increased development would adversely impact this forest, which 
extends unbroken from Chapman State Park to the Mattawoman Creek flood plain. Development 
around the airport will also increase runoff in the Mattawoman watershed, adversely affecting 
water quality of both the Creek and the Chesapeake Bay. Development would undermine the 
ecological integrity of the affected area and its associated beneficial services.  As you may be 
aware, the Mattawoman Creek and Chapman State Park are Important Bird Areas (IBA), 
providing critical habitat for vulnerable bird species, especially Forest-Interior Dwelling Species 
(FIDS) and at-risk species such as Wood Thrush, Prothonotary Warbler, and Kentucky Warbler. 
The importance of the Mattawoman watershed has been recognized at both the State and Federal 
level. Maryland’s Department of Natural Resources has designated the Mattawoman as 
“stronghold watershed” and a “targeted ecological area.” The US Fish and Wildlife Service is 
studying the area for possible inclusion on the Chesapeake Rivers National Wildlife Refuge 
through possible easements or purchase. 
 
MOS is a statewide nonprofit organization established in 1945 and devoted to the study and 
conservation of birds and nature. Currently we have 15 chapters in Maryland. Birding is one of 
the fastest-growing outdoor recreational activities. Some of our members live in Charles and 
many others visit it to admire its bird life. 
 



We believe that the Land-Use Study objectives can largely be met through conservation.  
Conservation would keep incompatible development away from the airport while promoting air 
quality, noise reduction and enhanced land-use. Impervious surfaces that occur with 
development and degrade water quality would also be avoided.  
 
We encourage development in already developed areas with existing infrastructure, rather than 
exploiting new undeveloped areas.  Preservation of natural areas will also assure sustainable use 
of natural resources and attract Nature Tourism.  In short we urge to keep development around 
the Maryland Airport at a minimum, sufficient to maintain operations, but move commercial and 
residential development to areas already impacted with existing infrastructure, where they may 
be better served. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Kurt R. Schwarz 
Conservation Chair 
Maryland Ornithological Society 

 



Sarah Sandy - Fwd: Maryland Airport land Use Study 

From: Steven Ball 

To: Sarah Sandy 

Date: 2/4/2015 1:11 PM 

Subject: Fwd: Maryland Airport Land Use Study 

CC: Theresa Pickeral 

Please keep for posting with batch 4 at the end of the week. 

Steven Ball, AICP, LEED AP 
Planning Director 
Charles County 
PO Box 2150 
La Plata, MD 20646 
(301) 645-0540 
> > > Wayne McBain <w.mcbain@att.net> 2/4/2015 9:09AM > > > 
1423058780193 _ 2636 class=yiv4 713312150>Steve Ball, 
Charles County Director of Planning 

Sir, 

Page 1 of 1 

The industrialization of rural land near/around the airport in Bryans Road is a BAD idea. 
Taxpayers will once again be asked to subsidize sprawl that benefits a few at the expense of 
many. Accordingly, we submit that we are totally and vehemently opposed. 

Further, we oppose any reference to the proposed Bryans Road Technology Park in the 
Comprehensive Plan as well as the Cross-County Connector, Extended. 

Respectfully, 
Wayne H. & Mary Ann McBain 
4 713312150>4200 Doncaster Drive 
Indian Head, MD 20640 
301.743.5560 
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Sarah Sandy - Fwd: 2nd response 

From: Steven Ball 

To: Sarah Sandy 

Date: 2/4/2015 1:12 PM 

Subject: Fwd: 2nd response 

CC: Theresa Pickeral 

Please include this for posting with batch #4 at the end of the week. 

Steven Ball, AICP, LEED AP 
Planning Director 
Charles County 
PO Box 2150 
La Plata, MD 20646 
(301) 645-0540 

>» Debi Krahling <debikrahling@hotmail.com> 2/4/2015 9:40AM»> 

Dear Steve, 

Page 1 of2 

I already sent in my response, but when I read this, I'd like to add that I agree to the following 
comment. If I am not allowed to submit two responses, then please disregard this e-mail. 
Thank you. 

Debi 

Please accept this comment for the record of the airport land-use study. The main 
objective of the study is to "explore the potential for return on investment to extend 
sewer lines to the area, including the Indian Head Science and Technology Park." I do 
not support Charles County taxpayer subsidizing the development and 
industrialization of the study area around the private airport. 

The rural character of the study area should be protected. The one thousand acre study 
area around the airport is in the Mattawoman watershed and consists of high value 
forest and streams with exceptionally good water quality. Conservation is a better 
designation that will protect streams, forest and the environmental character of the Rail 
Trail and an advantageous atmosphere around the two schools. 
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Sarah Sandy - Fwd: Maryland Airport Land Use Study 

From: 

To: 

Date: 

Subject: 

CC: 

Steven Ball 

Sarah Sandy 

2/4/2015 1:13 PM 

Fwd: Maryland Airport Land Use Study 

Theresa Pickeral 

Please include these for posting with batch #4 at the end of the week. 

Steven Ball, AICP, LEED AP 
Planning Director 
Charles County 
PO Box 2150 
La Plata, MD 20646 
(301) 645-0540 

>>> Hjmsam <hjmsam@aol.com> 2/4/2015 9:47AM>>> 

Dear Mr. Ball: 

Page 1 of 1 

I do not support taxpayer subsidizing of the development and industrialization of the study area 
around the private airport in Bryans Road. The airport market study has findings similar to the 
tech-park market study. Taxpayers have already spent millions on the failed tech-park in 
Bryans Road. More tax dollars should not be risked, but should be spent wisely with a 
smarter growth approach that develops where infrastructure already exists such as the 
revitalization of the town of Indian Head. 

The airport study area is rich in natural resources and should be protected from development. 
I support conservation of the airport study area. 

Sharon Moore 
6141 Brandywine Road 
Hughesville, MD 20637 
301-274-3554 
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Sarah Sandy - Fwd: Proposed Development of Md Airport 

From: 

To: 

Date: 

Subject: 

CC: 

Steven Ball 

Sarah Sandy 

2/4/2015 1:14PM 

Fwd: Proposed Development of Md Airport 

Theresa Pickeral 

Attachments: Letter to Steve Ball1.pdf 

Please include this with batch #4 for posting at the end of the week. 

Steven Ball, AICP, LEED AP 
Planning Director 
Charles County 
PO Box 2150 
La Plata, MD 20646 
(301) 645-0540 

>»"Ford, Don CIV NOSSA" <don.ford@navy.mil> 2/4/2015 9:56AM»> 
4 February 2015 

Good Morning, 

Page 1 of3 

I am writing in regards to the further development of the Maryland Airport in Bryans Rd, MD. I am writing not 
only because I live on Bumpy Oak Rd and my property is included in a basic study area for expansion, but also 
because I am concerned about the lack of vision and quick profits for a select few, which seems to be a 
motivating force. 

First, please allow me to do a general recap of the situation. The airport is being enlarged. The project has 
garnered some $7 million dollars of taxpayer moneys which has gone to line the pockets of the owner and 
developers of the airport. This has been done without any consent of the taxpayer. Already a sewer line has 
been started to service the airport and every taxpayer in Charles County can expect a minimum of $167 /year 
increase in taxes. I for one don't want the airport expansion or any public utilities to support it, especially if I do 
not get any benefit and still have to pay so others can get richer. 

As an added insult, the area around the airport is being planned for an industrial park. This effort was defeated 
several years back due to environmental considerations, which have not changed. Further public utilities and 
further taxpayer outlay of$$$ to support this industrial park will be needed, once more to the benefit of a few 
and the burden of many (every tax payer in the county). Not to mention the environmental impacts. It is well 
known that the Mattawoman sewer treatment facility overflows fairly regularly. Adding more sewage to it is a 
guaranteed method to further pollute Mattawoman Creek. 

The area being considered for development is all the following (and more): 

Natural resources 
Indian Head Rail Trail 
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Watershed for the Mattawoman Creek 
(thus the Potomac and then the Chesapeake Bay, Maryland's main economical means of generating revenue 

through fishing and leisure. It is estimated to be over $7 trillion per year. Kill it and you won't need any airports 
in Maryland) 

The Mattawoman Creek is already in decline. When I first started fishing the creek (some forty years ago) 
the creek was rich in all types of fauna. To see several hundred turtles on one large log was not uncommon, now 
if you see one turtle when you are out it is cause for celebration. Couldn't tell you the last time I saw an otter. 
Maryland wildlife and environmental scientists have already warned of the decline due to overdevelopment in 
the watershed area. 

Most of the area is an Audubon Important Bird Area. It provides forest-interior habitat and is a nesting area 
for the Bald Eagle (also hawks, owls and other large birds of prey). 

Most of the area is a state targeted Ecological Area designated the "best of the best" forest. 
A large part of the area is in a state "Stronghold Watershed" 

It not only contains the Mattawoman creek (important spawning for many species of fishes) but many 
smaller high quality streams. 

Taxpayers were forced to pay millions for the failed Tech-Park in Bryans Rd for water lines and to buy back 
overpriced land from the developers, who still made $$$, that we the taxpayer gave them because the project 
was pushed by short sighted commissioners who did not do their homework and didn't know the laws or 
thought they could get around them. They are trying again. It is the same basic project and the failed Tech
Park. 

We have two schools close enough to be exposed to jet exhaust, which is being linked to 'cancer cells' that are 
popping up in the populations around other airports. The noise of landing jets (during school hours) cannot 
help but be a major distraction and impediment to learning. 

We have an inordinate amount of VACANT employment space in Bryans Rd and Indian Head with Waldorf, La 
Plata and Fort Washington a few miles away in any direction. Let's use them first; otherwise they will remain an 
eye sore and a sign of a slumping economy. I might point out the one possible reason would be the Mayors, 
county commissioners, ... have jumped at every chance to get the government money for subsidized housing 
with an increase of population and a decrease in generated revenue. Welfare recipients do not have a lot of (if 
any) discretionary money they can use to support a local economy. Thus we have four Dollar stores in Bryans Rd 
and Indian Head while McWilliams Ford, the Long Horn, two grocery stores and numerous other businesses have 

closed their doors and moved away. It would have been better to bring in Mansions on 5 acre lots but our 
planning commissions are all about the quick $$$and it seems to be working for them while the rest of the 
county is most definitely in a slump. It seems the only people in the county that have not suffered in their 
quality of life are living in Nanjemoy. 

If we don't stop it, we will become just like Prince George County and instead of a beautiful rural environment, 
we will be living in Suburbia at BEST. Our nice relaxed lifestyle will be overwhelmed with continuing and 
constant tax hikes and increasing population density with all the attendant woes, e.g. crime, dirt, overcrowding in 
our schools, roads and an infrastructure that cannot handle it. That isn't the future I want, nor the future I want 
to leave for my children. 

It is also important to note, I am an environmental specialist and the little review and background work I've done 
(so far, I will be doing more), the laws of the United States are being broken. This seems to be especially true in 
the area of NEPA and the Council for Environmental Quality. 

"Executive Order 12898 (February, 1994) (PDF) (5 pp, 19K), "Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in 
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations" (EO 12898) directs each Federal Agency to "make achieving 
environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high 
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and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority 
populations and low-income populations," including tribal populations." 

Sincerely, 

Donald R. Ford 
Environmental Specialist 
Department of the Navy 
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4 February 2015 
 
Good Morning, 
 
I am writing in regards to the further development of the Maryland Airport in Bryans Rd, MD.  I am 
writing not only because I live on Bumpy Oak Rd and my property is included in a basic study area for 
expansion, but also because I am concerned about the lack of vision and quick profits for a select few, 
which seems to be a motivating force. 
 
First, please allow me to do a general recap of the situation.  The airport is being enlarged.  The 
project has garnered some $7 million dollars of taxpayer moneys which has gone to line the pockets 
of the owner and developers of the airport.  This has been done without any consent of the taxpayer.  
Already a sewer line has been started to service the airport and every taxpayer in Charles County can 
expect a minimum of $167/year increase in taxes.  I for one don't want the airport expansion or any 
public utilities to support it, especially if I do not get any benefit and still have to pay so others can get 
richer. 
 
As an added insult, the area around the airport is being planned for an industrial park.  This effort was 
defeated several years back due to environmental considerations, which have not changed.  Further 
public utilities and further taxpayer outlay of $$$ to support this industrial park will be needed, once 
more to the benefit of a few and the burden of many (every tax payer in the county).  Not to mention 
the environmental impacts.  It is well known that the Mattawoman sewer treatment facility overflows 
fairly regularly.  Adding more sewage to it is a guaranteed method to further pollute Mattawoman 
Creek. 
 
