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TRENTON THREATENED SKIES’ RESPONSE
to TRENTON-MERCER AIRPORT TERMINAL AREA
IMPROVEMENTS DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
August 18, 2021
An earlier version of this document was submitted to Mercer County on
June 16, 2021 during the TTN Terminal EA public comment period.

Trenton
opportunity

Threatened

Skies,

Inc.

(“TTS”)

appreciates

the

to provide comments on the May 2021 Draft Environmental

Assessment (“DEA”)1 prepared for the Federal Aviation Administration (“FAA”) for
the replacement of the existing terminal with a proposed new, much larger, terminal
building at the Trenton-Mercer Airport (“TTN” or the “Airport”). For the reasons set
forth in detail below, TTN requests FAA remand the Draft EA and re-issue the Draft
EA as an Environmental Impact Statement to address TTN’s concerns and comply
with the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) (42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq.) and
the Council on Environmental Quality regulations implementing NEPA (40 C.F.R.
§§1500 – 1508).
1

Trenton-Mercer Airport Terminal Area Improvements Draft Environmental Assessment, Prepared
for:
Mercer-County.
Prepared
by:
McFarland
Johnson.
April
2021.
https://cb96aa82-b970-489a-973b-dd16b4dfd8cc.filesusr.com/ugd/22b3e8_9689056171474547a61f31f7
e9797bcd.pdf .
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I.

Introduction
First, the title Trenton Mercer Airport Terminal Area Improvements Draft

Environmental Assessment is misleading. “Terminal Area Improvements” are
actually a massive project to demolish the current terminal and Aircraft Rescue and
Firefighting facility (ARFF) and construct a new terminal (and ARFF facility) that
is four times larger than the current terminal. When this project is coupled with the
Airport’s other interrelated and supporting Airfield Changes and Runway
Protection Zone Projects, all of which have common and interrelated purposes and
needs, the result is a series of interconnected projects that will maximize
throughput at TTN, increase the number of commercial operations, and
exponentially increase the number of enplanements.
Despite considerable public controversy, County and airport officials have
continued to proceed with unconstrained expansion. In pursuing this goal, Airport
officials and their consultants have broken the Airport Layout Plan into over 50
smaller

projects,

many accomplished with Categorical Exclusion (CATEX)

approvals (See Exhibit 1).
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Exhibit 1

3

This segmentation, pursued by the Airport, has had two results: (1) it masks
the overall environmental impact that all of the projects at the Airport have on
public health; and (2) it limits the New Jersey Department of Environmental
Protection’s jurisdiction over the cumulative result.

The residents of Mercer

County, New Jersey have been deprived of an honest, cumulative, and
comprehensive evaluation regarding the effects that the finished, functioning
airport will have on their daily lives and the public health. At risk are Mercer and
Bucks County residents’ basic rights to clean air, safe drinking water, and health
and safety in their own homes. The Airport has ignored and suppressed community
members’ concerns and circumvented federal law and regulations regarding
community notification and involvement as well as processes regarding public
controversy.
This massive Terminal Replacement and Expansion project poses a tremendous
risk to the community’s public health and well-being. Mercer County and the
Airport have both proceeded under false pretenses, using incomplete facts. The
proposed terminal, as presented in the Draft Terminal Assessment2, calls for the
construction of a 125,000 square foot, 4-gate terminal with four aircraft parking
positions that will each accommodate an A320 aircraft –the type of aircraft that the
DEA calls the Airport’s “critical aircraft.” Yet, only an Environmental Assessment is
being sought for approval. Earlier in 2000, the Federal Aviation Administration

2

Trenton-Mercer Airport, Terminal Area Improvements Draft Environmental Assessment. Prepared
by
McFarland
Johnson,
April
2021.
https://cb96aa82-b970-489a-973b-dd16b4dfd8cc.filesusr.com/ugd/22b3e8_9689056171474547a61f31f7
e9797bcd.pdf .
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informed Mercer County officials that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
would be required for a terminal expansion half the size (64,000 square feet), but
the current proposal for 125,000 square feet is being pushed through with the less
comprehensive Environmental Assessment (EA).
There are numerous facets to a decision, such as whether to perform an elevated
level of environmental analysis or rely on a FONSI, that this DEA does not
consider. Before a decision to perform an EA instead of an EIS is made, the FAA
must decide, based on substantial evidence, that the Project will not have
significant environmental impacts. See, e.g., Town of Cave Creek, Arizona v. FAA,
325 F.3d 320, 327 (D.C. Cir. 2003). The definition of significance includes, but is not
limited to: “... (4) the degree to which effects on the environment are likely to be
highly controversial;... (7) whether the action is related to other actions with
individually insignificant but cumulatively significant effects;... [and] (10) whether
the action threatens a violation of federal, state or local environmental law.” 40
C.F.R. § 1508.7 (“CEQ Guidelines”). In short, the environmental effects reported in
the DEA, if fully and properly analyzed, fit all these categories of significance and,
as set forth below, should be evaluated in a full EIS.
Mercer County must follow the FAA’s recommendation and perform the
following:
1) A comprehensive, transparent Environmental Impact Statement (EIS),
using accurate, post-expansion volume predictions, inclusive of but not
limited to:
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a) Aviation emission impact inclusive of ultra-UFP (10-20 nm)
b) Climate impact including Greenhouse Gas emission projections
and Ozone formation
c) Organophosphate emissions on local farms and food production
d) Evaluation and remediation of PFAS and other contaminants
PRIOR to additional ground disturbance.
2) A Public Health Impact Assessment
a) With specific evaluation of downwind Environmental Justice
communities
b) With evaluation of residents within a 10 mile-radius
c) Using accurate post-expansion volume
3) Noise studies
a) Recognizing the flaws outlined in the FAA’s Neighborhood
Environmental Survey (NES)
b) Inclusive of World Health Organization (WHO)
recommendations for 45dB daytime and 40 dB nighttime limits
c) Inclusive of C-weighted sound/infrasound, which is experienced
as vibrations
d) Including ISO 1996-1 (2016) analysis.
4) An Independent Cost Benefit Analysis
a) Including public health costs of treating both Traffic Related Air
Pollution (TRAP) and aviation-emission specific illnesses

6

5) Delay construction until toxic contaminants have been thoroughly
evaluated and remediated. Simultaneous construction and
evaluation/remediation poses too great a risk of spread and is
unacceptable.
II.

History
To understand why pursuing this massive Project without proper environmental

oversight is so egregious to concerned residents, one must consider Trenton Mercer
Airport’s history of pursuing expansion projects without proper environmental
oversight. These attempts have taken the form of improper CATEX usage or
attempted usage, segmentation, and bait and switch tactics.
Prior to the last attempted expansion of the terminal, Mercer County hired
DMJM+ Harris to secure approval of a new terminal via a Categorical Exclusion
(CATEX) approval (See Exhibit 2). The FAA advised the County that a limited
CATEX was inappropriate for the scale and scope of the project and that an
Environmental Assessment (EA) was necessary. Once it was determined that
expansion would require an Environmental Assessment, the County applied to build
a four-gate, 64,000 square foot terminal facility that could accommodate a
low-fare/high-frequency (LF/HF) commercial air carrier (referred to as “Build
Alternative 2”, See Exhibit 3). The FAA’s assessment of this application determined
that such expansion would “necessitate the preparation of an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS)” (See Exhibit 3A).
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Exhibit 2
TTN initially attempted to build a new terminal using a CATEX determination:

Source: Executive Summary, pg ES-2, Final Environmental Assessment, Trenton-Mercer Airport, Prepared by
DMJM+Harris, Inc, Prepared November 2002, signed February 23, 2006.
https://www.mercercounty.org/home/showpublisheddocument/2672/636070831926230000

Exhibit 3
(complete letter below as Exhibit 3A)

Source: Letter from FAA, from Final Environmental Assessment Trenton Mercer Airport, Vol 1 : Final EA & appendices A
through I, dated 11/2002, signed by FAA 2/2006. pg 240
https://www.mercercounty.org/home/showpublisheddocument/2672/636070831926230000
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Exhibit 3A
FAA letter from 2002 Environmental Assessment; FONSI for smaller terminal not issued until 2006 (reference & link above)
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Rather than complete a more comprehensive and thorough analysis, the County
reduced their request to a smaller, two-gate, 44,000 square foot facility without a
Low Fare/High Frequency carrier, known as “Build Alternative 1” (Exhibit 4). The
FAA issued a Finding of No Significant Impact/Record of Decision (FONSI/ROD) in
2006 for the Terminal Expansion. In the FONSI/ROD, the FAA specifically stated
that the Airport was approved for two gates, a 44,000 square foot terminal, without a
Low Fare/High Frequency carrier, and that any future expansion would require
additional environmental studies. FAA cautioned the County that phasing into a
larger, four gate terminal with a Low Fare/High Frequency carrier would represent
segmentation.
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Exhibit 4

Source: Executive Summary, ES-1, Final Environmental Assessment, Trenton Mercer Airport, signed
2/23/2006. https://www.mercercounty.org/environmental-assessment
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Needless to say, TTN did not build the approved 44,000 square foot, 2-gate
terminal, and the terminal presently remains 29,000 square feet with two gates. In
2012, TTN did, however, expand operations to include Frontier Airlines, a low-fare,
high-frequency carrier. The addition of Frontier is in direct opposition to the opinion
set forth in the 2006 Environmental Assessment which clearly and specifically
identified the need for additional evaluation of noise, air quality and indirect impacts
prior to adding a LF/HF carrier, such as Frontier.
As a result of Frontier’s arrival at TTN and the subsequent massively increased
flight and passenger volume, TTN decided to revise its 2006 Airport Master Plan.
The 2018 release of the Master Plan Update3 was based on 2018 volume, which was
acquired in violation of the 2006 EA. TTN justified the updated master plan by
stating that, “the FAA recommends updating the master plan every ten years based
on current use.”
III.

