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November 14, 2017 
 
Keith Miller, Manager 
Montgomery County Airpark 
7940 Airpark Drive 
Gaithersburg, MD  20879 
 
Re: Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Finding for the Proposed Five-Year Capital 
Improvement Program at Montgomery County Airpark (GAI) 
 
Dear Mr. Miller:   
 
Enclosed is one copy of the Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) and the 
Supplemental Environmental Assessment (EA) signature page for the proposed Five-Year 
Capital Improvement Program at GAI.  The Supplemental EA includes an analysis of 
potential environmental impacts associated with the redesign of an access road and 
parking lot. 
 
This Federal environmental approval is a determination by the approving official that the 
requirements imposed by applicable environmental statutes and regulations have been 
satisfied by a FONSI; however, it is not an approval of the Federal action approving the 
funding of eligible items for this project, nor approval of the air space review, or the 
unconditional approval of the revision of the Airport Layout Plan (ALP) to show these 
projects.  These decisions remain with the FAA Washington Airports District Office. 
 
In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 and 
Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions, you are required to publish a notice of 
availability (NOA) of the FONSI and Final EA.  Please refer to 40 CFR 1506.6 (b) and 
Federal Aviation Administration Order 5050.4B, section 807 for the announcement 
methods.  Also please forward a proof of publication of the NOA and one (1) electronic 
copy of the completed document to this office for our files.    
 



 
Thank you for your efforts in completing this action.  If you have any questions or 
comments, please contact me at Susan.Stafford@faa.gov or (304) 252-6216.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Susan B. Stafford 
Environmental Protection Specialist  
 
Enclosures 
 
cc:    Mary Ashburn Pearson, AICP, Delta Airport Consultants, Inc. (w/encl via email) 
  Kimberly Marcia, Project Assistant, Delta Airport Consultants, Inc. (w/encl via email) 

Ashish Solanki, A.A.E., MAA (w/encl via email) 
William Krozack, C.M., MAA (w/encl via email) 
Tom Priscilla, P.E., FAA (w/encl via email) 
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SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR  

FIVE YEAR CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

 

Montgomery County Airpark (GAI)  

Gaithersburg, MD 

 

AIP Grant No. 3-24-0018-026-2015 

MAA Grant No. MAA-GR-16-013 

Delta Project No. 14115 
 

 

This Supplemental Environmental Assessment (EA) is based upon the guidance in Federal 

Aviation Administration (FAA) Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and 

Procedures and FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act Implementing 

Instructions for Airpark Actions Paragraph 1402, “Supplementing a NEPA Document.” 

 

This Supplemental EA is a separate document which discusses the changes to the Proposed 

Action from the 2006 EA/Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) and which is to be filed 

together with the 2006 EA/FONSI. FAA Order 1050.1F states that the responsible FAA official 

must prepare a Supplemental EA if there are substantial changes to the Proposed Action that are 

relevant to environmental concerns.  

I. Introduction and Project Background 
The Montgomery County Airpark (GAI) is a general aviation airpark in Gaithersburg, Maryland 

which is owned and operated by the Montgomery County Revenue Authority. It is located 

approximately three miles from the City of Gaithersburg and is accessible from Maryland Route 

124, via Airpark Road. There is one runway at the Airpark, Runway 14/32, which is 4,202’ long 

and 75’ wide. 

 

An EA was completed in 2006 and a FONSI was issued by the FAA on June 26, 2006 for 

proposed improvement projects at Montgomery County Airpark including:  

 

• Remove obstructions for Runway 14/32 

• Lower adjacent access road and parking lot 

• Acquire approximately 26 acres for Runway Protection Zone control 

• Install holding position signage and marking and install PAPIs 

 

‘Obstruction removal’ in the 2006 EA/FONSI includes the removal of tree obstructions as well 

as the grading of terrain and buildings within the protected airspace for Runway 14/32 and the 

elimination of obstructions to the 14 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 77 surfaces.   14 

CFR Part 77 regulates the safe, efficient use, and preservation of navigable airspace.  

 

See Exhibit 1 to accompany the following background discussion. The base for Exhibit 1 is the 

proposed land acquisition in the 2006 EA; the exhibit has been updated in yellow to signify the 

additional areas of acquisition being added to the scope. 



Exhibit 1, 2006 EA and 2017 Supplemental EA Study Areas
Montgomery County Airpark (GAI)
2017 Supplemental Environmental Assessment not to scale
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The 2006 EA/FONSI was prepared for the projects recommended in the 2002 Airport Layout 

Plan (ALP), which identified the existing access road between Parcels 33, 28, and 29 and 

Woodfield Road (State Route 124) as a penetration to the Part 77 primary surface, and the 

parking lot on Parcel 28 as a penetration to the Part 77 transitional surface.  The existing access 

road is also a violation to Runway Object Free Area (ROFA) design standards. Both the road and 

the parking lot were recommended in the 2006 EA/FONSI to be lowered in order to mitigate the 

penetrations.  The portion of the access road which was identified as an obstruction includes two 

parcels (Parcels 9 and 12) which were included in the 2006 EA/FONSI and identified as property 

to be acquired.  However, Parcels 33, 28, and 29 were not specifically identified in the 2006 

EA/FONSI, as it was assumed that the site modifications and other mitigation measures would 

allow current land uses to remain (and therefore no acquisition of these parcels was necessary). 