The area being considered for development is all the following (and more): 
 
Natural resources 
 Indian Head Rail Trail 
 Watershed for the Mattawoman Creek 
  (thus the Potomac and then the Chesapeake Bay, Maryland's main economical means 
of generating revenue through fishing and leisure. It is estimated to be over $7 trillion per year.  Kill it 
and you won't need any airports in Maryland) 
  The Mattawoman Creek is already in decline.  When I first started fishing the creek 
(some forty years ago) the creek was rich in all types of fauna.  To see several hundred turtles on one 
large log was not uncommon, now if you see one turtle when you are out it is cause for celebration.  
Couldn't tell you the last time I saw an otter.  Maryland wildlife and environmental scientists have 
already warned of the decline due to overdevelopment in the watershed area.   
 Most of the area is an Audubon Important Bird Area.  It provides forest-interior habitat and is a 
nesting area for the Bald Eagle (also hawks, owls and other large birds of prey). 
 Most of the area is a state targeted Ecological Area designated the "best of the best" forest. 
 A large part of the area is in a state "Stronghold Watershed" 
  It not only contains the Mattawoman creek (important spawning for many species of 
fishes) but many smaller high quality streams. 
 



Taxpayers were forced to pay millions for the failed Tech-Park in Bryans Rd for water lines and to buy 
back overpriced land from the developers, who still made $$$, that we the taxpayer gave them 
because the project was pushed by short sighted commissioners who did not do their homework and 
didn't know the laws or thought they could get around them.  They are trying again.  It is the same 
basic project and the failed Tech-Park. 
 
We have two schools close enough to be exposed to jet exhaust, which is being linked to ‘cancer cells’ 
that are popping up in the populations around other airports.  The noise of landing jets (during school 
hours) cannot help but be a major distraction and impediment to learning. 
 
We have an inordinate amount of VACANT employment space in Bryans Rd and Indian Head with 
Waldorf, La Plata and Fort Washington a few miles away in any direction.  Let's use them first; 
otherwise they will remain an eye sore and a sign of a slumping economy.  I might point out the one 
possible reason would be the Mayors, county commissioners, ...  have jumped at every chance to get 
the government money for subsidized housing with an increase of population and a decrease in 
generated revenue.  Welfare recipients do not have a lot of (if any) discretionary money they can use 
to support a local economy.  Thus we have four Dollar stores in Bryans Rd and Indian Head while 
McWilliams Ford, the Long Horn, two grocery stores and numerous other businesses have closed their 
doors and moved away.  It would have been better to bring in Mansions on 5 acre lots but our 
planning commissions are all about the quick $$$ and it seems to be working for them while the rest 
of the county is most definitely in a slump.  It seems the only people in the county that have not 
suffered in their quality of life are living in Nanjemoy.   
 
If we don't stop it, we will become just like Prince George County and instead of a beautiful rural 
environment, we will be living in Suburbia at BEST.  Our nice relaxed lifestyle will be overwhelmed 
with continuing and constant tax hikes and increasing population density with all the attendant woes, 
e.g. crime, dirt, overcrowding in our schools, roads and an infrastructure that cannot handle it.  That 
isn't the future I want, nor the future I want to leave for my children. 
 
It is also important to note, I am an environmental specialist and the little review and background 
work I've done (so far, I will be doing more), the laws of the United States are being broken.   This 
seems to be especially true in the area of NEPA and the Council for Environmental Quality. 
 
"Executive Order 12898 (February, 1994) (PDF) (5 pp, 19K), “Federal Actions to Address Environmental 
Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations” (EO 12898) directs each Federal Agency to 
“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 populations and low-income populations,” including tribal populations." 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Donald R. Ford 
Environmental Specialist 
Department of the Navy 



Sarah Sandy - Fwd: For the Record: Support Conservation for Airport Study Area 

From: 

To: 

Date: 

Subject: 

CC: 

Steven Ball 

Sarah Sandy 

2/4/2015 1:15 PM 

Fwd: For the Record: Support Conservation for Airport Study Area 

Theresa Pickeral 

Please keep this for posting with batch #4 at the end of the week. 

Steven Ball, AICP, LEED AP 
Planning Director 
Charles County 
PO Box 2150 
La Plata, MD 20646 
(301) 645-0540 

> > > <ArthurDLarson@comcast.net> 2/4/2015 10:25 AM > > > 

Dear Mr. Ball: 

Page 1 of 1 

We would like to be on the record in support of conservation in the large area around the airport 
in Bryans Road. The objectives of the airport land-use study would be satisfied, and millions in 
taxpayer dollars saved, if the study recommends conservation. 

I do not support public-subsidized infrastructure like sewer lines and road widening to 
industrialize around the airport. The "tech-park" market-study finds the area is uncompetitive 
with areas already having infrastructure. The airport market-study finds airport will never be a 
"driver" of development. Taxpayers have already lost millions on the failed tech-park. More tax 

dollars should not be risked, but should be spent wisely with a smarter growth approach that 
develops where infrastructure already exists such as the revitalization of the town of Indian Head. 

The airport study-area is rich in natural resources and is almost entirely forested. Preserving 
forest protects Mattawoman Creek, which is now showing signs of decline. I support protecting 
what is left of our natural areas and Mattawoman Creek for present and future generations. 

Sincerely, 

Arthur D. Larson 
Irene A Larson 
4456 Austin Dr 
LaPiata MD 20646-2834 

file:///C:!Users/sandysar/AppData!LocaVTemp/XPgrpwise/54D21B67CCGPRM_P010016... 2/5/2015 



Sarah Sandy - Fwd: Maryland Airport Land-Use Study 

From: 

To: 

Date: 

Subject: 

CC: 

Steven Ball 

Sarah Sandy 

2/4/2015 1:16 PM 

Fwd: Maryland Airport Land-Use Study 

Theresa Pickeral 

Please keep this for posting with batch #4 at the end of the week. 

Steven Ball, AICP, LEED AP 
Planning Director 
Charles County 
PO Box 2150 
La Plata, MD 20646 
(301) 645-0540 

>>>judy creech <jcreech64@gmail.com> 2/4/2015 11:41 AM > > > 

Dear Charles County Official : 

Page 1 of 1 

Please accept this comment for the record of the airport land-use study. The main objective of the study 
is to "explore the potential for return on investment to extend sewer lines to the area, including the Indian 
Head Science and Technology Park." I do not support Charles County taxpayer subsidizing the development 
and industrialization of the study area around the private airport. 

The rural character of the study area should be protected. The one thousand acre study area around the airport 
is in the Mattawoman watershed and consists of high value forest and streams with exceptionally good water 
quality. Conservation is a better designation that will protect streams, forest and the environmental character of 
the Rail Trail and an advantageous atmosphere around the two schools. 

Judy Creech 
Bryans Road, MD 

"Heiping you achieve greater Mobiiity" 

file:/ I /C:/Users/sandvsar/ AooData/Local/Temo/XPgrowise/54 D21 BC2CCGPRM PO 100 16... 2/5/2015 
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Sarah Sandy - Fwd: Maryland Airport Land-Use Study (Protect the Mattawoman 
Watershed) 

From: 

To: 

Date: 

Subject: 

CC: 

Steven Ball 

Sarah Sandy 

2/4/2015 1:17 PM 

Fwd: Maryland Airport Land-Use Study (Protect the Mattawoman Watershed) 

Theresa Pickeral 

Please keep this for posting with batch #4 at the end of the week. 

Steven Ball, AICP, LEED AP 
Planning Director 
Charles County 
PO Box 2150 
La Plata, MD 20646 
(301) 645-0540 

>>>Josh Urban <joshurban251@gmail.com> 2/4/201512:02 PM>>> 
To Whom it May Concern, 

I would like to comment for the record of the airport land-use study. As a resident and business owner in the 
county, I do not support my tax dollars subsidizing development and industrialization of the study area. 

The study area by the airport is in the Mattawoman watershed, and it's value lies in it's conservation, not 
exploitation. Our county needs to preserve this gem of a resource. Please protect the natural character of it. 

Sincerely, 
Joshua D. Urban 
Resident of Indian Head 
Owner, Rock God Music, LLC, Waldorf 

file:///C:/Users/sandysar/AppData/Local/Temp/XPgrpwise/54D21BECCCGPRM P010016... 2/5/2015 



Sarah Sandy - Fwd: Maryland Airport Land-Use Study 

From: 

To: 

Date: 

Subject 

CC: 

Steven Ball 

Sarah Sandy 

2/4/2015 1:20 PM 

Fwd: Maryland Airport Land-Use Study 

Theresa Pickeral 

Please save this for posting with batch #4 at the end of the week. 

Steven Ball, AICP, LEED AP 

Planning Director 
Charles County 
PO Box 2150 
La Plata, MD 20646 
(301) 645-0540 

>>>Bob Baldesari <rfbaldesari@gmail.com> 2/4/201512:38 PM>>> 

Dear Charles County Official : 

Please accept this comment for the record of the airport land-use study. 

Page 1 of 1 

The main objective of the study is to "explore the potential for return on investment to extend sewer lines to the 
area, including the Indian Head Science and Technology Park." I do not support Charles County taxpayer 
subsidizing the development and industrialization of the study area around the private airport. 
County taxes are not a 'slush' fund for the benefit of developers and private individuals to use at 
their discretion for pet projects that provide no benefit to taxpayers. not to mention, the rural 
character of the study area should be protected. The one thousand acre study area around the 
airport is in the Mattawoman watershed and consists of high value forest and streams with 
exceptionally good water quality. Conservation is a better designation that will protect streams, 
forest and the environmental character of the Rail Trail and an advantageous atmosphere around 
the two schools. 

Please be mindful of the environment AND the taxpayers when you make your decision. 

Thank you. 

Robert F. Baldesari 
3200 Devonshire Road 
Waldorf, Md. 20601 

rfbaldesari@gmail.com 

file:///C:/Users/sandysar/AppData/Local/Temp/XPgrpwise/54D21CA1CCGPRM P010016... 2/5/2015 



Sarah Sandy - Fwd: Maryland Airport Land-Use Study 

From: 

To: 

Date: 

Steven Ball 

Sarah Sandy 

2/4/2015 1:21 PM 

Subject Fwd: Maryland Airport Land-Use Study 

CC: Theresa Pickeral 

Please keep for posting with batch #4 at the end of the week. 

Steven Ball, AICP, LEED AP 
Planning Director 
Charles County 
PO Box 2150 
La Plata, MD 20646 
(301) 645-0540 

> > > Meredith Sweet <meredith.sweet@verizon.net> 2/4/2015 12:47 PM > > > 
> 

Dear Mr Ball, 

Page 1 of 1 

Please accept my comment for the record for the Maryland Airport Land-Use Study. The main objective of 
this study is to, "explore the potential for return on investment to extend sewer lines to the area, including 
the Indian Head Science and Technology Park." 
I strongly object to county taxpayers' dollars being used to pay for infrastructure that would support the 
commercial and industrial development for a privately-owned airport, especially when that development 
would lead to the destruction and loss of yet more high-value natural resources for the self-same taxpayers. 
The one thousand acre study area around the airport should be protected with conservation zoning. It is 
within the Mattawoman watershed and is predominately forested with streams that still have exceptionally 
good water quality. If developed, it would be yet again another example of the wrong development in the 
wrong place. The rural location of this study area demands conservation, to protect forest, streams, the 
environmental character of the Rail Trail and the rural character of the surrounding communities. 

And I have to ask why the heck the so-called Indian Head Science and Technology Park is part of this study. 
That particularly bad idea has already had its own study, namely the Jones Lang LaSalle report, which 
concluded the industrial/technology park was a high risk/low return investment for the county because, 
simply put, this type of development in this area is just not viable. One has to ask, why should the area 
around the adjacent Maryland Airport be any different? 

How many more times will the county conduct studies, at taxpayers' expense, that tell them "No" before they 
hear "No"? Granted Western Charles County desperately needs investment options but industrializing a 
private airport is just not one of them. 

Meredith Sweet 
Waldorf 
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Sarah Sandy - Fwd: Comments on Maryland Airport Land Use Study 

From: 

To: 

Date: 

Subject: 

CC: 

Steven Ball 

Sarah Sandy 

2/4/2015 3:05 PM 

Fwd: Comments on Maryland Airport Land Use Study 

Theresa Pickeral 

Please keep this for posting in batch #4 at the end of the week. 

Steven Ball, AICP, LEED AP 
Planning Director 
Charles County 
PO Box 2150 
La Plata, MD 20646 
(301) 645-0540 

>>> <anteaterll@verizon.net> 2/4/20151:36 PM>>> 
Dear Charles County Official: 

Page 1 of2 

Please accept this comment for the record of the airport land-use study. The main objective of the study 
is to "explore the potential for return on investment to extend sewer lines to the area, including the Indian 

Head Science and Technology Park." I do not support Charles County taxpayer subsidizing the 
development and industrialization of the study area around the private airport. 