The Draft Environmental Assessment Misleads the Public
Regarding the Ability of the New Terminal to Increase the Number
of Enplanements.

As mentioned above, the current terminal is 29,000 square feet with 2 gates
for four aircraft parking positions. Only two of the current aircraft parking positions
will accommodate the larger aircraft, the A320, used by Frontier Airlines. The other
two parking positions cannot be used by larger aircraft and thus, are rarely used.
3 Airport

Master Plan Update, June 2018. Prepared for: Trenton-Mercer Airport. Prepared by:

Urban Engineers & McFarland Johnson.
Part 1:
https://cb96aa82-b970-489a-973b-dd16b4dfd8cc.filesusr.com/ugd/eec6bc_070338050229445bb86776e60951d871.pdf

Part 2:
https://cb96aa82-b970-489a-973b-dd16b4dfd8cc.filesusr.com/ugd/eec6bc_6c9ecd55c4644b3c892a637fdeac9b4a.pdf
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The continued misrepresentation of the number of gates at TTN
demonstrates Mercer County and Airport officials’ willingness to employ
inaccurate or incomplete information in order to obtain their desired end.

Consider the following facts, supported by exhibits, and the way that
they have been presented to the community to limit public concern
and dismiss valid complaints: Trenton Mercer Airport currently has
two gates. When the FAA concluded that expansion from two gates to
four gates would require an EIS, TTN subdivided the second gate into
three sub-gates to create the claimed four gates (See Exhibit 5).
Exhibit 5

From Mercer County Website, Airport Development FAQ page, November, 2020.

Officials

then

used

“four gate replacement

the

premise

terminal”

of

repeatedly,

four

gates

uniformly

to

apply

dismissing

for

a

residents’

concerns about the Project by perpetuating the falsehood that there are “no
plans to increase the number of gates above the current four gates.” In fact, County
officials continue to publicly refer to TTN as a four-gate replacement terminal. It was
incorrectly presented as 4 gates at the Terminal Expansion Project Public Meeting on
January 23, 2019 (Exhibit 6) and in the Master Plan Update, June 2018 (Exhibit 7).
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Exhibit 6

Source: Trenton Mercer Airport Terminal Environmental Assessment Public Meeting, January 23, 2019, slide 12.
https://cb96aa82-b970-489a-973b-dd16b4dfd8cc.filesusr.com/ugd/eec6bc_f083af83dd174febad4b4f5d57ab0113.pdf

Exhibit 7

Source: Airport Master PlanUpdate, June 2018 Part 2, page 4-30
https://cb96aa82-b970-489a-973b-dd16b4dfd8cc.filesusr.com/ugd/eec6bc_6c9ecd55c4644b3c892a637fd eac9b4a.pdf
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Only after repeatedly calling out this deliberate inaccuracy has the wording in the
Draft Environmental Assessment been corrected to more accurately describe the
layout as having “four aircraft positions,” (See DEA Introduction, pg. 1-8 and website
screenshot/Exhibit 8). The Airport continues, however, to maintain this inaccuracy:
that the proposed 125,000 square foot terminal will not change the “[f]our passenger
aircraft parking position (same as existing)”4, which one can observe additionally in
the DEA’s “Terminal Planning” (Table 2-2). (See Exhibit 9).
Exhibit 8

Source: Mercer County Airport Development FAQ webpage:
https://www.mercercounty.org/departments/transportation-and-infrastructure/trenton-mercer-airport/new-developments

While it is accurate to state that both the existing terminal and the proposed
replacement terminal each will have four aircraft parking positions, to say that they are
the same is purposely misleading. To be clear, the current four parking positions consist of
two parking positions that can accommodate larger aircraft, such as the A320 (the
critical aircraft at the Airport), and two parking positions that are only suitable for
much smaller aircraft. Large aircraft cannot safely use these two parking positions.
Because of this fact, the smaller aircraft parking positions are rarely used.
4

Trenton-Mercer Airport, Terminal Area Improvements Draft Environmental Assessment, p. 1-8.

https://cb96aa82-b970-489a-973b-dd16b4dfd8cc.filesusr.com/ugd/22b3e8_9689056171474547a61f31f7e9797bcd.pdf
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Exhibit 9

Source: Terminal Draft Environmental Assessment, pg 2-10
https://cb96aa82-b970-489a-973b-dd16b4dfd8cc.filesusr.com/ugd/22b3e8_9689056171474547a61f31f7e9797bcd.pdf

The Replacement Terminal calls for four aircraft parking positions, all of
which can accommodate an A320. This will allow the Airport and Airlines to
dramatically increase throughput without having to analyze the significant impact
that increase in throughput will have on the environment and the surrounding
communities. Additionally, the figures in the DEA clearly indicate that by shifting
the new, massively expanded terminal and apron to property adjacent to the current
terminal, the four parking positions corresponding to the new terminal overlap the
current aircraft positions by only one spot (See Exhibit 10), creating seven possible
parking positions, as shown below.
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Exhibit 10

Source: Terminal EA preferred alternative pg.3-41(Figure 3-11) & No Action Alternative pg. 3-5 (Figure 3-1)
https://cb96aa82-b970-489a-973b-dd16b4dfd8cc.filesusr.com/ugd/22b3e8_9689056171474547a61f31f7e9797bcd.pdf

This fact alone renders the analysis in the Draft Environmental Assessment
useless. Much of the DEA is premised on the fact that there will not be an
increase in capacity
parking positions

because

of

the

are effectively

Project.

doubled,

Yet,

the

gates

bridges are added, the terminal is expanded 5-fold
to
Air

four

lanes.

Traffic
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Control

increase
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potential
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changes, such

(ATCT)

and

opposite

is

obvious. Airplane
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Runway

screening is

parallel
Protection

boarding
expanded

taxiways,
Zone

a new

clearances

throughput. An Environmental Impact Statement must

take all of these elements into account.
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IV.

The DEA Intentionally Misstates the Growth Rate and Number of
Operations In Order to Justify a Less Than Complete Environmental
Assessment
TTN claims throughout the DEA that the Terminal Replacement and

Expansion Project will not cause an increase in operations, throughput, or
passenger enplanements. The DEA relies on a growth rate of passenger
enplanements of 1-2%, but the actual numbers show a much larger growth rate.
Because of this discrepancy, the DEA is unreliable and must be redone as an EIS
that shows the increase in operations, throughput, and passengers enplanements
that will occur as direct result of the terminal expansion and all of the other related
projects.
In order to support its conclusion that there will be no significant
environmental impact, the DEA grossly underestimates both passenger volume
and car emissions. The number of passengers, which will contribute to a
significant increase in on-ground vehicular emissions, has increased dramatically
over the past several years (prior to pandemic related shut down). According to
the FAA: Airport Data & Information Portal (ADIP)5, TTN Enplanements rose
by:
●

14% or 58,000 passengers (2018 to 2019) and

●

11% or 40,700 passengers (2017 to 2018).

Federal
Aviation
Administration,
https://adip.faa.gov/agis/public/#/public .

5

Airport
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Data

and

Information

Portal.

Yet, the DEA uses a growth rate of 1% per year in passenger volume to maintain
that construction of a new terminal four times the size of the current terminal will
not cause an increase in passenger enplanements.
Passenger
Enplanements
(deplanements counted
separately)

Number

% Increase from
Previous Year

Increase #
passengers

Actual 2017

363,654

---

---

Actual 2018

404,349

40,700

11%

Actual 2019

462,173

58,000

14%

TTN projection 2035

476,507

1.1% annual

While the pandemic caused passenger enplanements to diminish dramatically in
2020, the numbers for 2021 show that passengers are coming back and there is no
reason to expect that passenger enplanements will stay below the levels
experienced in 2019.
Moreover, by utilizing low numbers, it is likely that ground transportation
emissions are woefully underestimated. It is hard to imagine that quadrupling the
terminal size, expanding TSA screening capacity and waiting rooms, converting
from two gates loaded by tarmac stair access to four gates capable of
accommodating A320s loaded by passenger boarding bridges, will not dramatically
increase passenger volume. When coupled with the other interconnected projects,

20

the Airport creates efficiencies that would support an increase in passenger
enplanements of approximately 10-15% per year.
Turning from passenger enplanements to commercial operations, one easily
sees that the construction of a larger terminal capable of accommodating larger
aircraft will allow efficiencies that will in turn create an dramatic increase in the
number of commercial operations. This is particularly true if one couples the
expansion of the terminal with the construction of the parallel taxiways that the
Airport is also pursuing. The FAA recommends parallel taxiways as a method of
increasing throughput by optimizing flow. This is accomplished by queueing planes
for take-off, providing one way traffic, and maximizing take-offs and landings on a
shared runway.
A single parallel taxiway/runway combination can accommodate 200,000
flights per year. Calculations submitted in the RPZ, the Terminal Environmental
Assessment, and the 2018 Master Plan by the Airport, however, maintain that
TTN’s airport capacity will remain the same capacity after terminal completion and
major airfield configuration changes.
Given the massive increase in terminal size, passenger processing and
holding capacity, the recruitment of additional air carriers, and the FAA’s known
endorsement of taxiway and queuing changes to increase operations without
building additional runways, the numbers used in the DEA are, like passenger
enplanements, grossly underestimated. By using underestimated commercial
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operations numbers, the DEA grossly miscalculates environmental and health
impacts that building the 125,000 square foot terminal will have on the
environment and on residents of Mercer County and the surrounding counties.
Moreover, when considering these woefully underestimated numbers, bear in
mind an additional provision of the airport-AIP grant acceptance agreement:
built-in automatic expansion triggers for future airport development, including
additional runways, that Mercer County and TTN airport officials have accepted
without proper consideration. The FAA utilizes Annual Service Volume (ASV) as an
indicator of relative operating capacity. TTN’s current ASV is 230,000 flights/year
(See Exhibit 11).

Exhibit 11

Source: Trenton Mercer Airport, Master Plan Update, Part 2, June 2018.
https://cb96aa82-b970-489a-973b-dd16b4dfd8cc.filesusr.com/ugd/eec6bc_6c9ecd55c4644b3c892a637fdeac9b4a.pdf
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Exhibit 12

6

Federal Aviation Administration, Order Number 5090.5, “Table 4-4 Activity Levels That May
Trigger
Capacity
Planning
and
Development.”
https://www.faa.gov/documentLibrary/media/Order/Order-5090-5-NPIAS-ACIP.pdf .
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Remarkably, despite the massive terminal expansion, addition of parallel taxiways, and
active recruitment of additional airlines, TTN considers the post-expansion ASV to remain
230,000. This is consistent with their misrepresentation to the community of 1-2% growth
per year. The FAA AIP automatic expansion triggers, including construction of additional
runways, are in place when an airport reaches 50- 60% ASV. This is clearly outlined in the
FAA Order 5090.56, and TTN accepts these terms when it enters into a grant agreement
with the FAA (See Exhibit 12 above).

Exhibit 13

Source: Trenton Mercer Airport, Master Plan Update, Part 2, June 2018.
https://cb96aa82-b970-489a-973b-dd16b4dfd8cc.filesusr.com/ugd/eec6bc_6c9ecd55c4644b3c892a637fdeac9b4a.pdf
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TTN and Mercer County officials are aware of this, as evident in their 2018
Master Plan, and presented this information along with low 2035 numbers (See
Exhibit 13 above). They continue to repeat these same gross underestimates in
public meetings and planning documents (i.e., 2018 Master Plan, RPZ EA, Terminal
EA).

In fact, post-expansion benchmarks (2035) used in planning were already

surpassed by pre-pandemic actual volume (2019). TTN’s total operations listed in
the FAA Master Record for 2019 were 112,513 -exceeding the 2035 projected volume
by 17,238 operations, a full sixteen years early. Alarmingly, this also represents an
ASV of 49%. As noted in Exhibit 12, a 50% ASV triggers additional taxiway changes
and 60% triggers planning, for a new or extended runway.
It should be noted as well that the 49% ASV was reached, prior to the
Airport making any airfield changes, constructing parallel taxiways, planning an
oversized, new terminal as well as a new air traffic control tower (ATCT),
carrying out runway protection zone obstacle clearances, and recruiting
additional commercial airlines. It is not unreasonable to believe that when the
proposed, new, and enlarged terminal construction is complete, the next phase of
expansion planning will already be underway. TTN and their hired engineers are
deliberately using low numbers to disarm the community by disingenuously
presenting this massive, self-perpetuating project as a “replacement terminal.”
By utilizing the unrealistic growth rate of 1-2% per year, TTN is attempting to
not only dupe the public but also to circumvent proper New Jersey Department of
Environmental Protection (NJDEP) and National Environmental Policy Act
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(NEPA) oversight. Given the consistency with which these inaccurate numbers
are repeated, one can only conclude that it is a deliberate choice, rather than a
sheer miscalculation. Indeed, by avoiding accurate information, TTN can skirt
the protections afforded to us by federal law. Trenton Threatened Skies believes
that before any expansion for the Airport terminal is underway, accurate
operational use, with accurate flight volume, accurate ground traffic estimates
and detailed physical plant/building operations (lights, AC, power to the gates
and aircraft, etc.) must be considered with regard to air quality, climate, and
health.
This project must be comprehensively considered using independently
verified volume and operations predictions. Without adequate volume predictions,
the risk to our air quality, climate, water, and public health is unknown and
potentially harmful.
V.

The Project Is Interconnected to Other Projects at the Airport.
NEPA requires that a “single course of action” be analyzed together as a

complete project. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.4(a). “In considering whether the effects of the
proposed action are significant, agencies .... [s]hould consider connected actions,”
which “should be discussed in the same impact statement." 40 C.F.R. §§ 1501.3(b),
1501.9(e)(1). Actions are “connected” if they “[c]annot or will not proceed unless
other actions are taken previously or simultaneously.” Northern Plains Resource
Council, Inc. v. Surface Transp. Bd, 668 F.3d 1067, 1087 (9th Cir. 2011) (citing
former 40 C.F.R. § 1508.25(a)(l)(ii) now reflected at 40 C.F.R. § 1501.9(e)(l)(ii)). If the
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subsequent action meets this criterion and it has no “independent utility,” e.g., it
“would have taken place with or without the other [project],” then it must be
analyzed in the same environmental document. Northern Plains Resource Council,
supra, at pp.1087-1088.
Despite TTN’s insistence that the Terminal project has “independent utility,” the
Airport Layout Plan (ALP)7, found within the Airport Master Plan, finalized in June
2018, details TTN’s comprehensive vision for the airport. All of these projects have a
single goal: to allow the Airport to increase capacity and maximize throughput. The
Airport

has

proposed

and

carried

out

numerous

related

projects,

each

interconnected, dependent upon and supportive of the other. These projects include:
• Reconfigured taxiways;
• Reconfigured connectors and aprons;
• Construction of a new Air Traffic Control Tower;
• Development of a new electrical grid;
• Construction of a new aircraft rescue & firefighting station (ARFF); and
• Extensive Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) and Obstacle Mitigation
Clearances, which involves the massive removal of trees and the purchase of
surrounding homes and properties.
Years of incremental growth and segmented projects have been implemented in
support of the vision outlined in TTN’s 2016 Master Plan and 2018 Master Plan
Update, the culmination of which is this Terminal Replacement and Expansion
7

For visual references, see:
https://cb96aa82-b970-489a-973b-dd16b4dfd8cc.filesusr.com/ugd/eec6bc_d4a7a764f1244a96a6fcc027f
cdcab4f.pdf .
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Project. (Source: F.10 June 2018 Final TTN Master Plan Appendix D ALP as
provided by FAA)
It is ludicrous for the FAA, Mercer County, and airport officials to maintain the
stance that each of these projects have independent utility and should be considered
individually, without regard to the other projects and without consideration of the
functional end result: a dramatically expanded airport. These projects have no utility
other than to support the improved efficiencies and increased functioning of each
other. In pursuit of this expansion, TTN’s classification was changed from
Commercial Service (CS) to Primary from 2014 to 2015 (See Exhibit 14).
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Exhibit 14

Source: FAA Airport Improvement Program (AIP),
https://www.faa.gov/airports/aip/grant_histories/lookup/
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If this common sense, obvious conclusion is not persuasive, then consider the
FAA’s Airport Improvement Program (AIP) regulations and criteria for both funding
grants and approving the collection and utilization of Passenger Facility Fees to
offset expansion costs.

The AIP criteria makes it abundantly clear that these

programs and processes are directly related. This is particularly relevant in the case
of the Replacement Terminal Expansion Project, the funding of which is proposed as
a series of bonds to be repaid by Passenger Facility Fees, for which the airport needs
specific FAA approval.
FAA Order 5090.5, table 3-4

specifically lists criteria by which the FAA

considers Sponsors, such as Mercer County, as candidates for inclusion in the
National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems/Airport Improvement Program
(NPIAS) Airport Improvement Plan (AIP) grant process:
• Demonstrates how the airport will meet the operational activity required
within the first 5 years of operation.
• Provides enhanced facilities that will accommodate the current aviation
activity and improve functionality as well as provide room for future
development based on imminent justified demand.
• Can the proposed airport sponsor demonstrate that the airport has these
characteristics:
o Expandable and reasonably affordable to maintain and develop?
o Able to meet increased demand and accommodate new aircraft types?
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o Permanent, with assurance that it will remain open for aeronautical
use over the long term?
o Compatible with surrounding communities, maintaining a balance
between the needs of aviation, the environment, and the requirements
of the airport’s neighboring residents?8
Pursuant to these growth objectives, the FAA requires certain airfield and property
conditions be met before applying for a grant for a new terminal (See Exhibit 15)9.
Exhibit 15

The
FAA

FAA’s

Order

that have

conditions

5090.5

for

Table

funding for terminal development projects in
mirror

4-3,

the

50+

segmented

projects

been implemented (either completed or are underway) at TTN in

advance of seeking FAA approval for its large terminal expansion project (See
Exhibits
checklist

16a, 16b,
and

16c).

The

parallel

between

the

FAA

prerequisite

the numerous, segmented projects undertaken by TTN over the

past several years, reveal how all of the projects are interconnected and related to
each other. None have “independent utility.”
8 Federal Aviation Administration, Order Number 5090.5, “Table 3-4 FAA Considerations in Reviewing NPIAS

Entry Requests.

https://www.faa.gov/documentLibrary/media/Order/Order-5090-5-NPIAS-ACIP.pdf .
9 Federal Aviation Administration, Airport Sponsor Assurances, 2/2020, pg. 7.

https://www.faa.gov/airports/aip/grant_assurances/media/airport-sponsor-assurances-aip-2020.pdf .
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Exhibit 16a

Source: Federal Aviation Administration, Order Number 5090.5, September 2019,
table 4-3, page 4-12
https://www.faa.gov/documentLibrary/media/Order/Order-5090-5-NPIAS-ACIP.pdf
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Exhibit 16b

Source: Federal Aviation Administration, Order Number 5090.5, September 2019, table 4-3, continued.
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Exhibit 16c

Source: Federal Aviation Administration, Order Number 5090.5, September 2019, table 4-3, continued.