The rural character of the study area should be protected. The one thousand acre study area 
around the airport is in the Mattawoman watershed and consists of high value forest and 
streams with exceptionally good water quality. Conservation is a better designation that will 
protect streams, forest and the environmental character of the Rail Trail and an advantageous 
atmosphere around the two schools. 

& Mary Lockwood 

Bensville Rd. 

Plains, Md. 20695 

645-2119 

Sincerely, 
Ronald 

7110 

White 
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Sarah Sandy - Fwd: SGACC Comments -- Maryland Airport Land Use Study 

From: 

To: 

Date: 

Subject: 

CC: 

Attachments: 

Steven Ball 

Sarah Sandy 

2/4/2015 3:08 PM 

Fwd: SGACC Comments -- Maryland Airport Land Use Study 

Theresa Pickeral 

SGACC RE Airport Land Use Study 2.4.15.pdf 

Please keep for posting with batch #4 at the end of the week. 

Steven Ball, AICP, LEED AP 
Planning Director 
Charles County 
PO Box 2150 
La Plata, MD 20646 
(301) 645-0540 

>>>Kimberly Golden Brandt <kim@friendsofmd.org> 2/4/2015 2:22PM>>> 
Dear Mr. Ball, 

Page 1 of 1 

Please accept the attached comments from the Smarter Growth Alliance for Charles County regarding the 
Maryland Airport Land Use Study. We appreciate the opportunity to share our concerns. 

Best regards, 

Kimberly Golden Brandt 
1000 Friends of Maryland 
1209 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
410-385-2910 Office 
410-598-9026 Cell 

1](;3 
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Smarter Growth Alliance  
for Charles County 

P O Box K 
 Bryans R0ad, MD 20616 

 
1000 Friends of Maryland ● AMP Creeks Council ● Audubon MD-DC ● Chapman Forest Foundation  

Chesapeake Bay Foundation ● Citizens for a Better Charles County ● Clean Water Action ● Coalition for Smarter Growth 
Conservancy for Charles County ● Maryland Bass Nation ● Maryland Conservation Council  

Maryland League of Conservation Voters ● Maryland Native Plant Society ● Mason Springs Conservancy  
Mattawoman Watershed Society ● Nanjemoy-Potomac Environmental Coalition ● Port Tobacco River Conservancy 

 Potomac River Association ● Sierra Club, Maryland Chapter ● Sierra Club, Southern Maryland Group ● South Hampton HOA 
Southern Maryland Audubon Society ● St. Mary’s River Watershed Association 

 

February 4, 2015     via email:  BallSt@charlescountymd.gov 
 

 

Steven Ball, Director 

Charles County Dept. of Planning and Growth Management 

200 Baltimore Street 

La Plata, MD 20464 

 

Re: Maryland Airport Land Use Study  

 

Dear Mr. Ball:  

 

Thank you for considering these comments on the Maryland Airport land use study from the 

Smarter Growth Alliance for Charles County (SGACC), a coalition of more than 20 local, 

regional and state organizations representing approximately 5,000 supporters in Charles County. 

We advocate programs and policies that support economic development while preserving the 

county’s rural heritage and promoting a healthy outdoors.  

 

The objectives of the land use study (LUS) appear in somewhat different forms in the draft 

Comprehensive Plan, the Request for Proposals
1
 for the study, the letter to stakeholders and the 

open-house presentation,
2
 which was attended by many representatives of SGACC organizations. 

Appended are the objectives as they appear in the RFP; we couch our remarks around these.   

 

Given that this is a land use study, it is perhaps not surprising that the principles of smarter 

growth are responsive to many of the objectives and should deeply inform the study. In fact, we 

see that land use choices around the airport reflect a number of the concerns for the draft 

Comprehensive Plan that we have attempted to communicate to the Planning Commission. Chief 

among these concerns is conservation of the remarkable natural and historic assets in the western 

county. Protecting these assets is a requisite for sustainable nature and heritage tourism
3
 and for 

revitalizing Indian Head as a trail destination town.
4
 Such a vision would also better protect 

against encroachment of the Naval Support Facility, the county’s largest employer outside the 

                                                           
1
 Airport Land Use Study, RFP 14-28, December 3, 2013. 

www.charlescounty.org/webdocs/fs/bidboard/Solicitation293/131203%20-%20RFP%2014-28%20-

%20Airport%20Land%20Use%20Study%20-%20Final.pdf  
2
 www.charlescountymd.gov/sites/default/files/pgm/planning/mdair_pres1-14-15reduced.pdf  

3
 Nature and Experiential Tourism: Report and Recommendations for Charles County, MD, Fermata, Inc., Austin 

TX, October 20, 2000. www.fs.fed.us/recreation/programs/tourism/charles_county.pdf  
4
 Technical Assistance Panel Report, Indian Head Rail Trail, Urban Land Institute, Bethesda, MD. (May, 2012) 

http://washington.uli.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/56/2011/06/Indian-Head-Final-Report-Draft.pdf 

http://www.charlescounty.org/webdocs/fs/bidboard/Solicitation293/131203%20-%20RFP%2014-28%20-%20Airport%20Land%20Use%20Study%20-%20Final.pdf
http://www.charlescounty.org/webdocs/fs/bidboard/Solicitation293/131203%20-%20RFP%2014-28%20-%20Airport%20Land%20Use%20Study%20-%20Final.pdf
http://www.charlescountymd.gov/sites/default/files/pgm/planning/mdair_pres1-14-15reduced.pdf
http://www.fs.fed.us/recreation/programs/tourism/charles_county.pdf
http://washington.uli.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/56/2011/06/Indian-Head-Final-Report-Draft.pdf
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Board of Education, and would not tempt investment away from Indian Head or the Waldorf 

Urban Redevelopment Corridor.  

 

We emphasize that four of the six objectives in the study would be simultaneously addressed if 

the LUS recommended enhanced conservation measures around the airport. Conservation would 

minimize the public’s exposure to risk and noise (Objective A); would prevent encroachment of 

incompatible uses (Objective C); would much better protect sensitive and declining Mattawoman 

Creek (Objective D); and would protect the public against the financial risk incurred by 

providing infrastructure to an area that is uncompetitive with employment centers already having 

infrastructure
5
 (Objective E).  

 

Objective E seeks to economically rationalize expenditures for sewer lines to the area, including 

the Indian Head Science and Technology Park (tech park). We urge the LUS to reveal the full 

costs to the public, not only for sewer lines, but also for additional likely costs such as road 

widening and mitigation for increased traffic that may eventually occur outside the study area.  

 

For the cost for sewer lines, we refer you to comments by one our members, the 

Mattawoman Watershed Society (MWS). Based on county estimates, sewer lines to the 

tech park—included in Objective E—would cost $8 million, excluding future maintenance. 

 

Concerning airport revenues, we refer you again to an analysis by MWS that finds current 

revenues around $1.5 million. A misleading amount of $9 million, based on the 

construction phase of the runway, has been advertised by speakers at the open house
6
 and a 

pamphlet distributed by the airport owner.  

 

While public costs have yet to be tabulated, financial risk is strongly implied by the tech park 

market study and the preliminary conclusions presented at the January 14 open house. The tech 

park study concluded that residential development was the most likely avenue for the county to 

recoup costs, a recommendation clearly incompatible with the airport.  

 

With respect to avoiding incompatible uses and public safety (Objectives A and B), Bryans Road 

is a concern. The present sub-area plan for a new urban center was extremely unpopular when 

passed by the Board of County Commissioners and remains so. It encourages dense development 

with little setback on Route 210, causing concern for the Navy, which transports energetic 

materials to its facility in Indian Head.
7
 The sub-area plan has a central core zoned for 8000 

housing units. The new runway alignment places the northern flight-path directly over this urban 

core. Planning Bryans Road for a mixed-use village, as advanced in the “merged” 

comprehensive plan scenario, would alleviate the risk imposed by this incompatibility.  

 

                                                           
5
 Indian Head Science & Technology Park Market Analysis and Due Diligence Services, prepared by JLL for 

Charles Count Dept. of Economic Development (October 2, 2014).   

www.boarddocs.com/md/chrlsco/Board.nsf/files/9QTUSD4E36B0/$file/IHTP%20Report%20FINAL.pdf  
6
 Green, business groups face off over airport study, Maryland Independent, Rebecca Barnabi January 16, 2015 

7
 Minutes of the Policy Committee, Indian Head Joint Land Use Study, for 26 September, 2014. 

http://www.indianheadjlus.com/documents/09262014_IHJLUS_PC%20MeetingMinutes_FINAL.docx  

 

http://www.boarddocs.com/md/chrlsco/Board.nsf/files/9QTUSD4E36B0/$file/IHTP%20Report%20FINAL.pdf
http://www.indianheadjlus.com/documents/09262014_IHJLUS_PC%20MeetingMinutes_FINAL.docx
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Besides the urban core, the sub-area plan also promotes widespread residential development in 

the area. An example is the 438-unit Guilford subdivision plan, which curiously is excluded from 

the LUS study area. Not only is it incompatible with a nearby airport, its density became obsolete 

when permits for the Cross County Connector were denied by the Army Corps as being 

“contrary to the public interest.”   

 

The quality of schools remains a concern for our member organizations. Both Matthew Henson 

Middle School and J.C. Parks Elementary School fall inside and nearly beneath the standard 

FAA flight pattern
8
 for northerly winds. We note that J.C Parks employs outdoor-classroom 

techniques in their environmental units. We encourage the LUS to seek means for reducing 

safety risk and noise exposure to the students of these schools.  

 

The accumulation of overlapping environmental qualities in the study-area are superlative.  

We refer you to materials already provided by stakeholder groups in our alliance, their 

subsequent comments and research by ERM. We emphasize here that Mattawoman Creek is 

under duress from the cumulative adverse impacts of urbanization, including the airport 

expansion itself,
8
 and these effects should be strongly considered in the LUS. We also note that 

the open-house presentation neglected to acknowledge the predominance of an Audubon 

Important Bird Area and the quality of the Pomonkey School Stream beyond its Wetland of 

Special State Concern. This stream and the land around it could serve as outdoor education asset 

for the nearby schools. The amount of Targeted Ecological Area was also under-represented with 

obsolete maps.  

 

Despite high ecological value, over 1000 acres in the study-area are zoned for PEP, BP and IG. 

The RFP also encourages
9
 examination of “other areas that could support additional commercial 

development…” When coupled with the economic risk revealed by the market studies and the 

presence of employment land in the county sufficient beyond the 2040 horizon of the draft 

comprehensive plan, the ecological features argue for stronger conservation measures.  

 

We have reservations that Objectives C and F both seem to assume, a priori, a LUS outcome that 

recommends new development. The isolated business park is an outdated planning concept, and 

businesses seldom relate to aviation when such parks are located near a general aviation airport.  

Hence aviation-compatible development (Objective C) could be realized with a quite small 

footprint, likely “within the fence” as indicated in the market analysis by RKG Associates.
2
  The 

development of a “marketing a strategy to promote commercial development and employment 

opportunities in the surrounding area” (Objective F) appears to be entirely inconsistent with the 

tech park market study and the findings of RKG Associates’ market analysis. It is also 

inconsistent with the precepts of smart growth, given Charles County’s configuration where 

infrastructure and employment centers are concentrated along the U.S. 301 corridor. This 

situation will only be amplified by the Nice Bridge replacement. Moreover, modern planning 

emphasizes redevelopment for its efficiency and resource conservation. Schemes to develop 

greenfields in the western county can only detract from the need to redevelop Indian Head.  

 

                                                           
8
 Environmental Assessment for Maryland Airport. 

9
 RFP, op. cit., p. III-1 
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In summary, we believe that the historical location of the airport in an ecologically sensitive 

area, sandwiched between Mattawoman Creek stream-valleys and Bryans Road, presents 

overwhelming obstacles to leveraging it for greenfield development. Consideration of the land 

use study objectives underscores this: residential development is incompatible with an airport, 

and new commercial development on greenfields is not only inefficient and outdated, but 

unmarketable in the area. We believe an objective analysis would have little problem 

recommending increased conservation of the area through zoning, easements and purchase.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

Kimberly Brandt 

Local Policy Director, 1000 Friends of 

Maryland 

 

 

Karla Raettig 

Executive Director, Maryland League of 

Conservation Voters 

Kelly Canavan 

President, AMP Creeks Council 

 

Kurt R. Schwarz 

Conservation Chair, Maryland Ornithological 

Society 

David Curson 

Director of Bird Conservation, Audubon 

Maryland-DC 

 

 

Marney Bruce 

President, Maryland Native Plant Society 

Bonnie Bick 

President, Chapman Forest Foundation 

Ken Hastings 

Board Member, Mason Springs Conservancy 

Julie Simpson 

President, Citizens for a Better Charles 

County 

 

Jim Long 

President, Mattawoman Watershed Society 

Andrew Galli 

Maryland Program Manager, Clean Water 

Action 

 

Deanna Wheeler 

President, Nanjemoy-Potomac Environmental 

Coalition 

Cheryl Cort 

Policy Director, Coalition for Smarter  

Growth 

Claudia Friedetzky 

Chapter Conservation Representative, Sierra Club, 

Maryland Chapter 

 

Hal Delaplane 

President, Conservancy for Charles County 

David Kanter 

Chair, Sierra Club, Southern Maryland Group 

 

Scott Sewell 

Conservation Director, Maryland Bass Nation 

 

Ulysee Davis 

President, South Hampton HOA 

 

Paulette Hammond 

President, Maryland Conservation Council 

 

Bob Lukinic, Conservation Chair  

Southern Maryland Audubon Society 

 

cc:  Charles County Board of Commissioners 
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List of objectives as they appear in the Request for Proposals
1
 for the Land use Study.  