The first prerequisite or “Infrastructure Element,” ”Airport Land,” requires that
an airport owns all the land necessary for development, expansion, and runway
obstacle clearances. TTN’s ongoing acquisition of surrounding properties and
reversion to aeronautical use of other properties is its fulfillment of this
requirement. The acquisitions are as follows:
● Jones Farm: Acquired from the State Department of Corrections,
● Parcel A of the Naval Air Warfare Center: Acquired from US Navy
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● Surrounding residential properties: Acquired from residents during Runway
Protection Zone Approvals.
● Mountain View Golf Course, owned by Mercer County, is located on airport
property (from Airport 2018 Master Plan, pg. 3-18)
● County morgue: already reverted to Airport use
● Properties approved for temporary non-aeronautical use (Note: extension
needs ongoing FAA approval)
○ County Impound Lot
○ Civil Air Patrol
○ Salt Dome
○ Soccer Fields
The second element, “Primary Runway,” was repaved and an Engineering
Materials Arresting System (EMAS) was added to the Runway Safety Area (RSA);
an enlarged obstacle clearance zone is underway with the FAA sanctioned Runway
Protection Zone & Obstacle Mitigation (RPZ).
The FAA issued an FONSI/ROD for the RPZ Environmental Assessment
despite significant environmental concerns raised by Mercer and Bucks County
residents. The RPZ was promoted as being necessary for safety and yet the 2018
Master Plan Update, pg. 4-8, states that “[e]xisting services and operations at the
Airport operate safely and efficiently from both Runways 6-24 (6,006 feet long) and
16-34 (4,800 feet long).” Obviously, if conditions were not safe for current flight
volume and fleet, the airport would not be allowed to operate. As clearly stated
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above, the RPZ obstacle clearances contained within infrastructure element #2
(Primary Runway conditions), are related to and a prerequisite for AIP-funded
terminal expansion. Consideration of the RPZ documents and their relationship to
the terminal expansion funds, leads to the conclusion that increased enplanements
and volume, including operations in poor weather conditions, and the potential for
future expansion, are at least as important as any theoretical safety concerns.
Simply said, to obtain FAA/AIP approval to fund a new, expanded terminal, a
sponsor needs to prove that the safety needs of the new terminal and its associated
increased volume will be met AND will yield sufficient increased volume to repay
FAA-backed airport related bond debt within 5 years. Yet, airport officials continue
to position these co-dependent projects as distinct and unrelated.
Continuing down the listed criteria in table 4-3, one can see that TTN has
systematically completed the mandatory prerequisites: new lighting, signage &
markings, runway friction treatment, aprons, new parallel taxiways (approved with
CATEX permits, as discussed later), perimeter fencing, and instrument landing
procedures.

The Airport Layout Plan (ALP) has been masterfully carved into

smaller segments while declaring to the public that they are independent and
further, no expansion is occurring. It is obvious that these projects are interrelated
and synergistic: neither would exist alone and both potentiate the other.
Moreover, by purposely avoiding consideration of the Airport Master Plan as
a functional unit, TTN Airport officials have circumvented comprehensive NJDEP
oversight. Specifically, in presenting only limited portions of individual larger
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projects for NJDEP permitting, TTN has deliberately restricted the jurisdiction of
the NJDEP. This intentional segmented approach is clearly demonstrated in the
discussion of the first parallel taxiway below, where FAA approved Categorical
Exclusion (CATEX) “repairs” were incorrectly used for entirely new construction.
This intentional misrepresentation is geared to limit NJDEP involvement, avoid
public awareness and limit the requisite public comment period. These deliberate,
intentional misrepresentations effectively rob Mercer and Bucks County residents
of their rights with regard to community involvement and government oversight.
The construction of the first parallel taxiway provides an unequivocal
demonstration of TTN’s segmentation practices. In the first phase, the preexisting
short segments of D and G were rehabilitated separately.
Specifically, partial taxiway D was moved, strengthened, and runway
clearance was widened; partial Taxiway G was resurfaced and strengthened (See
Exhibit 17). The result was an upgrade from Taxiway Design Group (TDG) 2 to
TDG 3, clearly with the intention of completing, in parts, the first of four parallel
taxiways. These were completed using the short form EA, which depended on many
of the same studies and documentation developed for the “unrelated” RPZ. After
completion of the end-taxiway portions of D and G, the D to G connector was
separately pursued using a CATEX approval. The D to G connector is a 2,300
foot taxiway (EA table 5-12) of entirely new construction over what is currently
grassland (Exhibit 18).
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Exhibit 17

Source: Taxiway F and Taxiway D to G Connector, CATEX (obtained by OPRA request)
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Exhibit 18

Source: Image from Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission , Orthoimagery 2020
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Despite the fact that the D to G connector comprises over 40% of the taxiway length and
paves nearly 1/2 mile of grassland, the connector was submitted as a separate
“Repair and Maintenance” project. As such, the application circumvented the air quality
impact questions and falsely claims it will not change airfield operations.
Exhibit 19

Source: Taxiway F and Taxiway D to G Connector, CATEX (obtained by OPRA request)

Additionally, by misrepresenting this newly paved surface as a repair, the
connector’s

contribution

to

stormwater

runoff

and

risk

of

hazardous

contaminant spread have been overlooked. Not surprisingly, the airport has already
obtained

a

CATEX

“repair

and

maintenance”

approval

for

a

second

taxiway connector of entirely new construction, Taxiway B. As these connectors
abut the newly renovated/widened taxiway F, the polluted Naval Air Warfare
Center, and other airfield changes, it provides one more example of why the
airport must be evaluated collectively and holistically with regard to cumulative
environmental and secondary impacts.
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In addition to constructing the D to G taxiway in parts, one must consider
the utility and impact of parallel taxiways as a required infrastructure element
included in Table 4-3 (Exhibits 16a, 16b, and 16c).

Trenton currently has 2

runways. Neither has a full length parallel taxiway. The airport layout plan calls for
dual full-length, parallel taxiways, two for each runway, the intention being to
maximize volume by creating one-way traffic. Dual parallel taxiways allow for
queueing (Exhibit 20a), yet TTN airport officials insist this is not the case. Again,
“safety” is invoked
Other

in

FAA documents,

the

pursuit

however,

of

volume-expanding

encourage

as

few

parallel

taxiways.

intersections

as

possible (Exhibit 20b), because intersections increase the risk of collisions and
additional parallel taxiways increase the risk of incursions onto the wrong lane.
Currently, Trenton taxiways do not cross the
but

travel along

the

perimeter,

central

portion

of

the

airfield,

avoiding dangerous intersections. Perimeter

taxiways, such as Trenton currently has, are recommended in FAA Engineering Briefs
(Exhibit 20c). The creation of dual parallel taxiways with TTN’s current X-shaped
runway configuration will lead to nine airfield intersections, when all parallel
taxiways are completed. It is difficult to imagine nine intersections are safer than
the current single, central airfield intersection.
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Exhibit 20 a

Exhibit 20b

Exhibit 20c

Source: FAA Engineering Brief 75
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VI. An EIS Must Be Developed to Take a Hard Look at the Proposed Action’s Adverse
Impact
NEPA

requires

federal

agencies

to

carefully

identify

and

analyze

the

environmental effects of their proposed action. Strycker’s Bay Neighborhood
Council, Inc. v. Karlen, 444 U.S. 223, 226-228 (1980). This means that federal
agencies must take a “’hard look’ at the impacts of their actions by providing a
reasonably thorough discussion of the significant aspects of the probable
environmental consequences.” Center for Biological Diversity v. National Highway
Traffic Safety Admin., 538 F.3d 1172, 1194 (9th Cir. 2008) (internal quotations
omitted). The hard-look requirement entails, “both a complete discussion of relevant
issues as well as meaningful statements regarding the actual impact of proposed
project.” Earth Island Inst. V. United States Forest Serv., 442 F.3d 1147, 1172 ((th
Cir. 2006) (abrogated on other grounds by Winter v. Natural Resources Defense
Council, Inc. 555 U.S. 7 (9th Cir. 2006)). By misleading the public about the number
of gates and aircraft parking positions and by using gross underestimates of
passenger enplanements and commercial operations, the DEA fails to address the
adverse environmental impact that the terminal project will have. As shown on the
next page, in “Exhibit 21,” the DEA fails to take a hard look at several adverse
environmental effects of the Proposed Action, including water, transportation,
health, noise, environmental justice, and socioeconomic effects, as well as
cumulative impacts.
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Exhibit 21
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1. Impact on Water: The DEA fails to take a hard look at the
Proposed Action’s Water Impacts
Our concerns regarding water relate to storm runoff, the potential for PFOS
contamination, and the adequacy of deicing runoff containment systems with regard to
wildlife and downstream drinking water. Recent review of stormwater permit and
management documents as well as OPRA requests for stormwater testing indicates
that the Airport is not operating with appropriate stormwater permit and is not
testing stormwater for current operations and impact. Deicing is also currently
taking place during winter months without adequate containment systems in place.
This is irresponsible management and given the documented contaminated sites
surrounding the airport property, as well as the increase in impervious surfaces, it is
inconceivable that the streams, wetlands, and aquifers are being protected by the
building projects currently planned and going on at Trenton-Mercer Airport.
a. Runoff
The Watershed Institute estimated that the tree canopy lost with RPZ
obstruction removal will result in an increased runoff of 1,476,670 gallons/year
(RPZ EA, Appendix P-200)10. Further increases in impervious surfaces are associated
with the enhancements of: Runway 34, Taxiway D, FlightServ Terminal, Scotch
Road 6 acre parking lot, the planned new Passenger Terminal, 900-car parking
garage, additional roadways, dual parallel taxiways for both runways, new air
traffic control tower, new airplane rescue & firefighting station, and larger terminal
10

Trenton-Mercer Airport, RPZ EA, P-200. Appendix P: Public Comments & Response to
Comments, Nov. 27, 2018.
https://www.cscos.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/Appendix-P-Public-Comments-and-Response-to-C
omments-new.pdf .
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apron. This large increase in the built environment will further increase runoff and possible
flooding. Rainfall/Storm severity in NJ anticipates increases up to 71%. This increase in
runoff and flooding will impact surrounding area streams, wetlands, and known toxic and
heavily contaminated areas on the airport property.
b. VOC, Heavy Metal & PFOS/PFOA Contamination
Adjacent to Trenton Mercer County Airport is the heavily contaminated Former Naval Air
Warfare Center (NAWC), which has been divided into Parcels A and B11 (Exhibit 22).
Exhibit 22

Tetra Tech, “Final Evaluation of Potential Sources of Per and Polyflouroalkyl Substances NAWC Trenton NJ,” Naval
Facilities Engineering Command. Dec. 1, 2018.
https://www.navfac.navy.mil/niris/MID_ATLANTIC/TRENTON_NAWC/N62376_001235.pdf.
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TTN has acquired and plans to develop Parcel A as the Flightserv Terminal. Parcel B
continues to be owned by the Navy. Both Parcel A and B have known contaminated ground
and surface water, including but not limited to: volatile organic compounds (VOCs),
particularly trichloroethene (TCE), heavy metals and other contaminants in concentrations
that continue to exceed EPA standards (See Exhibit 23). The Navy operates a water
treatment facility on Parcel B.
Exhibit 23: VOC Contamination

Source: Tetra Tech Final Fourth Five Year Review Report NAWC,12/31/18
https://www.navfac.navy.mil/niris/MID_ATLANTIC/TRENTON_NAWC/N62376_001226.pdf
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Water treated on Parcel B is released into Gold’s Run, a sensitive tributary that flows to the
Delaware (See Exhibit 24).
Exhibit 24

Source: Tetratech Tetra Tech, “Final Evaluation of Potential Sources of Per and Polyflouroalkyl Substances
NAWC Trenton NJ,” Naval Facilities Engineering Command. Dec. 1, 2018.
https://www.navfac.navy.mil/niris/MID_ATLANTIC/TRENTON_NAWC/N62376_001235.pdf

48

Exhibit 25: PFOS/PFOA Contamination

Source: Tetratech Tetra Tech, “Final Evaluation of Potential Sources of Per and Polyflouroalkyl Substances NAWC
Trenton NJ,” Naval Facilities Engineering Command. Dec. 1, 2018.
https://www.navfac.navy.mil/niris/MID_ATLANTIC/TRENTON_NAWC/N62376_001235.pdf.
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The former NAWC is further contaminated by extremely high levels of Per/
Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFOS/PFOA) (Exhibit 25), a known human toxin. These
compounds pose a particularly high risk of environmental harm because they spread
insidiously and do not degrade with time. Despite documentation of extremely high
levels of PFOS/PFOA on Parcel A, these toxins remain incompletely assessed and
entirely untreated. PFOS/PFOA are not included in the toxins being monitored or
treated by the Navy. Levels greater than 100 times the NJDEP drinking water limit
have been documented at NAWC Parcel A: PFOS/PFOA were found in 13 of the 24
wells sampled in June 2016 (Tetra Tech, p. 2-11) and 23 of 38 wells sampled according
to a 2018 Department of Defense Congressional Brief from Rep. Fitzpatrick,
communication below (Exhibit 26).

While most of the contaminated groundwater from Parcel A flows through the Navy-run
remediation facility on Parcel B, PFOS/PFOA is neither sampled nor treated at the
Navy's Parcel B facility. Further, a 2018 USGS study indicates that groundwater from
the highly contaminated Northeastern Corner of Parcel A is at risk of flowing off site to
the East (Exhibit 27). This area is highly contaminated with both VOCs and PFOS/
PFOA. The potential for spread is further elevated by the Runway Protection Zone
(RPZ) obstruction removal which has been approved for 7.4 acres of tree removal within
100 feet of contaminated NAWC Parcel A (See Exhibit 28 below).
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Exhibit 26
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c. Surface water
Of equally grave concern is contamination in stormwater outfall drainage
in the area where Parcel A and RPZ obstruction removal meet: “Maximum
PFOS concentrations (greater than 1,000 ng/L) were detected in groundwater and
outfall samples in the eastern half of the former facility, including one outfall sample
at the facility boundary”11. This report showed the highest PFOS/PFOA
contamination at the edge of Parcel A in close proximity to Runway 34 & RPZ
tree removal. The report recommended that additional investigation beyond
Parcel A should be undertaken and that Gold’s Run be sampled. PFOS/
PFOA are not mentioned in the RPZ EA, despite proximity of contamination to
RPZ obstruction removal and potential risk of spread.
The RPZ project plans limited soil sampling in the vicinity of Runway 34;
there is no commitment to test PFOS or to extend the area of testing to the edge of
Parcel A. There are also no plans to test the outfall runoff or Gold’s Run
tributary as recommended in the TetraTec Report11. The RPZ EA’s plan to leave
stumps in place to avoid disruption of contaminants fails to acknowledge the
impact on water absorption provided by live, mature trees with functioning
root systems. The increased runoff will risk the spread of untreated PFOS/
PFOA and possibly additional toxic contamination from nearby areas12.
Tetra Tech, “Final Evaluation of Potential Sources of Per and Polyflouroalkyl Substances
NAWC Trenton NJ,” Naval Facilities Engineering Command. Dec. 1, 2018.
https://www.navfac.navy.mil/niris/MID_ATLANTIC/TRENTON_NAWC/N62376_001235.pdf.

11

12

See also recent NAWC water analysis: Koman Government Solutions, Final Fall Fourth Quarter
2018 Semi Annual Long Term Monitoring Report NAWC Trenton NJ, July 1,
2020. https://www.navfac.navy.mil/niris/MID_ATLANTIC/TRENTON_NAWC/N62376_001561.pdf .
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Exhibit 27

https://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2020/1016/ofr20201016.pdf
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Exhibit 28

Source: Trenton-Mercer Airport, Final Environmental Assessment for Runway Protection Zones and Obstruction Mitigation, FAA AIP:
3-34-0042-46-14, Prepared by C&S Engineers, July 2019. figure 4.4
https://www.cscos.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/Volume-1-report.pdf

Note: the orientation of the Exhibit 28 map, from TTN RPZ EA, is rotated when compared to Exhibit
27 (USGS map). The railroad tracks that mark the eastern airport boundary are of significant
concern in NAWC remediation studies and USGS documents for area of highest/incompletely
evaluated PFOS contamination, persistent VOC contamination,

and eastward flow, bypassing the

water treatment facility on NAWC Parcel B. This high risk location is adjacent to extensive tree
removal in the RPZ plans.
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In addition to PFOS/PFAS on NAWC Parcel A, the Terminal EA documents
the presence of PFOS/PFAS contamination at the site of the proposed new terminal.
The Terminal EA includes plans to demolish the current Aircraft Rescue and
Fire Fighting (ARFF) Facility. A doubled, 10,000 square foot facility will be relocated
to the East Quadrant at the site of the old NJ National Guard. The new ARFF site has
known PAH and arsenic contamination. There is no mention of PFOS/PFAS testing at
the new location. It would seem prudent, given the history
airport property, the number of documented spills, use of land
as

well

extensive

as

close proximity

testing

for

to

PFOS/PFOA

known
would

of

the

and

use
soil

groundwater contamination,
be

conducted

of
fill,

that

for every proposed

building project on the airport property.

d. Deicing Containment
TTN’s volume has dramatically increased over the past 5 years; it is
unclear whether deicing & jet fuel containment systems have met this increase,
particularly in light of record rainfall during the past two years. In 2019, TTN
purchased 40,000 gallons of liquid runway deicer & 40 metric tons of solid
runway deicer (See Exhibit 29, below). TTN’s new deicing & jet fuel containment
system is years away and with flight volume underestimated, concern for the
potential for additional chemical runoff is more than warranted and realistic.
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Exhibit 29

Source: Mercer County Commissioner Meeting Resolutions, Resolution 2019-200.
https://www.mercercounty.org/government/board-of-county-commissioners/meetingagenda
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e. NAWC Treatment Facility Capacity
The Navy continues to remediate numerous contaminants on Parcel B, yet
the capacity of NAWC’s remediation facility to handle increased drainage is
unknown. During a 2020 Mercer County Commissioners meeting, the airport attorney,
Daniel Markind referred to the barrier as being “in significant disrepair.” The most recent
NAWC inspection report indicates that this issue persists. The U.S. Global Change
Research Program study, “The Impacts of Climate Change on Human Health in the
United States: A Scientific Assessment,” notes that increased flooding and storm
events, “increase the risk that infrastructure for drinking water, wastewater, and
stormwater will fail due to either damage or exceedance of system capacity, especially in
areas with aging infrastructure”13.

2. Impact on Air: The DEA fails to take a hard look at the Proposed
Action’s Air Quality Impacts
a. Non-attainment
The Airport and Mercer County Commissioners have hired an agency to recruit
additional commercial carriers to meet expanded capacity. Mercer County is in
non-attainment

area

for

8-hour

ozone

and

maintenance

area

for

a

carbon

monoxide and PM2.5. Given the County and surrounding areas’ current poor air
quality, it will only require a doubling (9,000/year) of the 2019 number of passenger jet
operations (4,500/year) to reach the minimum thresholds (100 tons CO) that will
worsen the County's current non-attainment status.
13

U.S. Global Change Research Program, The Impacts of Climate Change on Human Health in the
United
States:
A
Scientific
Assessment.
2016.
https://www.globalchange.gov/browse/reports/impacts-climate-change-human-health-united-states-sc
ientific-assessment .
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The airport has only studied the effects of their construction activities on air
quality. The amount of pollution emitted in one landing/takeoff cycle of a Frontier
A320/319 passenger jet contains approximately 6,900 lbs. of CO2, 20 lbs. of NO, 38
lbs. of CO, 2 lbs. of SO2, 1 lb. of methane, and 8 lbs. of hydrocarbon14. These
calculations do not even take into account the corporate jet landing/takeoff
cycle emissions which are also considerable.

b. Ultra-Fine Particulate Matter (UFP) & Ultra-Ultra Fine
Particulate Matter (ultra-UFP)
In 2014, a groundbreaking study using mobile air quality monitors
demonstrated that particulate matter from airplane emissions spread 10 miles
outside of the flight path. This was not just for takeoff and landings, as previously
presumed, but for overflights as well. Specifically, pollutants measured 4-5 fold at 6
miles downwind and persisted 2-fold at 10 miles downwind. The authors of the
study concluded that air traffic exhaust was the “same general magnitude as the
entire urban freeway network” occurring overhead, raining down on residents.
Their findings “indicated that the air quality impact areas of major airports may
have been seriously underestimated”15.
Until recently, studies regarding Traffic Related Air Pollution (TRAP) and