 
A.  Protect public health, safety, and welfare through the adoption of land use standards that 

minimize the public’s exposure to safety hazards and excessive noise from the airport.  

 
B.  Prevent the encroachment of incompatible land uses around the airport in order to preserve the 

future utility of the airport.  

 
C.  Ensure the growth of aviation compatible economic development activity within the areas 

surrounding the airport.  

 
D. Assessment of future growth and development with respect to environmental conditions related to 

the Mattawoman Creek Watershed.  

 
E.  Explore the potential for return on investment to extend sewer lines to the area, including the 

Indian Head Science and Technology Park.  

 
F. Develop a marketing strategy to promote the airport as well as potential commercial development 

and employment opportunities in the surrounding area.  

 

 



Sarah Sandy - Fwd: Airport Study Comments 

From: Steven Ball 

To: Sarah Sandy 

Date: 2/4/2015 3:09 PM 

Subject: Fwd: Airport Study Comments 

CC: Theresa Pickeral 

Attachments: Draft Airport Letter 2-2.docx 

Please keep for posting with batch #4 at the end of the week. 

Steven Ball, AlCP, LEED AP 
Planning Director 
Charles County 
PO Box 2150 
La Plata, MD 20646 
(301) 645-0540 

>>>"Ken Hastings" <kensandyh@verizon.net> 2/4/2015 3:00PM>>> 

Page 1 of 1 

Please accept these comments from the Mason Springs Conservancy regarding the 
Airport Land Use Study. 

Thanks. 

Ken Hastings 
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February 4, 2015 

Steven Ball, Director 

Dept. of Planning and Growth Management 

BallSt@charlescountymd.gov 

200 Baltimore Street 

La Plata, MD 20464 

SUBJECT: Input to the MD Airport Land Use Study 

Dear Director. Ball: 

The Maryland Airport is the wrong facility in the wrong place. It grew from a relatively obscure 
facility for a few local recreational pilots into a proposed overflow airport for private jets. 
However, these new tourists will be heading somewhere else with no reason to stop in Charles 
County to eat, sleep or spend money in other ways. They will be relatively affluent- rich enough 
to fly around in private planes and hire limousines to complete their trips to somewhere besides 
Charles County. 

As the airport has grown, so have the fiscal burdens to be shouldered by the public as well as the 
threats to Mattawoman Creek. While many visitors to Charles County may use air travel for part 
of their trip, most will buy a ticket on a scheduled commercial flight to DC or Baltimore and 
continue with land transportation from there on. It doesn't matter how long the runways are, 
private jet traffic will not put Charles County on the tourist map. 

The task of recommending ways to turn this ill-fated vision into a key piece of Charles County's 
economic engine seems daunting. Public (mostly federal) money has been funneled into this 
project without an objective look into the probable future. The Airport is currently an 
insignificant generator of positive economic impact and seems likely to remain that way in spite 
of the millions invested in a facility located in a destination beyond the reach of most travelers 
by air. While the airport pavement and buildings will be fixtures in our future, t.~ere is no 
justification for pouring more public funds into infrastructure to support: employment centers 
where no new jobs exist; motels without overnight travelers to use them; or empty restaurants for 
hungry tourists who don't fly in private planes. 

One might argue that, eventually, tourists drawn to recreational facilities in Charles County 
might help fill up those peripheral facilities or that new businesses might settle here and bring 
new jobs. However, the Airport will not be the catalyst, much less the driving force, for 
attracting tourists and workers who can't afford to fly on private aircraft. Like it or not, land 
transportation (private automobiles, mass transit, etc.) will provide the conduit for visitors and 
new residents to Charles County for the foreseeable future. 



Given that Charles County is "stuck" with the MD Airport, our best course of action is to 
minimize the burdens to future taxpayers and the threats to our environment. Our development 
patterns should be designed to concentrate development where infrastructure already exists and 
to utilize redevelopment incentives in places like Waldorf and Indian Head. The last things we 
need are more boarded-up buildings where trees used to stand paying tribute to the myopic 
vision of the Airport as the modem-day equivalent of Pike's Peak. 

Build it and they will come? Only in the movies. 

Sincerely, 

Ken Hastings 

Mason Springs Conservancy 

39044 Holly Drive 

Mechanicsville MD 20659 

(30 1 )884-4872 



Bumpy OAK RD ROW Loan Calculator 

Loan amount 

Annual interest rate 

Loan period in years 

Start date of loan 

Monthly payment 

Annual Total pyment cost 

Number of payments 

Total interest 

Total cost of loan 

Enter values 

$ 2,842,890.00 

2.500% 

15 

7/1/2014 

COST OF CONST DISCOUNT RATE 

$ 2,895,000.00 1.80% 



Sarah Sandy - Fwd: AOPA Comments on Maryland Airport Land Use Study 

From: 

To: 

Date: 

Subject: 

CC: 

Steven Ball 

Sarah Sandy 

2/5/2015 10:00 AM 

Fwd: AOPA Comments on Maryland Airport Land Use Study 

Theresa Pickeral 

Attachments: imageOOl.jpg; MD 2W5 Letter to County Planning Dept re Land Use.docx 

Please keep this for posting with batch #4 at the end of the week. 

Steven Ball, AICP, LEED AP 
Planning Director 
Charles County 
PO Box 2150 
La Plata, MD 20646 
(301) 645-0540 

> > > "Collins, John" <John.Collins@aopa.org> 2/4/2015 5:02PM » > 
Dear Mr. Ball, 

Page 1 of 1 

Please see the attached letter regarding the Maryland Airport Land Use Study. If you have any questions please 

feel free to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

John 

John l Collins I Manager, Airport Policy 
Aircraft Owners & Pilots Association 
421 Aviation Way I Frederick, MD 21701 
P: 301-695-2119 I F: 301-695-2278 
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421 Aviation Way 
Frederick, Maryland 21701 

T. 301-695-2000 
F. 301-695-2375 

www.aopa.org 

February 4, 2015 

Mr. Steven Ball 
Director of Planning 
Charles County Department of Planning and Growth Management 
Planning Division 
P.O. Box 2150 
La Plata, MD 20646 

Dear Mr. Ball: 

The Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association (AOPA) is the world's largest aviation 
organization represents the general aviation interests of pilots and aircraft owners, 
including 5,582 of our members in the state of Maryland. On behalf of our membership, 
AOP A is committed to ensuring the future viability and development of general aviation 
airports and their facilities as part of a national transportation system. 

AOP A regularly advocates for compatible land use planning around our national airports. 
Many states have compatible land use guidance that assists airport sponsors and 
communities to develop compatible land use plans. Compatible land use guidelines serve 
several purposes, chief of which are the health, safety and welfare of citizens on the 
ground and in the air. Residential developments around public use airports are not a very 
compatible land use, while uses that limit public gathering or residential density would be 
better uses. 

The land use plan that Charles County is proposing appears to strike a balance between 
the airport needs and the community needs. We would encourage continued dialogue 
among all parties to come up with the best plan possible. 

Thank you for your consideration of our views on this issue. If we can be of further 
assistance, please contact our staff at 301-695-2200. 

Sincerely, 

John L. Collins 
Manager 
Airport Policy 

AIRCRAFT OWNERS AND PILOTS ASSOCIATION 
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Sarah Sandy - Fwd: for the record on airport: I am against industrialization around the 
airport; I support protection of Mattawoman Creek 

From: Steven Ball 

To: Sarah Sandy 

Date: 2/5/2015 10:01 AM 

Subject: Fwd: for the record on airport: I am against industrialization around the airport; I support protection of 
Mattawoman Creek 

CC: Theresa Pickeral 

Please keep for posting with batch #4 at the end of the week. 

Steven Ball, AICP, LEED AP 
Planning Director 
Charles County 
PO Box 2150 
La Plata, MD 20646 
(301) 645-0540 

> > > Alex Winter <alexbillwinter@gmail.com> 2/4/2015 5:38 PM > > > 

I am against the industrialization around the airport. I am for protection of 
Mattawoman Creek. They are not consistent with each other. You cant have both. 
One is wrong -the industrialization. One is right- the protection of Mattawoman 
Creek. 

The current attempt to industrialize sensitive lands in Western Charles County near 
the airport is part of an ongoing pattern. Until we find a way to make people 
disclose how they make money from government actions, a certain club of people 
will feel unrestrained in trying to get the public to pay for infrastructure that only 
benefits a few. 

Something is driving a certain small segment of the local population to push for 
intense development in western Charles County, even though regulators and 
citizens keep saying it's a bad idea. The people overwhelmingly spoke out against 
the developer-designed Comprehensive Plan and that has yet to be fixed. Will it be 
now that we have a board of commissioners who are friendly to good planning and 
smarter gro'vvth. 

The Cross County Connector extension into the sensitive lands of western Charles 

file:///C:/Users/sandvsar/AooData/Local/Temo/XPgrowise/54D33F73CCGPRM POI00162 ... 2/5/2015 
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County was rejected by the Army Corps of Engineers as not in the public interest, 
but the developers' allies on the old Board of Commissioners and on the Planning 
Commission acted like the rejection never happened. They kept it in the 
Comprehensive Plan - reason enough to throw out that abomination -and kept on 
talking about how, in the words of one Planning Commission member, they could 
"punch through" the sensitive lands of western Charles County. 

Now they claim that if they could just industrialize over 1,000 acres of forest, 
everybody would be rich. Former Commissioner Murray Levy said, at the January 14 
meeting on the subject, that the goal should be to make it intense, like Dulles 
Airport, and that, yeah, it would be noisy, but then so is the ringing of the cash 
registers. Ordinary citizens, do not ask for whom the cash register rings, because 
we all know it's not for us, it is for the special people Murray Levy likes to 
represent. These are the same people who starved a reasonably planned and fully 
approved tech park near 301, already in the books and infrastructure present, in 
the hopes that they could turn some woods in western Charles into a tech park 
with the help of government subsidies. Agency experts studied the issue and said, 
this won't work economically, it's in the wrong place. So the western Charles tech 
park isn't happening, but already, thanks to the willingness of past Commissioners 
to serve special interests and not the general interest, taxpayers have already 
enriched some of the parties involved - public cost but no public benefit. 

It's not good economics or good planning that is kindling the desire to build an 
unneeded cross county connector extension, to site a tech park where it makes no 
sense, to industrialize an area where such activities are clearly unpopular. It makes 
more sense, given the ecological sensitivity of the area, to aim for conservation in 
this area and invest where infrastructure exists in Indian Head and the 301 corridor. 

A!ex Winter 

PO Box 179 

Bryans Road MD 20616 

301 518 2708 
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Alex Winter 

alexbillwinter@gmail.com 
(301) 518-2708 

Sheryl Romeo Real Estate 
3108 E. Ridge Road 
Accokeek, MD 20607 
301-848-1127 

www.sherylromeo.com 

Page 3 of3 
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Sarah Sandy - Fwd: Maryland Airport Land-Use Study 

From: Steven Ball 

To: Sarah Sandy 

Date: 2/5/2015 10:02 AM 

Subject: Fwd: Maryland Airport Land-Use Study 

CC: Theresa Pickeral 

Please keep this for posting with batch #4 at the end of the week. 

Steven Ball, AICP, LEED AP 
Planning Director 
Charles County 
PO Box 2150 
La Plata, MD 20646 
(301) 645-0540 

>>>David Riston <dristonlO@hotmail.com> 2/4/2015 6:31PM>>> 

Dear Charles County Official : 

Page 1 of 1 

Please accept this comment for the record of the airport land-use study. The main objective of the 
study is to "explore the potential for return on investment to extend sewer lines to the area, including the 

Indian Head Science and Technology Park." I do not support Charles County taxpayer subsidizing 
the development and industrialization of the study area around the private airport. 
The rural character of the study area should be protected. The one thousand acre study area 
around the airport is in the Mattawoman watershed and consists of high value forest 
and streams with exceptionally good water quality. Conservation is a better designation that 
will protect streams, forest and the environmental character of the Rail Trail and an 
advantageous atmosphere around the two schools. 

David Riston 
5510 Raphael Drive 
Pomfret, MD 29675 
301-392-3060 
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Bumpy OAK RD ROW Loan Calculator 

Loan amount 

Annual interest rate 

Loan period in years 

Start date of loan 

Monthly payment 

Annual Total pyment cost 

Number of payments 

Total interest 

Total cost of loan 

Enter values 

$ 2,842,890.00 

2.500% 

15 

7/112014 

·s .. ··. · ,_,_·._, ?i:_9_ ·_5'6_.· _._._P.s_·_···.J ' ,' - " ___________ ,,_,,,,,_,, 

$ 227,473.00 1 
·····-~ 
. .· 18Pi 

·. ,, c"·~·. '"h. • .· ····1 $ •5(,9;205.0.7 

s::--~i::liZ:o9s. ail 

COST OF CONST DISCOUNT RATE 

s 2,895,000.00 1.80% 



Sarah Sandy - Fwd: Written comments on the airport land-use plan due Feb. 4! 

From: 

To: 

Date: 

Subject: 

CC: 

Steven Ball 

Sarah Sandy 

2/5/2015 10:03 AM 

Fwd: Written comments on the airport land-use plan due Feb. 4! 

Theresa Pickeral 

Please keep this for posting with batch #4 at the end of the week. 

Steven Ball, AICP, LEED AP 
Planning Director 
Charles County 
PO Box 2150 
La Plata, MD 20646 
(301) 645-0540 

>>>Kent Hibben <kentlhibben@gmail.com> 2/4/2015 7:21PM>>> 

Steve Ball, Director of Planning 
BaiiSt@charlescountymd.gov 

Subject: 
For the Record: Support Conservation for Airport Study Area 

Dear Mr. Ball: 

Page I of2 

I wish to be on the record in support of conservation in the large area around the airport in Bryans Road. The 
objectives of the airport land-use study would be satisfied, and millions in taxpayer dollars saved, if the study 
recommends conservation. 

I do not support public-subsidized infrastructure like sewer lines and road widening to industrialize around the 
airport. The "tech-park" market-study finds the area is uncompetitive with areas already having infrastructure. 
The airport market-study finds that the airport will unlikely be a "driver" of development such as would be the far 
wiser revitalization of the town of Indian Head. 

The airport study-area is rich in natural resources and is almost entirely forested. Preserving forest protects 
Mattawoman Creek, which is now showing signs of decline. I support protecting what is left of our natural areas 
and Mattawoman Creek for my and everyone's present and future generations. 

I look forward to hearing of your favorable consideration toward conservation. 
Sincerely, 

Kent L. Hibben 

1140 Overlook Drive 

file:///C:/Users/sandysar/AppData!Localffemp/XPgrpwise/54D33FFACCGPRM P010016... 2/5/2015 
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Accokeek, MD 20607 
Charles County lifelong owner-resident 

ppl))o out))li p 
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Sarah Sandy - Fwd: Maryland Airport land-Use Study 

From: 

To: 

Date: 

Subject: 

CC: 

Steven Ball 

Sarah Sandy 

2/5/2015 10:04 AM 

Fwd: Maryland Airport Land-Use Study 

Theresa Pickeral 

Please keep this for posting with batch #4 at the end of the week. 

Steven Ball, AJCP, LEED AP 
Planning Director 
Charles County 
PO Box 2150 
La Plata, MD 20646 
(301) 645-0540 

>>>Bonnie Bick <bonniebick@gmail.com> 2/4/201510:58 PM>>> 

February 4, 2015 via email: BaiiSt@charlescountymd.gov 

Steven Ball, Director 

Page 1 of2 

Charles County Dept. of Planning and Growth Management 200 Baltimore Street La Plata, 

MD 20464 

Re: Land-Use Study for Maryland Airport 

Dear Mr. Ball: 

Thank you for considering Chapman Forest Foundation comments on the Maryland Airport 
land-use study. 

Our organization has special interest in the land that is in the airport study area because of 
the location partially includes Chapman Forest. 

The "south side" of Chapman Forest was designated as Mattawoman Wildlands in the 

file:///C:/Users/sandvsar/AppData!Local!Temp/XPgrpwise/54D3401FCCGPRM P0100162 ... 2/5/2015 
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Annapolis General Assembly last session because it is important fish spawning habitat and its 
high level of biodiversity. The Pomonkey School Stream has very high water quality and 
contains wetlands of Special State Concern, it runs through the Mattawoman drainage of 
Chapman Forest. The Pomonkey School Stream runs through the new wild lands and would 
be degraded by any development located in this sensitive sub-watershed. 

There are many other valuable environmental attributes in the airport study area that would 
be put at risk by the industrialization of the study area; Audubon Important Bird Areas; DNR 
designated Strong Hold Watershed; DNR's Targeted Ecological Area; DNR's Green 
Infrastructure Hub and Corridor Forest containing many steep slopes and stream valleys. From 
the environmental and the economic prospective the idea of commercializing this sensitive 
land is inappropriate. There are more appropriate areas for investment, where the 
infrastructure is already in place, and the economic development is desired and needed. 

Developing the sensitive area around the airport is counter to proper investment in Indian 
Head. The proposal to revitalize Indian Head should have top priority. Smart Growth 
investment in Indian Head would help turn it into a tourist destination and Rail Trail Town. 
Indian Head can and should be a valuable county asset and an important part of the counties 
heritage tourism program. 

Our organization also signed on to the excellent comments from the Smarter Growth Alliance 
for Charles County. 

Thank you and sincerely, 

Bonnie Bick 

Chapman Forest Foundation 

file:///C:/Users/sandysar/AppData/LocaVTemp/XPgrpwise/54D3401FCCGPRM P0100162 ... 2/5/2015 



Sarah Sandy - Fwd: RE: SGACC Sign-On: Maryland Airport land-Use Study 

From: 

To: 

Date: 

Subject: 

CC: 

Steven Ball 

Sarah Sandy 

2/5/2015 10:08 AM 

Fwd: RE: SGACC Sign-On: Maryland Airport Land-Use Study 

Theresa Pickeral 

Attachments: SGACC RE Airport Land Use Study 2.4.15 with PTRC.pdf 

Page 1 of 1 

Please keep for posting with batch #4 at the end of the week. Note: this was already submitted but they added 
another signature so you can post it as well at the previous one. 

Steven Ball, AICP, LEED AP 
Planning Director 
Charles County 
PO Box 2150 
La Plata, MD 20646 
(301) 645-0540 
> > > Kimberly Golden Brandt < kim@friendsofmd.org> 2/5/2015 9:54AM > > > 
Dear Mr. Ball, 

Port Tobacco River Conservancy signed-on to the SGACC comments yesterday after I sent the letter to you. I 
have added them to the letter. There are no other changes, however I understand if you cannot accept the 
letter with this change today. 

Best, 
Kim 

Kimberly Golden Brandt 
1000 Friends of Maryland 
1209 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
410-385-2910 Office 
410-598-9026 Cell 

llld 
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Smarter Growth Alliance  
for Charles County 

P O Box K 
 Bryans R0ad, MD 20616 

 
1000 Friends of Maryland ● AMP Creeks Council ● Audubon MD-DC ● Chapman Forest Foundation  

Chesapeake Bay Foundation ● Citizens for a Better Charles County ● Clean Water Action ● Coalition for Smarter Growth 
Conservancy for Charles County ● Maryland Bass Nation ● Maryland Conservation Council  

Maryland League of Conservation Voters ● Maryland Native Plant Society ● Mason Springs Conservancy  
Mattawoman Watershed Society ● Nanjemoy-Potomac Environmental Coalition ● Port Tobacco River Conservancy 

 Potomac River Association ● Sierra Club, Maryland Chapter ● Sierra Club, Southern Maryland Group ● South Hampton HOA 
Southern Maryland Audubon Society ● St. Mary’s River Watershed Association 

 

February 4, 2015     via email:  BallSt@charlescountymd.gov 
 

 

Steven Ball, Director 

Charles County Dept. of Planning and Growth Management 

200 Baltimore Street 

La Plata, MD 20464 

 

Re: Maryland Airport Land Use Study  

 

Dear Mr. Ball:  

 

Thank you for considering these comments on the Maryland Airport land use study from the 

Smarter Growth Alliance for Charles County (SGACC), a coalition of more than 20 local, 

regional and state organizations representing approximately 5,000 supporters in Charles County. 

We advocate programs and policies that support economic development while preserving the 

county’s rural heritage and promoting a healthy outdoors.  

 

The objectives of the land use study (LUS) appear in somewhat different forms in the draft 

Comprehensive Plan, the Request for Proposals
1
 for the study, the letter to stakeholders and the 

open-house presentation,
2
 which was attended by many representatives of SGACC organizations. 

Appended are the objectives as they appear in the RFP; we couch our remarks around these.   

 

Given that this is a land use study, it is perhaps not surprising that the principles of smarter 

growth are responsive to many of the objectives and should deeply inform the study. In fact, we 

see that land use choices around the airport reflect a number of the concerns for the draft 

Comprehensive Plan that we have attempted to communicate to the Planning Commission. Chief 

among these concerns is conservation of the remarkable natural and historic assets in the western 

county. Protecting these assets is a requisite for sustainable nature and heritage tourism
3
 and for 

revitalizing Indian Head as a trail destination town.
4
 Such a vision would also better protect 

against encroachment of the Naval Support Facility, the county’s largest employer outside the 

                                                           
1
 Airport Land Use Study, RFP 14-28, December 3, 2013. 

www.charlescounty.org/webdocs/fs/bidboard/Solicitation293/131203%20-%20RFP%2014-28%20-

%20Airport%20Land%20Use%20Study%20-%20Final.pdf  
2
 www.charlescountymd.gov/sites/default/files/pgm/planning/mdair_pres1-14-15reduced.pdf  

3
 Nature and Experiential Tourism: Report and Recommendations for Charles County, MD, Fermata, Inc., Austin 

TX, October 20, 2000. www.fs.fed.us/recreation/programs/tourism/charles_county.pdf  
4
 Technical Assistance Panel Report, Indian Head Rail Trail, Urban Land Institute, Bethesda, MD. (May, 2012) 

http://washington.uli.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/56/2011/06/Indian-Head-Final-Report-Draft.pdf 

http://www.charlescounty.org/webdocs/fs/bidboard/Solicitation293/131203%20-%20RFP%2014-28%20-%20Airport%20Land%20Use%20Study%20-%20Final.pdf
http://www.charlescounty.org/webdocs/fs/bidboard/Solicitation293/131203%20-%20RFP%2014-28%20-%20Airport%20Land%20Use%20Study%20-%20Final.pdf
http://www.charlescountymd.gov/sites/default/files/pgm/planning/mdair_pres1-14-15reduced.pdf
http://www.fs.fed.us/recreation/programs/tourism/charles_county.pdf
http://washington.uli.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/56/2011/06/Indian-Head-Final-Report-Draft.pdf
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Board of Education, and would not tempt investment away from Indian Head or the Waldorf 

Urban Redevelopment Corridor.  

 

We emphasize that four of the six objectives in the study would be simultaneously addressed if 

the LUS recommended enhanced conservation measures around the airport. Conservation would 

minimize the public’s exposure to risk and noise (Objective A); would prevent encroachment of 

incompatible uses (Objective C); would much better protect sensitive and declining Mattawoman 

Creek (Objective D); and would protect the public against the financial risk incurred by 

providing infrastructure to an area that is uncompetitive with employment centers already having 

infrastructure
5
 (Objective E).  

 

Objective E seeks to economically rationalize expenditures for sewer lines to the area, including 

the Indian Head Science and Technology Park (tech park). We urge the LUS to reveal the full 

costs to the public, not only for sewer lines, but also for additional likely costs such as road 

widening and mitigation for increased traffic that may eventually occur outside the study area.  

 

For the cost for sewer lines, we refer you to comments by one our members, the 

Mattawoman Watershed Society (MWS). Based on county estimates, sewer lines to the 

tech park—included in Objective E—would cost $8 million, excluding future maintenance. 

 

Concerning airport revenues, we refer you again to an analysis by MWS that finds current 

revenues around $1.5 million. A misleading amount of $9 million, based on the 

construction phase of the runway, has been advertised by speakers at the open house
6
 and a 

pamphlet distributed by the airport owner.  