14

Kristin Rypdal, “Aircraft Emissions,” Good Practice Guidance and Uncertainty Management in
National
Greenhouse
Gas
Inventories,
Jan.
01,
2003.
https://www.ipcc-nggip.iges.or.jp/public/gp/bgp/2_5_Aircraft.pdf .
15
Neelakshi Hudda, Tim Gould, Kris Hartin, Timothy V. Larson, and Scott A. Fruin, “Emissions
from an International Airport Increase Particle Number Concentrations 4-fold at 10 km Downwind,”
Environmental Science & Technology, 2014. https://pubs.acs.org/doi/pdf/10.1021/es5001566 .
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Particulate Matter (PM 2.5, diameter <2.5 micrometers (μm), did not specifically
address smaller Ultrafine Particles (UFP, diameter <100 nanometers nm) or the
explicit contribution of aviation-origin emissions. The highly significant
Mov-Up
sensors

Study,

published

to specifically

emissions.

in

December

delineate

road

2019,

vehicle

utilized

exhaust

mobile

from

air

airplane

The researchers were able to identify a fingerprint of UFP and

ultra-UFP definitively emitted by planes. The Mov-Up researchers found that the
size and velocity with which aviation UFPs are thrust from jet engines, allows
for much further spread than heavier ground vehicle emissions, which fall to
the

surface

velocity

a

with

relatively short
which

distance

UFPs travel

from

roadways. Additionally,

the

prevents adherence to other particles,

allowing the UFPs to reach the earth unchanged in size16. The significance of
UFP’s <100 nm size is demonstrated in UFP’s ability to permeate human
tissue barriers far more efficiently than other PM; emerging studies correlate
UFP with significant tissue inflammation, injury and risk.
Related studies have shown that the size and velocity of aviation-emitted
UFPs allow for concentration indoors, and the concentrations in homes of
aviation-origin UFP and NO2 were comparable to, or exceeded near-road regulatory
monitors17. Related reports demonstrated the inadequacy of stationary air quality
16

University of Washington Department of Environmental & Occupational Health Sciences. Mobile
ObserVations
of
Ultrafine
Particles:
The
MOV-UP
study
report. Seattle; 2019.
https://deohs.washington.edu/sites/default/files/Mov-Up%20Report.pdf .
17
N. Hudda, M.C. Simon, W. Zamore, and J. L. Durant, “Aviation-Related Impacts on Ultrafine
Particle Number Concentrations Outside and Inside Residences near an Airport,”
Environmental Science & Technology. 2018. https://pubs.acs.org/doi/pdf/10.1021/acs.est.7b05593 .
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monitors to accurately estimate residential exposures18.
The environmental toxicology studies regarding UFP and ultra-UFP recently
published, support the fact that these particles, while causing the most human
harm, are so miniscule, <100nm, that they are significantly underestimated in PM
2.5 studies19. While UFP is not specifically regulated, the associated harms to
health are well documented and cannot be overlooked in light of proposed massive
aviation volume expansion.
c. Future Technological Developments that Will Affect Air
Quality
As explained earlier in Section IV, once the FAA provides TTN an AIP grant
for TTN’s plethora of projects to expand the airport and its operations, there are
built-in triggers for additional growth and an inability for the community to place
limitations on the size of planes or hours of operations. Additionally, the National
Air Space is moving from Radar to Satellite (NextGen) and from Air Traffic Control
Tower Voice to Text Communications (DataComm). While this technology is
excellent for safety, both of these measures have allowed the industry to maximize
operations by creating very specific and narrow lanes of travel, decreasing vertical
18

See reports: “Basel-Mulhouse Airport and Air Quality - part III: Immission by ultrafine particles

–analysis and determination of the potential hazard to the residents,”
June 25, 2020.
https://www.adra-bale-mulhouse.fr/wp-content/uploads/2020/08/ADRA-BISF-Rapport-PUF-III_20206
25.pdf. & Neelakshi Hudda, Liam W. Durant, Scott A. Fruin, and John L. Durant. “Impacts of
Aviation Emissions on Near-Airport Residential Air Quality,” Environmental Science & Technology.
2020. https://pubs.acs.org/doi/10.1021/acs.est.0c01859 .
19
Xiaole Zhang, Matthias Karl, Luchi Zhang, and Jing Wang, “Influence of Aviation Emission on the
Particle Number Concentration near Zurich Airport,” Environmental Science & Technology. 2020.
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/pdf/10.1021/acs.est.0c02249 .
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and lateral distances between planes. Our central Northeast corridor location already
subjects us to record overflight aviation (Exhibit 30) and pass-through ground
vehicular traffic. In fact, Mercer County is in the top three counties in NJ with regard
to traffic volume (Exhibit 31). The impact of background Traffic Related Air Pollution
must be considered with the end-use of a fully expanded TTN airport.

Exhibit 30

Source: Mercercounty.org website
https://www.mercercounty.org/departments/transportation-and-infrastructure/trenton-mercer-airport/
airport-noise-faqs
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Exhibit 31

https://data.nj.gov/Transportation/Annual-Average-Daily-Traffic-by-Location-and-Route/dfun-zupj
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3. Impact on Land: The DEA fails to take a hard look at the Proposed Action’s
Impact on Soil and Farmland
While most consider plane emissions to impact only air, data is emerging
demonstrating dangerous organophosphate emissions landing on & permeating soil
and water and being taken up by vegetation. A study at Albany International
Airport (60K flights/yr) shows just such data20 (Exhibit 32).
Exhibit 32

Source: Wenhui Li, Yu Wang, Kurunthachalam Kannan, ”Occurrence, distribution and human exposure to 20
organophosphate esters in air, soil, pine needles, river water, and dust samples collected around an airport in New
York state, United States,” Environment International, Volume 131, 2019

20 Wenhui

Li, Yu Wang, Kurunthachalam Kannan, ”Occurrence, distribution and human exposure to 20 organophosphate esters in air, soil,
pine needles, river water, and dust samples collected around an airport in New York state, United States,” Environment International,
Volume 131, 2019, https://reader.elsevier.com/reader/sd/pii/S0160412019318537?token=0A1E2D44DF2B4FE6C7777E55
87711037F07EC9BD453A745F4B0BFAB77DCABC6242F8DBB2E7D2A294F9B7E89C3678FFDE&o riginRegion=useast-1&originCreation=20210727215324 .
21 See: https://deohs.washington.edu/characterization-urban-nanoparticles .
22 Sharmila Ray, P.S. Khillare1, and Ki-Hyun Kim, “The Effect of Aircraft Traffic Emissions on the Soil Surface Contamination Analysis
around the International Airport in Delhi, India,” Asian Journal of Atmospheric Environment. Vol. 6-2, pp.118-126, June 2012. http://
asianjae.org/xml/19865/19865.pdf.
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General Aviation fuel remains leaded and there is concern that aviation related UFPs contain
additional heavy metals, as demonstrated by a study examining soil contamination surrounding
the international airport in Delhi, India22. The exact composition of aviation-emitted UFP will
be further delineated in the ongoing Mov-Up Part 2:“The Characterization of Urban
Nanoparticles”21. TTN’s neighbors include many farms, public open spaces, schools and homes,
yet expansion analysis has been limited to airport property. A comprehensive evaluation must
extend beyond airport boundaries, incorporate current research and include honest estimates of
post-expansion operations, airplane and ground vehicle emissions.
4. Impact on Climate: The DEA fails to take a hard look at the Proposed
Action’s Climate Change Impacts

In addressing the issues raised by climate change impacts and greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions, the ultimate utility and projected operating capacity of the Airport should be
considered, inclusive of Trenton-Mercer Airport’s expanded terminal and all related,
interconnected projects. This task is particularly pertinent in light of aviation’s growing
contribution to greenhouse gas emissions and climate change, which is largely unregulated.
The alarming speed at which aviation
undervalued

unfavorably

impacts climate

change has

been

and unrecognized.23

Hiroko Tabuchi, “‘Worse Than Anyone Expected’: Air Travel Emissions Vastly Outpace
Predictions,”
New
York
Times,
Sept.
20,
2019.
https://www.nytimes.com/2019/09/19/climate/air-travel-emissions.html?fbclid=IwAR3W3LQm3q0S_E
wOwRkWteSEaEfZ0jNMPqEw-YMzydW4cOy85TkBL3aumU.
24
US Environmental Protection Agency, “EPA Finalizes First Steps to Address Greenhouse Gas
Emissions from Aircraft Engines,” Federal Register. Aug. 15, 2016.
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2016-08-15/pdf/2016-18399.pdf.
23
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Although the EPA ruled in 2016 that "Greenhouse Gas Emissions From Aircraft
Cause or Contribute to Air Pollution That May Reasonably Be Anticipated To Endanger
Public Health and Welfare," no regulations were proposed24. Only recently have aviationrelated GHG Emission Standards for aircraft been proposed25 and ultimately accepted,
(EPA, Jan 2021). However, the new EPA regulations consider only engine standards for
future airplane production; they neither reduce emissions from currently operating fleet nor
acknowledge the impact of increased flight operations, a major goal of the FAA’s Airspace
Redesign, NextGen, Data Comm and Airport Expansion projects.