 

While public costs have yet to be tabulated, financial risk is strongly implied by the tech park 

market study and the preliminary conclusions presented at the January 14 open house. The tech 

park study concluded that residential development was the most likely avenue for the county to 

recoup costs, a recommendation clearly incompatible with the airport.  

 

With respect to avoiding incompatible uses and public safety (Objectives A and B), Bryans Road 

is a concern. The present sub-area plan for a new urban center was extremely unpopular when 

passed by the Board of County Commissioners and remains so. It encourages dense development 

with little setback on Route 210, causing concern for the Navy, which transports energetic 

materials to its facility in Indian Head.
7
 The sub-area plan has a central core zoned for 8000 

housing units. The new runway alignment places the northern flight-path directly over this urban 

core. Planning Bryans Road for a mixed-use village, as advanced in the “merged” 

comprehensive plan scenario, would alleviate the risk imposed by this incompatibility.  

 

                                                           
5
 Indian Head Science & Technology Park Market Analysis and Due Diligence Services, prepared by JLL for 

Charles Count Dept. of Economic Development (October 2, 2014).   

www.boarddocs.com/md/chrlsco/Board.nsf/files/9QTUSD4E36B0/$file/IHTP%20Report%20FINAL.pdf  
6
 Green, business groups face off over airport study, Maryland Independent, Rebecca Barnabi January 16, 2015 

7
 Minutes of the Policy Committee, Indian Head Joint Land Use Study, for 26 September, 2014. 

http://www.indianheadjlus.com/documents/09262014_IHJLUS_PC%20MeetingMinutes_FINAL.docx  

 

http://www.boarddocs.com/md/chrlsco/Board.nsf/files/9QTUSD4E36B0/$file/IHTP%20Report%20FINAL.pdf
http://www.indianheadjlus.com/documents/09262014_IHJLUS_PC%20MeetingMinutes_FINAL.docx
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Besides the urban core, the sub-area plan also promotes widespread residential development in 

the area. An example is the 438-unit Guilford subdivision plan, which curiously is excluded from 

the LUS study area. Not only is it incompatible with a nearby airport, its density became obsolete 

when permits for the Cross County Connector were denied by the Army Corps as being 

“contrary to the public interest.”   

 

The quality of schools remains a concern for our member organizations. Both Matthew Henson 

Middle School and J.C. Parks Elementary School fall inside and nearly beneath the standard 

FAA flight pattern
8
 for northerly winds. We note that J.C Parks employs outdoor-classroom 

techniques in their environmental units. We encourage the LUS to seek means for reducing 

safety risk and noise exposure to the students of these schools.  

 

The accumulation of overlapping environmental qualities in the study-area are superlative.  

We refer you to materials already provided by stakeholder groups in our alliance, their 

subsequent comments and research by ERM. We emphasize here that Mattawoman Creek is 

under duress from the cumulative adverse impacts of urbanization, including the airport 

expansion itself,
8
 and these effects should be strongly considered in the LUS. We also note that 

the open-house presentation neglected to acknowledge the predominance of an Audubon 

Important Bird Area and the quality of the Pomonkey School Stream beyond its Wetland of 

Special State Concern. This stream and the land around it could serve as outdoor education asset 

for the nearby schools. The amount of Targeted Ecological Area was also under-represented with 

obsolete maps.  

 

Despite high ecological value, over 1000 acres in the study-area are zoned for PEP, BP and IG. 

The RFP also encourages
9
 examination of “other areas that could support additional commercial 

development…” When coupled with the economic risk revealed by the market studies and the 

presence of employment land in the county sufficient beyond the 2040 horizon of the draft 

comprehensive plan, the ecological features argue for stronger conservation measures.  

 

We have reservations that Objectives C and F both seem to assume, a priori, a LUS outcome that 

recommends new development. The isolated business park is an outdated planning concept, and 

businesses seldom relate to aviation when such parks are located near a general aviation airport.  

Hence aviation-compatible development (Objective C) could be realized with a quite small 

footprint, likely “within the fence” as indicated in the market analysis by RKG Associates.
2
  The 

development of a “marketing a strategy to promote commercial development and employment 

opportunities in the surrounding area” (Objective F) appears to be entirely inconsistent with the 

tech park market study and the findings of RKG Associates’ market analysis. It is also 

inconsistent with the precepts of smart growth, given Charles County’s configuration where 

infrastructure and employment centers are concentrated along the U.S. 301 corridor. This 

situation will only be amplified by the Nice Bridge replacement. Moreover, modern planning 

emphasizes redevelopment for its efficiency and resource conservation. Schemes to develop 

greenfields in the western county can only detract from the need to redevelop Indian Head.  

 

                                                           
8
 Environmental Assessment for Maryland Airport. 

9
 RFP, op. cit., p. III-1 
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In summary, we believe that the historical location of the airport in an ecologically sensitive 

area, sandwiched between Mattawoman Creek stream-valleys and Bryans Road, presents 

overwhelming obstacles to leveraging it for greenfield development. Consideration of the land 

use study objectives underscores this: residential development is incompatible with an airport, 

and new commercial development on greenfields is not only inefficient and outdated, but 

unmarketable in the area. We believe an objective analysis would have little problem 

recommending increased conservation of the area through zoning, easements and purchase.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

Kimberly Brandt 

Local Policy Director, 1000 Friends of 

Maryland 

 

 

Karla Raettig 

Executive Director, Maryland League of 

Conservation Voters 

Kelly Canavan 

President, AMP Creeks Council 

 

Kurt R. Schwarz 

Conservation Chair, Maryland Ornithological 

Society 

David Curson 

Director of Bird Conservation, Audubon 

Maryland-DC 

 

 

Marney Bruce 

President, Maryland Native Plant Society 

Bonnie Bick 

President, Chapman Forest Foundation 

Ken Hastings 

Board Member, Mason Springs Conservancy 

Julie Simpson 

President, Citizens for a Better Charles 

County 

 

Jim Long 

President, Mattawoman Watershed Society 

Andrew Galli 

Maryland Program Manager, Clean Water 

Action 

 

Deanna Wheeler 

President, Nanjemoy-Potomac Environmental 

Coalition 

Cheryl Cort 

Policy Director, Coalition for Smarter  

Growth 

Jerry Forbes 

President, Port Tobacco River Conservancy 

 

 

Hal Delaplane 

President, Conservancy for Charles County 

Claudia Friedetzky 

Chapter Conservation Representative, Sierra Club, 

Maryland Chapter 

 

Scott Sewell 

Conservation Director, Maryland Bass Nation 

 

Paulette Hammond 

President, Maryland Conservation Council 

 

David Kanter 

Chair, Sierra Club, Southern Maryland Group 

 

Ulysee Davis 

President, South Hampton HOA 

 



 
 

Page 5 

 

Bob Lukinic, Conservation Chair  

Southern Maryland Audubon Society 

 

 

cc:  Charles County Board of Commissioners 

 

 

List of objectives as they appear in the Request for Proposals
1
 for the Land use Study.  

 
A.  Protect public health, safety, and welfare through the adoption of land use standards that 

minimize the public’s exposure to safety hazards and excessive noise from the airport.  

 
B.  Prevent the encroachment of incompatible land uses around the airport in order to preserve the 

future utility of the airport.  

 
C.  Ensure the growth of aviation compatible economic development activity within the areas 

surrounding the airport.  

 
D. Assessment of future growth and development with respect to environmental conditions related to 

the Mattawoman Creek Watershed.  

 
E.  Explore the potential for return on investment to extend sewer lines to the area, including the 

Indian Head Science and Technology Park.  

 
F. Develop a marketing strategy to promote the airport as well as potential commercial development 

and employment opportunities in the surrounding area.  

 

 





 

P.O. Box 201     Bryans Road, MD   20616 
 

   www.mattawomanwatershed.org               mattawomanwatershed@hotmail.com 
 

301-751-8039 

Mattawoman Watershed Society 
 

Protecting and preserving Mattawoman Creek for the enjoyment of all. 

 

 

    

Steven Ball, Director         February 4, 2015 

Dept. of Planning and Growth Management        BallSt@charlescountymd.gov 

200 Baltimore Street        

La Plata, MD 20464 

 

Re: Maryland Airport Land-Use Study  

 

Dear Mr. Ball:  

 

The Mattawoman Watershed Society (MWS) is pleased to offer these comments on the land-

use study being conducted for the area around Maryland Airport. Because MWS is focused 

on maintaining the health of Mattawoman Creek for our nearly 2000 supporters, most of 

whom live in Charles County, we take great interest in this ecologically sensitive area. 

Consequently, we have provided a stakeholder interview and follow-up information to the 

consultants, Environmental Resources (ERM). Our board and many other members also 

attended the January 14 Open House, but were unable to testify because of time constraints 

imposed by the hosting facility before their names were reached on the sign-up sheet. 

 

Land-use is a critical concern for the health of Mattawoman because its watershed is under 

intense development stress.  Since the invention of the Development District in 1990, 

Mattawoman has declined from a state with “near to ideal conditions” [DNR, 1992] to one at 

the “tipping point” for irreversible degradation. [Task Force, 2012] In particular, the 

abundance, species richness, and trophic structure of the estuarine fish community have all 

declined, and anadromous fish spawning intensity in the nontidal river has plummeted. The 

river now exhibits an altered hydrological regime, and the spatial gradient of electrical 

conductivity (indicative of road salts) has reversed direction from the historical record, now 

actually increasing as one proceeds upstream from head of tide. [DNR, 2010; 2011; 2013]  

 

For over 70 years, the privately owned Maryland Airport has occupied a plateau severely 

constrained between the Mattawoman stream valley and Bryans Road. Now, after the filling 

of a stream valley with “devastating impacts” [NMFS, 2001], it is anticipated that the runway 

will be lengthened to 4300 feet if a supplemental Environmental Assessment is approved. 

The lengthened runway has prompted development interests to seek county-provided 

infrastructure for greenfield development in a large forested area around the airport. Hence, 

language was inserted into the draft Comprehensive Plan calling for the present land-use 

study, with one objective being to “[e]xplore the potential for return on investment to extend 

sewer lines to the area, including the Indian Head Science and Technology Park.” [RFP, 2013] 

 

In fact, an airport overlay zone makes sense if approached objectively and with modern 

smart-growth planning principles in mind. Here we examine the objectives of the land-use 
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study as they were given in the Request for Proposals, where the objectives appear in their 

most complete form. [RFP, 2013]  Based on this analysis, we find that the land-use study 

would best fulfill its objectives and serve the people of Charles County by recommending 

conservation measures in such an overlay zone, rather than promoting the industrialization of 

ecologically sensitive forestland.  

 
Land-Use Study Objective A.  Protect public health, safety, and welfare through the 

adoption of land-use standards that minimize the public’s exposure to safety hazards and 

excessive noise from the airport.  

 

Residential development is generally considered incompatible with 

airport operations due to concerns over noise, safety, and air 

quality. The location of the Maryland airport makes expansion of 

operations problematical in this regard.  

 

If the Supplemental Environmental Assessment (EA) is approved 

in spite of segmentation concerns expressed by the EPA, air traffic 

can be expected to increase. Official projections for the increase in 

aircraft operations fail to account for the expected jump due to the 

runway extension. Instead, both the original EA and a 2008 

Aviation System Plan [MAA, 2008] project a steadily rising 

increase of 500 flights per year. However, the press reports the 

prediction of a striking fourfold increase due to gambling traffic. 

[Independent, 2013] In any event, substantial increases in aircraft 

operations are predicted over time. Hence Objective A and 

Objective B (prevent incompatible encroachment) assume great 

importance. An overlay zone that prevents residential development 

should be considered.  

 

In addition, the new runway orientation is incompatible with the previously adopted but 

controversial Bryans Road sub-area plan. The plan contains a dense core zoned for 8000 

housing units directly beneath the new northern direct-flight path (see Fig. 1). This core is far 

from built-out. Therefore, to alleviate this incompatibility, the Land Use Study, being a 

component of the Comprehensive Plan, should recommend that Bryans Road be returned to a 

mixed-use village status to avoid incompatibly with a densely zoned core beneath the flight 

path.  

 

We note that our recommended downscaling of Bryans Road as a protective “land-use 

standard” was also contained in the compromise “merged” comprehensive-plan scenario 

produced by the public process in 2011, but later rejected by the Planning Commission that 

has since had major turnover in members.  At the time, the Merged Scenario did not consider 

safety and public welfare vis a vis the airport, but rather reflected smart-growth concerns, 

such as maintaining rural character and focusing growth where rail or bus rapid transit is 

feasible and redevelopment opportunities occur (e.g. the Waldorf Urban Redevelopment 

Corridor). The airport Land Use Plan is an opportunity to recommend that Bryans Road be 

configured as a mixed-use village centered on the Safeway shopping center, as was once 

intended, to again comply with smart-growth principles and to satisfy the goals of Objectives 

A and B. This would also assist the Naval Support Facility as discussed below.  

 

Fig.  1  Zoning map. Solid colored 

areas call out PEP (blue) and 

combined BP and IG zoning (black). 
Bryans Road core is outlined. Double 

dashed-lines show standard FAA left-

hand flight patterns tied to the runway 

location and orientation (double white 
lines). 
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The MWS has interest in promoting outdoor education, and regards the location of the two 

schools within the flight path (see Fig. 1) as an issue. In particular, the noise of aircraft 

operations will likely interfere with outdoor classroom activities and should be minimized. 

Flight restrictions could be considered to reduce air traffic during school hours on the 

crosswind leg of the flight pattern that is operative during northerly winds (i.e. the north 

segment of the western rectangular flight-pattern in Fig. 1).  

 
Land-Use Study Objective B.  Prevent the encroachment of incompatible land uses around 

the airport in order to preserve the future utility of the airport.  

 

A number of issues related to Objective B have been covered under Objective A. For 

example, the dense urban core in Bryans Road, if it continues to invite 8000 housing units, 

represents an encroachment issue.  

 

The building density, and the small setbacks along Route 210 promoted by the sub-area plan 

for Bryans Road, have also been discussed as an encroachment issue for the Naval Support 

Facility in Indian Head, because energetic material are transported on Route 210, and high 

densities next to the highway increases risk. [JLUS, 2014a]  

 

To summarize the Bryans Road issue, returning Bryans Road to a mixed-use village would 

have the following benefits: (i) removes a serious airport encroachment problem; (ii) 

removes an incompatible land-use designation; (iii) reduces encroachment on the Navy’s 

transport of energetic materials on Route 210; (iv) returns to a smarter growth vision; (v) 

achieves consistency with the withdrawal of the Cross County Connector.  

 

Residential development, the most tenable option proposed by the recent tech-park market 

study [JLL, 2014], should be avoided to be consistent with Objective B. Conservation of this 

area is consistent with the objective. 

 

The boundary of the Land Use Study is shaped at the northeast to specifically avoid 

consideration of the Guilford subdivision now up for preliminary-plan approval. Since the 

tract is proposed for 438 housing units, the exclusion is curious. The Land Use Plan should 

consider the ramifications of this large number of units in such close proximity to the airport.  

 

The goal of Objective B to prevent incompatible land-use would be satisfied with 

conservation zoning. Further, no new areas should be considered for development to protect 

Mattawoman Creek and because market studies (discussed below) find new lands for new 

development are not needed.  

 
 

Land-Use Study Objective C.  Ensure the growth of aviation compatible economic 

development activity within the areas surrounding the airport.  

 

The Open House presentation reported that airport marketing study finds limited 

opportunities for aviation-related development. Most if not all aviation-compatible activities 

can occur “inside the fence.” For further related analysis, please see the discussion of 

Objective F (marketing strategy to promote development).  
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Land-Use Study Objective-D. Assessment of future growth and development with respect to 

environmental conditions related to the Mattawoman Creek Watershed.  

 

The cumulative adverse effects of development on aquatic resources are well-recognized in 

general, and specifically for the Mattawoman, now at the “tipping” point for irreversible 

decline. [Task Force, 2012]  In 2008, the Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) admonished:  

   

“The County cannot rely on State and Federal regulatory programs within their 

limited scope of review to protect the aquatic resources of the Mattawoman Creek.” 

[ACOE, 2008] 

 

The truth of this statement is manifest in the declining health 

of the Mattawoman. [DNR, 2010; 2011; 2013; Task Force, 

2012]  The inability to fully protect against urbanization is 

evidenced in the clustering of “poor” stream sites in 

urbanized areas of Charles County, as measured by the index 

of biotic integrity for benthic organisms (see Fig. 21).  

 

We note that the present lengthening of the runway to 3750 

feet has already filled in a Mattawoman stream valley. 

Extensive comments strongly criticizing the destruction of 

this stream valley, and expressing deep concerns for the 

cumulative adverse impacts of airport development, were 

submitted by the National Park Service, the National Marine 

Fisheries Council, and the ACOE during the review process. 

[EA, 2002] Here, we cite only three (emphases 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. [NPS, 

2001] 

 

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. [NMFS, 2001] 

 

ACOE: We consider the filling of 900 feel of the headwaters to be a substantial adverse 

impact to the aquatic environment, and informed Mr. Bauserman of this by letter dated June 

11, 2001. [ACOE, 2001] 

 

Charles County stands out for its biodiversity statewide. [BioNet, 2012] The hotspots 

comprise the Zekiah, Nanjemoy, and Mattawoman watersheds, which stand out in the mid-

Atlantic region. [FWS, 2006] The area of the land-use study includes a remarkable number of 

                                                 
1 Stream-health data included in this document were provided by the Maryland DNR Monitoring and Non-tidal 

Assessment Division. Interpretation is that of MWS.  

 

Fig.  2 Ranking of stream quality based on surveys 

of benthic macro-invertebrates through 2011. Note 
clustering of poor sites in the circled urbanized 

areas.  
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ecological attributes, many of which were enumerated in the January 14 

open-house presentation and appended slides. [ERM, 2015]  
 

Please note that the entire area is essentially blanketed by state Targeted 

Ecological Area (see Fig.  3); the TEA was underestimated in the 

presentation slides due to an obsolete online GIS-layer which has since 

been corrected; the error has been communicated to ERM. 

 

There are many additional ecological features not listed in the open-house 

presentation that also merit protection. Many of these have been 

previously communicated to ERM in greater detail; here we relate those 

not included in the Open House presentation.  

  

An especially high-quality stream with headwaters in the site of the unsuccessful tech-

park. This stream has a preponderance of sites having a “good” benthic index of biotic 

integrity; strong fish species-richness, including the declining American eel; high water 

quality; and supports spawning anadromous fish. Details and references are available 

from ERM and at an MWS webpage.2  

 

Drainage to anadromous-fish spawning reaches of Mattawoman. In 

recent years, these reaches have exhibited a marked decline in 

usage by spawning River Herring (Alosa pseudoharengus and 

Alosa aestivalis) as measured by ichthyoplankton surveys by DNR 

[DNR, 1975; 2010; 2011; 2013] and by MWS. [MWS, 2000] 

 

A predominance of green-infrastructure hub and corridor forest,3 

that together are “vital to maintaining the state's ecological health,” 

and to “[p]reserving linkages between the remaining blocks of 

habitat [that] will ensure the long-term survival and continued 

diversity of Maryland’s plants, wildlife, and environment.” (See 

Fig. 4) 

  

A predominance of Forest Interior Dwelling (FID) habitat. [WRR] 

(See Fig. 4.) 

 

Audubon Important Bird Area: much of the forest has been 

designated an IBA by the Audubon Maryland-DC chapter based on 

quantitative criteria applied to ground surveys. [Audubon, 2010] 

(See Fig. 4.) 

 

Natural stormwater infrastructure, discussed below. [WRR] 

 

Mattawoman Stream Valley, an area that the ACOE strongly 

recommended for protection [ACOE, 2003], and that was 

subsequently mapped by the Maryland Department of Natural 

Resources. [DNR, 2007] (See Fig. 5.) 

                                                 
2 Tale of Two Streams,  http://www.mattawomanwatershedsociety.org/tale-of-two-streams  
3 See hub-forest description at www.dnr.state.md.us/greenways/gi/overview/overview.html 

Fig.  3 Targeted Ecological 
Area (green) [MERLIN] 

Fig.  4 Forest hub and corridor (green). 

Audubon Important Bird Area (red 
boundary). [WRR; Audubon] 

Fig.  5 Streamvalley to the top of 

slope delineated by DNR (green). 
The boundary for land zoned for 

PEP, BP, and IG is shown.  

http://www.mattawomanwatershedsociety.org/tale-of-two-streams
http://www.dnr.state.md.us/greenways/gi/overview/overview.html
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Steep slopes, e.g., as mapped by the ACOE in Appendix B of the Mattawoman Creek 

Watershed Management Plan. Note that slopes tend to harbor an increased density of 

FID bird species. [Audubon, 2002] 

 

The airport expansion has already caused devastating environmental effects. These should 

not be amplified and spread into sensitive areas.  A Land Use Study recommendation for 

conservation is strongly indicated by the breadth, quality, and extent of the outstanding 

terrestrial and aquatic ecological features of the area. Conservation would automatically 

fulfill objectives A, B, D, F. 

 
Land-Use Study Objective E.  Explore the potential for return on investment to extend 

sewer lines to the area, including the Indian Head Science and Technology Park.  

 

This objective seeks an economic justification for the county to provide sewer lines to the 

area. Aside from the fact that the objective seems prematurely to assume that the Land Use 

Study will recommend providing sewer, an understanding of the costs is essential in 

addressing the objective. Below we recommend that the Land-Used Study also divulge likely 

costs in addition to sewer lines. Here we address in detail the costs of the sewer lines (~$8 

million, not the $1.5 million advertised by development interests at the Open House) and 

current airport annual revenue (~$1.5 million, not the $9 million advanced by development 

interests.)   

 

Cost of sewer lines. While we urge conservation for the tech-park site, we base these 

comments on the premature goal of Objective E to develop the tech-park, and the fact that 

the tech-park remains in the draft Comprehensive Plan.  Based on a 2010 letter to MWS from 

Edith Patterson, then vice-president of the Board of County Commissioners [Chas. Co., 

2010, appended], sewer lines to the tech-park site are envisioned in two phases. The total cost 

is about $8 million, including bond interest. This estimate employs amounts in the letter, 

updated by the consumer price index, as follows:  

 

Item Cost (millions) 

Sewer phase 1 as stated in county letter 1.765 

Sewer phase 2 as stated in county letter 4.236 

Subtotal in 2010 $ 6.001 

Subtotal in 2014 $ 6.515 

Total with 3% interest over 15 years 8.098 

 

Including interest, county estimates total $8 million. We note that the Open House 

presentation does not appear to show the full extent of possible sewer lines as suggested by 

the Patterson letter. 

 

Airport revenues. Advocates for industrializing the area around the airport have advertised 
annual airport revenues of $9 million. The figure is contained in a pamphlet the airport owner 

distributed at the Open House ($9.276 million), and has been quoted in the press by a past 

chairman of the Chamber of Commerce. [Independent, 2015] However, the amount is much 

exaggerated by construction jobs during the runway lengthening.  
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The figure of $9 million originates from Table 2 

of Maryland Economic Impact of Airports, a 

report by the Maryland Aviation Administration 

(MAA) that compiled statistics from various 

airports for calendar year 2012. [MAA, 2013]  

The number of direct jobs in Table 2 of the MAA 

report is 125. This is very near the number of 122 

given in the Open House presentation, which 

notes that the number includes runway 

construction-related jobs.  The Open House 

presentation states that the number of airport jobs 

in 2012 was 16, once construction jobs are 

excluded. [ERM, 2015] Analysis of Table 2 in the 

MAA economic report shows that revenue scales 

with number of direct jobs, with a proportionality 

of about $93,000 per job4 (see Fig. 6). Maryland 

airport, with 125 jobs inflated by construction, 

falls squarely within this proportionality factor 

with the other airports (circled blue symbol in 

Fig. 6). When one uses the more telling number 

of 16 jobs not including construction, the revenue comes to $1.5 million (16 x 93,000), much 

less than the $9 million advanced by development interests.  

 

Other costs. The Cross County Connector (CCC) remains in the Comprehensive Plan, as 

does the “Pomonkey Connector,” listed as a “new road” from MD 227 to the CCC. Both also 

remain listed in the FY2015 Budget Book, where it is clear that the Pomonkey Connector is 

proposed specifically to connect to the airport. [Budget, 2015; p. 374] The airport Land Use 

Study is part of the draft Comprehensive Plan, and thus should acknowledge costs associated 

with the airport contained therein, such as the Pomonkey Connector. We urge that the Land 

Use Study recommend these projects be removed from the Comprehensive Plan. Otherwise, 

it is incumbent on the study to divulge the costs of the Pomonkey Connector as a part of 

addressing Objective E.  

 

If the study recommends developing the area, we recommend that other public costs that 

would be incurred by developing the area be explained. Additional public costs can be 

reasonably anticipated, such as road widenings and increases in the capacity of emergency 

services. Of course, conservation of the area would eliminated these financial burdens.  

                                                 
4 Our analysis of Table 2 in the MAA economic report excludes the largest airports, i.e, we consider those with 

direct jobs up to 211. Including larger airports raises the inferred revenue by only 10%.  