The FAA-approved (9/2019) TTN Runway Protection Zone Environmental Assessment
acknowledges the veracity and magnitude of this issue:
"4.2.2: Climate Change: Since there are no federal or state standards for
aviation-related GHG (Greenhouse Gas) emissions, there is no significant
impact threshold for GHGs” (RPZ EA,pg. 4-9).
Similarly, the TTN Terminal EA, released in May 2021, is outdated. It not only fails to
consider both the recent EPA ruling and the urgency of the climate crisis, it is deliberately
misleading with regard to actual operations of the airport after the Terminal Project and
related airfield changes of the Airport Layout Plan are completed:
“4.3.1 Regulatory Setting:
Although no federal standards have been set for GHG emissions….”
and
"4.3.2 Affected Environment:
….Implementation of the Proposed Action would not increase the number of flights or
type of aircraft using the airfield compared to the No Action because it would only
affect the landside systems. The Proposed Action would not increase or change the
number of passengers that would utilize the Airport in the future, it would
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only change how they access the Airport and terminal facilities. Any new
roadway lengths and surface vehicle changes (i.e. vehicle miles traveled) are
expected to be minimal compared to the No Action. As a result, operational
emissions, associated airfield emissions sources, parking, and traffic were not
inventoried or evaluated as part of this EA (Terminal EA pg 4-11 & 4-12).

Greenhouse gas emissions, while

disturbingly

unregulated,

are

only

one

component of aviation’s contribution to global warming. The impact of aviation on
climate change should be considered in the context of Effective Radiative Forcing (ERF)
which also includes the synergistic impacts of contrail cirrus and Nitrogen Oxides.
Calculating the true climate impact of aviation emissions further shows the interrelated and
expansive effects of aviation emissions on our climate crisis (Exhibit 33).
The DEA fails to acknowledge these climate impacts, yet provides a detailed six-page
description of construction vehicle emissions26. Astoundingly, there is no analysis of
anticipated emissions of final, long-term end-use after completion of the Terminal Project
and

related

capacity-increasing

projects

inclusive of

the enlarged passenger

terminal, new garage and parking lots, redesigned taxiways, RPZ, and the new Air
Traffic Control Tower,

all of which are designed for increased efficiency and volume.

US Environmental Protection Agency, “EPA Proposes First Greenhouse Gas Emissions Standards for
Aircraft,” News Releases. July 22, 2020.
https://www.epa.gov/newsreleases/epa-proposes-first-greenhouse-gas-emissions-standards-aircraft.
26
Trenton-Mercer Airport Terminal Area Improvements Draft Environmental Assessment, Pgs. 5-11 through 5-17.

25

https://cb96aa82-b970-489a-973b-dd16b4dfd8cc.filesusr.com/ugd/22b3e8_9689056171474547a61f31f7
e9797bcd.pdf .
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Exhibit 33

https://www.carbonbrief.org/guest-post-calculating-the-true-climate-impact-of-aviation-emissions
and
The contribution of global aviation to anthropogenic climate forcing for 2000 to 2018
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Similarly omitted is the anticipated increase of on-ground facility operations,
increased passenger car volume, and significantly increased flight operations after
the airport has realized its master plan expansion and is working at full capacity.
The increased burden of pollutants coupled with warmer temperatures further
accelerates this detrimental process.

“Climate

change

could

alter

the

dispersion of primary pollutants, particularly particulate matter, and intensify
the formation of secondary pollutants, such as near-surface ozone”. Warmer
temperatures escalate the rapidity with which ozone is formed. Mercer County is
in 8-hour ozone nonattainment. The synergistic relationship of climate change &
ozone formation will cause a self-perpetuating and inter-related
environmental

and

human

health

harms,

cycle

of

including ozone-related deaths.

Again, the expansion of Trenton Mercer Airport cannot be considered as just a
set of buildings with an airfield, but must be earnestly addressed with regard
to emissions related to its intended end-use.

5. Impact on Environmental Justice: The DEA fails to take a hard
look at the Proposed Action’s Environmental Justice impacts
NEPA requires federal agencies to “analyze the environmental effects including
human health, economic, and social effects, of Federal actions, including effects on
minority communities and low-income communities, when such analysis is required
by NEPA.” Exec. Order No. 12898, 59 Fed. Reg. 7629 (1994). Analysis of
environmental justice, or "EJ'', as it is known, should consider the unique conditions
of a region and its population and draw its boundaries for the affected environment
accordingly, which “may be larger (or smaller) and differently shaped than the
boundaries that would have been drawn without the existence of [unique
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conditions],” Federal Interagency Working Group on Environmental Justice &
NEPA Committee, Promising Practices for EJ Methodologies in NEPA Reviews
(Mar. 2016). Agencies may need to revise their “baseline characterization ... of the
affected environment” to reflect "pockets of minority population and low-income
populations.” Id, p. 17.
The DEA inadequately assesses EJ impacts by failing to properly
characterize the affected environment. The EJ Analysis by the Airport for both
TTN’s Terminal Expansion and the RPZ limit consideration to Ewing and the
location of the airport, and concludes that Ewing is not an EJ community either
with regard to income or minority population. The terminal plan lists statistics
individually for Hopewell Township and Yardley Borough as well as Mercer
County as a whole (See Exhibit 34, below).
The city of Trenton, an EJ community by both economic and minority
population criteria, is not considered individually but as part of Mercer County as a
whole, potentially diluting any effect on this vulnerable population. This is
significant because we know that aviation emissions travel 10 miles downwind, and
that aviation related UFP are related to preterm delivery, in addition to other
health concerns listed later.
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Exhibit 34

According to March of Dimes, the preterm birth rate in New Jersey is 9.6%
and the preterm birth rate among Black women is 48% greater than all other
women. The EPA’s Environmental Justice Screening tool, EJ screen, clearly
demonstrates the at-risk population within the 10-mile radius of the airport
(See Exhibit 35). Additionally, Trenton is closer to the airport than many
parts of Hopewell Township, which are included in the submitted analysis.
Downwind directional spread of aviation emissions needs to be assessed and then
multiplied in consideration of the actual anticipated volume of flight operations
post-expansion. The societal and public health costs of preterm
heart

attacks

labor,

asthma,

and other diseases caused or exacerbated by Traffic-Related Air

Pollution (TRAP) must be assessed.
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Exhibit 35:
Environmental Protection Agency Environmental Justice Tool
with Applied Demographic Index:
Percent Low Income & Percent Minority Population within a 10 Mile Radius from Trenton Mercer Airport

Source: EJScreen: https://www.epa.gov/ejscreen
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6. Impact on Noise: The DEA fails to take a hard look at the
Proposed Action’s Noise Impacts.
a. DEA fails to take the findings of the FAA’s Neighborhood
Environmental Survey into account

By claiming that there will be no increase in flight operations over the very
minimal projected growth, this draft EA fails to measure the current, real noise
impacts of the HF/LC Frontier Airlines flights and the future detrimental impacts
from the multiple other airlines being actively recruited by TTN. Recognizing that
the FAA Neighborhood Environmental Survey (NES)27 identified errors in the
current

FAA sound analysis, an updated noise analysis under the flight path

should be conducted using realistic future growth numbers reflecting the double
digit growth in the 2017- 2019 passenger jet operations at TTN.
b. The DEA neglects to account for Infrasound
A significant but unaddressed component of noise is infrasound -the low
frequency sound waves that are below the limit of human hearing and are
experienced as vibration. Because this low frequency sound is inaudible, it is
unaccounted for in FAA noise metrics. Infrasound, also known as C-weighted sound,
is the result of violent air eddies created from air disruption as the planes pass
overhead. The resulting vibrations penetrate buildings and human tissue. Anyone
who experiences this vibration in their home or school can testify to how
uncomfortable and disturbing these vibrations are. Worse, is the emerging data that

27

Federal Aviation Administration, “Neighborhood Environmental Survey,” Feb. 22, 2021.
https://www.faa.gov/regulations_policies/policy_guidance/noise/survey/ .
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infrasound vibrations compound the negative health impacts of typical A-weighted
noise and aviation UFP emissions. Both the results and the delay in publishing of
the NES study demonstrate the FAA’s pro industry bias and disinterest in
thoroughly understanding and minimizing the impact to residents on the ground.
Trenton Threatened Skies demands that sound studies include dual measurement
and all sound, both A-weighted and C-weighted vibratory sound.
7. Impact on Socioeconomic Status: The DEA Fails to Take a Hard
Look at the Proposed Action’s Socioeconomic Impacts on Nearby
Residents and Businesses
NEPA requires federal agencies to examine all potential adverse effects of a
Proposed Action, including “economic …. , social, or health effects,” that “occur at the
same time and place as the proposed action” or that “are later in time or farther
removed.” 40 C.F.R. § 1508.1(g); see also § 1502.16(b). The socioeconomic costs of a
project related to physical environmental impacts, including adverse effects on
property taxes, must be analyzed. See Minisink Residents for Environmental
Preservation and Safety v. FERC, 762 F.3d 97, 112 (D.C. Cir. 2014). Here, the DEA
does not address the socioeconomic impacts of the Proposed Action. Specifically,
these effects are not adequately addressed because the DEA does not include any
actual, quantitative analysis of the Proposed Action’s potential economic and social
effects. Instead, the DEA simply provides demographic information without any
indication whether the Proposed Action would have any socioeconomic impact. The
DEA fails to address economic costs of the new terminal.
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For example, it is well-known that airports reduce home values, which in
turn, affect property taxes. There are also costs associated with treatment of
respiratory diseases caused by increased particulates, and costs of cleaning and
repainting buildings caused by airport air pollution. These costs will be borne not by
the Airport but by the residents and jurisdictions in the area surrounding the
Airport while receiving little or none economic benefit. The DEA does not discuss any
of these secondary effects in lieu of their terminal and airport expansion.
Notably, the DEA states that the “Proposed Action is located mostly on
Airport property and is not anticipated to negatively affect landowners, and
therefore would not produce a substantial change in the community tax base” (DEA,
p.5-28). Yet, as noted the DEA does not actually consider whether the Proposed
Action would adversely affect local tax bases. To make the conclusion that because
the Proposed Action is located on Airport Property does not mean that its impacts
will not have an effect on the community’s tax base. The DEA should be revised and
recirculated to assess the potential loss of property taxes, along with short-term
economic impacts related to nuisance caused by construction.
8. Impact on Health: The DEA Fails to Take a Hard Look at the
Proposed Action’s Health Impacts
NEPA requires an agency such as the FAA to analyze the direct and indirect
environmental consequences that a proposed action might have on public health
and safety. 40 C.F.R. §§ 1501.3(B)(2)(III), 1502.16(a) – (b), 1508.1(g). A federal
agency normally meets this statutory requirement by preparing a health risk
assessment (“HRA”) or other comparable study, that is subject to a public comment
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and review process to ensure all “likely health effects” are “adequately disclosed.”
Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. v. U.S Dept. of Transp., 770 F.3d 1260, 1272
(9th Cir. 2014); see also Beverly Hills Unified School District v. Federal Transit
Administration, No. CV- 12-9861-GW (SSX) 2016 WL 4650428, at *61 (C.D. Cal.,
Feb. 1, 2016). As discussed below, the DEA fails to take a hard look at the Proposed
Action’s air quality impacts by failing to include an HRA or any comparable
analysis and provides no support for the health and safety conclusions made in DEA
4.12.3.
As a threshold issue, the DEA’s analysis is improperly constrained to
consideration only of health impacts to children. NEPA does not limit an agency’s
health impact analysis to just children; rather, it mandates an agency consider “the
degree of [a proposed action’s] effects on public health and safety.” 40 C.F.R. §
1501.3(b)(2)(iii), emphasis added. The Environmental Protection Agency’s (“EPA’s”)
guidance advises agencies such as FAA to assess health impacts for all “population
groups of concern.”
a. Health Risk Assessment
An HRA for a proposed action of this size and scope should include, at least,
emissions estimations of hazardous air pollutants (“HAPs”), exposure assessments,
dose-response assessments, and a potential health risk quantification. This requires
consideration of all construction and operational sources of emissions, including onand off-road equipment, and emissions/toxins associated with demolition. For
example, the DEA indicates that there may be per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances
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(PFAS) and/or other toxic materials, such as perfluorononanoic acid (PFNA),
perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOA), and perfluorooctanesulfonic acid (PFOS), in soil
unearthed as of the project and in the groundwater. In addition, the soil underneath
and around the Airport likely contains other federally regulated substances, such as
volatile organics, semi-volatile organics, PCBs, metals, pesticides, and petroleum
hydrocarbons. The task of removing and remediating this contamination, alone,
should be subject to an HRA-style analysis before the construction phase begins.
Moreover, while the federal government may not consider diesel particulate
matter (“DPM”) exhaust in total to be a carcinogen, nearly all of the more than
twenty individual exhaust constituents are regulated as HAPs by the Federal Clean
Air Act. 42 U.S.C. § 7412(b). As such, the DEA should include an HRA that analyzes
potential health impacts from construction activities, on-going airport ground
operations (ground support equipment, emergency generators, truck deliveries,
etc.), and aircraft operations. Exhaust from all of these sources contains benzene,
formaldehyde,

PAH’s,

naphthalene,

acetaldehyde,

acrolein,

1,3-butadience,

chlorobenzene, propylene, xylene, ethyl benzene, arsenic, cadmium, chromium, lead,
manganese, mercury, nickel, and selenium. These toxic contaminants must be
analyzed in the DEA in relation to human health.
The DEA, in an effort to be as transparent and informative as possible as
required by NEPA, should contain an HRA that includes all of the aforementioned
sources and associated risks to human health. An HRA is critical for ensuring an
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adequate disclosure of the Proposed Action’s health effects to the public and decision
makers. Natural Resources Defense Council, supra, 770 F.3d at p.1272.
b. Harmful air emissions
As indicated above, the DEA does not include any useful air emissions data to
allow anyone to determine whether residents or other members of the public may be
exposed to harmful emissions during the Proposed Action’s and due to the increase
in operations from the Airport. The DEA addresses only annual construction
emissions measured in tons per year, which does little to aid assessment of the
surrounding population’s daily exposure to toxic construction and aircraft
operations air emissions. To properly assess this specific impact, the FAA must look
at daily average construction emissions for at least particulate matter (“PM”) 2.5,
PM10, and nitrogen oxide (NOx) –all of which are toxic at certain concentrations
and can create long-term health effects in adults and children. This analysis is
crucial to ascertain potential health impacts to the immediately surrounding
population. The statement that, “there would be no significant air quality impacts
resulting from the Proposed Action”28 is misleading and premised on the inaccurate
presumption that disclosure of potential health impacts is unnecessary.
c. Surrounding area
Furthermore, when preparing the HRA for the Proposed Action, the study
area should be expanded to include a broader range of sensitive receptors. A cursory
review shows several schools, hospitals, and other sensitive receptors exist within a
Trenton-Mercer Airport Terminal Area Improvements Draft Environmental Assessment, Pg. 5-5.
https://cb96aa82-b970-489a-973b-dd16b4dfd8cc.filesusr.com/ugd/22b3e8_9689056171474547a61f31f7
e9797bcd.pdf.
28
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two mile radius of the Airport property. Construction-related emissions such as
diesel construction trucks and soil hauling would be expected to impact areas more
than two miles away as a result of their operational characteristics and haul routes.
Additionally, aircraft exhaust and noise from the increase in aircraft operations and
change in the type of aircraft using the Airport will also affect an area considerably
larger than the project area.
The DEA implies that there are no significant impacts that would
disproportionately affect children’s health or safety, including those related to air
quality because the DEA found that “there are no schools, daycares, parks, and/or
children’s health clinics in the project areas.” However, the DEA’s focus on the
“project areas” and not the surrounding areas is too restrictive.
d. Health Impact Assessment
A Health Impact Assessment or similar public health analysis should be part
of the TTN environmental analysis. The significant harms to human health of poor
ambient air quality are well known. Extensive correlations have been demonstrated
in diverse illnesses, impacting all segments of the population29. Air quality related

29

National Research Council (US) Committee on Health Impact Assessment. “Improving Health in
the United States: The Role of Health Impact Assessment” Washington (DC): National Academies
Press (US); 2011. https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/22379655/ .
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illnesses include breast cancer30, brain tumors31, asthma32, and non-smoking
COPD33, heart attacks34, poor cognition35, Sudden Infant Death Syndrome (SIDS)36,
neonatal ICU admissions37, and preterm delivery38. Recent data linking Traffic
Related Air Pollution (TRAP) to pregnancy related complications such as
preeclampsia and gestational hypertension, is particularly alarming given the
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maternal mortality crisis occurring nationwide39. A well-designed study documented
airport delays and taxiing time to an increased incidence of hospitalizations for
asthma and heart attacks40. Data is now emerging regarding the specific risk of
UFPs. UFPs cause unique risk to health because their small size allows passage
across tissue barriers, including the difficult to permeate blood-brain barrier. Recent
NIH studies have demonstrated UFP exposure related brain tumors41, childhood
cancers42, asthma43, heart attacks44, mental health issues, including teen ER visits
for anxiety and suicidal ideation45, and various pregnancy complications, specifically
preterm birth46. Babies and children may be particularly susceptible because they
39
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accumulate UFPs at higher relative concentrations than adults47.
Recent COVID-19 related public health trends, specifically decreased asthma
admissions and preterm birth and increased COVID-19 mortality for residents in
areas of poor air quality48, are tangible examples of the real-time consequences of
air quality. One recent study showed an increase by only 1 μg/m3 of PM2.5 is
associated with an 8% increase in the COVID-19 death rate49. It is imperative that
we quantify the emissions pollutant volume and dispersal patterns with regard to
public health and environmental justice.
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VII. Conclusion
This letter only touches upon the many concerns that we, Trenton
Threatened Skies, have regarding the plethora of projects that Trenton-Mercer
Airport has undertaken in an effort to expand its airport, under the guise of
“rehabilitating” and “rebuilding” it. We are concerned about the effects that the
Airport’s projects have on our community’s health, wellness, and environment, as
we have detailed above in this letter. Trenton-Mercer Airport has failed to
adequately assess the many potential environmental effects that its proposal and
ambitions will have. To ensure that all potential environmental effects are
mitigated before they arise, we request that the FAA remand the Draft EA and
re-issue the Draft EA as an Environmental Impact Statement to address our and
the general public’s concerns.
Moreover, we are disappointed in the manner in which the Airport has
pursued its projects, segmenting each project to lessen the jurisdiction and power
that oversight agencies such as the NJDEP and the FAA have to ensure that these
projects are being pursued carefully, methodically, and openly with best practices in
mind with regard to public input and participation. These segmented projects have
a cumulative impact on the environment, but the Airport and its engineering firm
have dismissed or downplayed the environmental impact of these projects. As stated
earlier, we believe that the expansion of the Airport terminal, detailed in the DEA,
will maximize throughput at TTN, increase the number of commercial operations,
and exponentially increase the number of enplanements, among other effects.
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We have many more comments to still make and wish too, but the timing of the
Draft EA was sudden and poor, and we were only given 30 days to read, draft, and respond
to the Draft EA for Public Comment. We submitted numerous OPRA and FOIA requests for
information in anticipation of the county's quest for continued expansion, but we
encountered obstacles and received only limited advance information regarding the
environmental impacts of the new terminal project and other projects that the Airport is
pursuing or has already undergone. Several times we requested more time to submit
public comments, and received no response from Mercer County. This epitomizes the
obstruction that we face as a public group of concerned citizens in voicing our concerns
and exercising our rights in a timely and fair manner by the Airport. We reserve the right
to continue to pursue studies and investigations into the health and environmental
impacts as they evolve because the extent of contamination is unknown and the actual
volume of flights and their impact are also unknown. The assumptions made by the
Airport, in its Draft EA for the Terminal, are flawed, as we have pointed out in this letter.
Please also let it be known for the record that we wish to also incorporate the
arguments presented by other people in Public Comment for this Draft EA.

Signed:
Trenton Threatened Skies, Inc
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