Fig.  6  Blue circles: revenue (in 1000s) per direct-job, 

derived for airports in Maryland having from 3 to 211 

direct jobs in Table 2 of the Maryland Aviation 

Administration’s economic impact report. [MAA, 2013] 
Maryland airport is highlighted with a black boundary (125 

jobs including those for runway construction). It falls 

within the normal range for all airports. The orange symbol 

uses the same revenue of $9.3 million, but scales to 16 
jobs, the number in 2012 excluding temporary construction 

jobs. The extreme placement of the orange marker shows 

that the MAA report methodology included temporary 

construction jobs when estimating revenues. 
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It is frequently overlooked that greenfield development incurs costs 

associated with the loss of ecosystem services. The Watershed 

Resources Element provides a tool for acknowledging these costs. 

[WRR] Specifically, the study-area is permeated by land that ranks high 

for “Stormwater Natural Infrastructure” (see Fig. 7).  

 

By one estimate appropriate for the coastal plain [Weber, 2007], the 

values of various land types characteristic of the study area have been 

estimated to be, in dollars per acre per year: 

-riparian forest and wetlands:  greater than $44,000/acre/year 

-upland forest:  $4000/acre/year 

-non-riparian wetlands: $35,000/acre/year 

Of the services provided, stormwater management is of greatest value, 

followed by erosion and sediment control, regulation of water 

temperature, soil formation, and clean air.  Applying only the value of 

upland forest to about 1000 acres, the approximate area zoned for PEP, 

IG, and BP, ecosystem services amount to $4 million annually. The actual amount would be 

higher once the presence of the many streams and wetlands in the area were considered.   

 

Risk The market study conducted for the tech-park found little prospect for commercial 

development. [JLL, 2014]  The study concluded that residential development might recoup 

the county’s expenditures for the land. However, residential development is incompatible 

with the airport. Similarly, as explained at the January 14 Open House, the airport market 

study concurs that prospects are very weak, with quite limited development opportunities 

“outside the fence.” Hence public subsidies to promote development come with high risk, as 

the tech-park failure empirically demonstrates. This risk and the incompatibility of residential 

development, together with the exceptional ecological values of the area, makes a robust 

argument for the Land Use Study to recommend conservation of the area.  

 

 
Land-Use Study Objective F. Develop a marketing strategy to promote the airport as well 

as potential commercial development and employment opportunities in the surrounding 

area.  

 

Three separate marketing studies, empirically consistent with the failure of the tech park, 

show that the Land Use Study should recommend against expending resources to market an 

area that is both uncompetitive and unneeded for employment centers. It follows that the 

study could amply justify a recommendation against opening this area to new development. 

Two of the marketing studies are specific to the land around the airport, namely the JLL tech-

park analysis and the analysis presented at the Open House. [JLL, 2014; ERM, 2015] A third 

marketing study for the Comprehensive Plan [ERM, 2011a] formed the basis to conclude that 

that the county has  

 

“…more than adequate land area to support projected employment through 2040, as 

well as considerable employment beyond 2040 (or higher-than-expected employment 

growth through 2040).” [ERM, 2011b] 

 

Fig.  7  Natural stormwater 

infra-structure filters pollution, 

assists water infiltration, and 

reduces flooding. Dark green 

areas are state-preserved lands 

and were not analyzed. [WRR] 
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Instead, the Land Use Study could promote marketing the enviable natural and historical 

resources of Charles County for nature and experiential tourism as discussed, for example, in 

the “Fermata report.” [Fermata, 2000]. Western county is especially rich in natural and 

historical features, but these are being compromised by the very land-use policies promoted 

by past and draft comprehensive plans. For example, Mattawoman Creek’s health is at the 

“tipping point” for irreversible degradation; the viability of the county’s two globally rare 

Magnolia Bogs in Bryans Road and Araby are threatened by subdivisions (Guilford and 

Hunters Brook/Falcon Ridge, respectively); and the authenticity of Smallwood’s Retreat and 

the Marshall Hall manor is threatened by major subdivisions on septic (despite the fact that 

the Maryland Department of Environment questioned a Tier 3 designation for these areas on 

the county’s Tier Map during a February 28, 2014 meeting of the special tier-map 

workgroup).  

 

Advocates for developing the airport area cite the town of Indian Head and the Naval 

Support Facility as beneficiaries. However, as the JLL study found, competing areas with 

infrastructure draw employment centers elsewhere, especially in the U.S. 301 corridor. 

Opening new land around the airport to development, while fraught with risk, could 

nonetheless similarly compete with redeveloping Indian Head itself, which is widely 

recognized as in need of attention. 

 

Redeveloping Indian Head would also improve prospects for the Naval Support Facility in 

any future possible round by the BRAC, as emphasized by ongoing discussions surrounding 

the Joint Land-Use Study (JLUS) for the facility, [JLUS, 2014b] and comments by Indian 

Head’s economic consultant at the JLUS open house on January 28, 2015. 

  

In addition, Indian Head considers the Rail Trial to be a strong asset for its economic future, 

which could serve to provide redevelopment opportunities consistent with the NSF mission. 

(The path of the Rail Trail passes through the Land Use Study area.) The Rail Trial draws 

large numbers of tourists to the county, in large part because of is natural beauty and 

tranquility. [RT, 2014]  Hence both the National Park Service [RCD, 2010] and the Urban 

Land Institute [ULI, 2012], have been consulted and endorse leveraging the Rail Trail to 

generate sustainable economic activity. Of the potential economic benefits of the rail trail, 

the Urban Land Institute concluded (emphasis added):  

 
“The foremost observation that the technical assistance panel (TAP) made was that the 

Indian Head Rail Trail, as it is today, is a tremendous asset for Charles County, White 

Plains and the Town of Indian Head… its peaceful natural surroundings and 

attractions that range from a working farm to a tranquil estuary distinguish the IHRT 

from other trails in the region. The IHRT embodies characteristics that are central to 

the broader effort to market Charles County as an active, outdoors-oriented, 

entertainment destination. Overall, the panel sees the Indian Head Rail Trail as a top-

quality community amenity that has the potential to play an important role in 

attracting tourists and supporting economic development in Charles County.”  
 

Yet, we are considering in the Land Use Study whether to convert land near the trail into 

industrial and business parks. The Rail Trail crosses Bumpy Oak Road and Route 227, the 

two roads bordering the large area zoned as IG and BP in the study area (black area in Fig. 

1). Any attempt to develop this area, or a broader area, as envisaged by Objective F will 

increase traffic at these crossings. Over time, the Rail Trial will continue to be subjected 
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erosion of its assets and appeal if development continues along it. Current examples are Shad 

Crossing and the recent conversion proposed for its eastern end from rural conservation to 

high-density residential. By recommending for conservation, the Land the Use Study could 

avoid contributing to the erosion of the Rail Trail’s appeal.  

 

In a parallel to the ongoing discussion, the proposal for the Chapman’s Landing development 

was also advertised by development interests as good for the town of Indian Head. However, 

after Governor Glendening purchased the property, it was divulged that Chapman’s Landing 

was considered an encroachment issue for the naval facility there. [Independent, 1998] 

Similarly, the sub-area plan for Bryans Road, another attempt to “punch through”5 

development to western county, is now apparently recognized as heightening the risk 

associated with the Navy’s transport of energetic materials on Route 210. [JLUS, 2014a] The 

Land Use Plan should weigh these factors.  

 

Summary: The location of the airport removed from the U.S. 301 corridor is problematical 

for attracting development, as three independent market studies attest. In addition, as 

emphasized at the Open House presentation, the airport’s constrained runway length prevents 

it from “driving” development. It abuts the town of Bryans Road, causing ready-made 

encroachment issues (which could be reduced if Bryans Road were reconfigured consistent 

with the Merged Scenario). The airport is very near two schools, and thus a concern for noise 

and safety. It is surrounded by land with ecological attributes outstanding in quality, depth, 

and breadth. In the greater context, the airport is located a part of the county prized by 

residents for its rural character, and rich in natural and heritage resources for a tourism 

economy. If the ecologically sensitive land were opened to development with infrastructure 

and with continued, or even new, commercial zoning, it could also indirectly affect the well-

being of the Naval Support Facility by competing with redevelopment potential in Indian 

Head and undermining a tourism based component to the town’s revitalization.  

 

The myriad obstacles to developing the area, coupled with the remarkable ecological features 

of the area, argue strongly for conservation measures. The land qualifies for both federal and 

state preservation funding. As an area dominated by Targeted Ecological Area and other 

attributes, it qualifies for state Program Open Space preservation funds. Even with tight state 

budgets, maintaining the ecological integrity in paramount to attracting preservation funds 

now or in the future. Furthermore, with the recent designation as a Chesapeake River 

National Refuge Wildlife Complex by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) [ERM, 

2015], the area also qualifies for federal preservation funds through purchase or easements. 

The County could also provide incentives to landowners for conservation easements, and 

seek state and federal assistance to this end.  In expressing concern over the now-discredited 

“preferred” comprehensive-plan scenario, the FWS wrote to then Commissioner-President 

Candice Kelly (emphasis added):  

 
The County's vision of the future outlined in the Merged Scenario and Planning Staff Tier 

Map nicely complements our goal of maintaining ecologically healthy watersheds in the 

Lower Potomac and the Chesapeake Bay. Your approval of sound landuse policies will assist 

us in our efforts by making projects in the County more competitive for state and federal 

conservation funding. [FWS, 2013] 

 

                                                 
5 In the words of a previous pro-development vice-chair of the Charles County Planning Commission.  
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Because the Comprehensive Plan now stands to be better aligned with smart-growth concepts 

that help “maintain ecologically sound watersheds,” the FWS letter suggests that success in 

applying for state and federal assistance may be more likely. We urge the Land Use Study to 

adopt stronger conservation measures for the area, which could be achieved through zoning, 

easements, and purchases.  

 

 

Sincerely, 

Jim Long 

President 

 

Cc:  

Jenifer Huff, Jenifer.Huff@erm.com  

Clive Graham, clive.graham@erm.com  
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improvement and the associated disturbance. While these impacts are associated with the 
County's water and sewer infrastructure obligations (Phases 1 and 2), the overall water and 
sewer infrastructure will be built in mUltiple phases. Any impacts associated with additional 
infrastructure improvements will be identified during the design of those phases. 

A summary of the wetland impacts from the County's Infrastructure projects are as follows: 
Sewer Line Project (Phases 1 & 2) 

• 	 Wetlands = 0.103 acres (permanent)/0.187 acres (temporary) 
• 	 Streams = 0 linear feet (If) of stream (permanent)/28 If of stream (temporary) 

Water Line Project (Phases 1 & 2) 
• 	 Wetlands = 0 acres (permanent)/0.059 acres (temporary) 
• 	 Streams = 0 linear feet (If) of stream (permanent)/58 If of stream (temporary) 

2. 	 Distribution of all infrastructure costs related directly or indirectly to this project - Further, you 
requested the known project costs, respective shares of contribution, and funding sources. 

As an incentive to encourage private investment in the Indian Head Science and Technology 
Park, the County agreed to make its contribution through the provision of off-site infrastructure 
enhancements for the project. All on-site water and sewer infrastructure costs will be borne by 
the developer. The enhancements agreed to be made by the County consist of the extension of 
water and sewer infrastructure, as well as road widening improvements that were found to be 
necessary through a traffic study. 

The County received a grant of $150,000 from the Maryland Department of the Environment 
(MDE) toward the water and sewer enhancements. This contribution will be used to offset the 
cost of the water and sewer infrastructure. Those costs are as follows: 

Water Phases 1 & 2 - $2,684,150 (programmed/under construction) 
Sewer Phase 1 - $1,765,000 (designed/programmed for construction) 
Sewer Phase 2 - $4,236,000 (designed/ planned for constlllction) 
Total $8,685,150 

As shown above, the ultimate cost to the County for the water and sewer infrastructure is 
approximately $8,685,150. However, the currently programmed capital expenditures (Water 
Phases 1 & 2, and Sewer Phase 1) total $4,449,150. The second phase of the sewer 
infrastructure, which includes the construction of a sewer pump station has been estimated to be 
$4,236,000, but has not been programmed into the Capital Program to date. Therefore, based on 
the currently funded CIP project of $4,449,150, the programmed cost for the County
responsible infrastructure is financed through public bonds, with a IS-year maturity period. 

Regarding roadway improvements, the preliminary traffic study indicates that only minor 
entrance and nearby intersection improvements will be necessary to fulfill the County's 
obligation. All other costs of the project, including on-site roads and water/sewer improvements 
or any other infrastructure improvements will be paid by the developers of the Park. 

3. 	 What is the amount of bonding indebtedness and associated interest costs associated with the 
project? The County-responsible total construction cost of the programmed project phases as 

JPL
Text Box
Sewer total:$6,001,000. 
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