 

According to available records, Parcel 28 is owned by PV Airpark LLC with one two-story 

building, currently used as a gym. Parcel 29 is a condominium business with three businesses, 

owned by Merchacq 7 LLC.  Parcel 33 is owned by W.M. Rickman Construction Co., LLC and 

houses an aircraft hangar.  The “Through the Fence” Agreement between Rickman and the 

Montgomery County Revenue Authority (MCRA) grants an easement over the parcel for the Part 

77 surface, and requires Rickman to remove and pay for the elimination of Part 77 obstructions 

on the parcel, to include the access road (see Appendix A). 
 

A Preliminary Engineering Design Report (PER) was prepared in 2011 which updated 

obstruction surfaces with current standards information and which concluded that lowering the 

access road and parking lot while allowing the current land uses to remain, as recommended by 

the 2006 EA, is not feasible. The lowering of vehicle pavements to be clear of Part 77 surfaces 

would create roadway grades and cross slopes that exceed state and local design standards or 

prevent access to the current buildings. The 2011 PER recommended that the access road be 

relocated and lowered/modified, the buildings on Parcels 28 and 29 and parking lot pavement be 

demolished and the associated businesses be relocated (see Exhibit 2).   The 2011 PER proposed 

the acquisition of Parcels 28 and 29 to accommodate the construction, and concluded that Parcel 

33 can remain at its current use as a hangar with its vehicle access relocated. The conceptual 

design included in the PER depicts the relocated access road reaching from the Rickman parcel 

(Parcel 33) through the parking lot of Parcel 28 before intersecting with Woodfield Drive (see 

Exhibit 3).   

 

A major conclusion of the 2011 PER is that the realigned access road cannot be lowered 

sufficiently to provide the 15 foot clearance which is required by FAA standards to be 

considered a public road (which would accommodate vehicles as high as 15 feet above the 

ground).  Therefore, while the access road is currently accessible to the public, the 2011 PER 

depicts the realigned access road as a private road according to FAA standards, over which only 

10 feet of clearance are required.     However FAA did not concur with the designation of the 

road as a private road, as it was documented that vehicles greater than 10 feet in height would 

use the road. 

 

This Supplemental EA discusses the additional areas of proposed property interest acquisition 

(two parcels) on the Runway 32 end and the proposed road realignment and obstruction removal 
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effort. For the project area (the three parcels), an environmental impact analysis was conducted 

for the environmental impact categories listed in FAA Order 1050.1F to identify potential 

environmental impacts of the Proposed Action.  

 

Additionally, a Preliminary Engineering effort was included in this Supplemental EA effort to 

revisit the conclusions of the 2011 PER, specifically to reinvestigate the possibility of realigning 

the access road to maintain public access, by achieving a 15 foot clearance.  The proposed 

relocated access road is also required to meet ROFA and Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) 

standards.  FAA design standards require clearing the ROFA of above-ground objects protruding 

above the nearest point of the Runway Safety Area (RSA), other than objects that need to be 

located in the ROFA for air navigation or aircraft ground maneuvering purposes, and aircraft 

which are taxiing or holding.  RPZs should be kept clear of people and property on the ground to 

prevent incompatible objects and activities within its boundaries.  

 

The 2017 PER found that providing 15 feet of clearance is possible by re-grading the entire site 

of Parcels 28 and 29, shifting the road entrance northward, and constructing a maximum six 

percent grade for the access road to Route 124.  The revised access road alignment as proposed 

by the 2017 PER is depicted in Exhibit 5. The 2017 PER effort also included the preparation of 

draft Concept Stormwater Management Plan for submittal to the Montgomery County 

Department of Permitting in the design phase.  The full 2017 PER is included as Appendix E.  

 



Exhibit 2, Proposed Action, Phase 1, from 2011 Preliminary Engineering Report
Montgomery County Airpark (GAI)
2017 Supplemental Environmental Assessment not to scale
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Exhibit 3, Proposed Action, Phase 2, from 2011 Preliminary Engineering Report
Montgomery County Airpark (GAI)
2017 Supplemental Environmental Assessment not to scale
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II.  Purpose and Need for the Proposed Federal Action 
As is stated in the 2006 EA/FONSI, the purpose of the proposed projects is to maintain the 

existing Airpark Reference Code (ARC) B-II and improve safety and efficiency, through 

compliance with FAA design standards.  This purpose and need remains valid for the proposed 

additional property interest acquisition and obstruction removal included in this Supplemental 

EA.   

III. Project Alternatives 
The 2006 EA/FONSI analyzed two development alternatives, the No Action alternative and the 

Build alternative.  This Supplemental EA will supplement the Build alternative with the 

additional areas of property interest acquisition on the Runway 32 end and the proposed road 

realignment and obstruction removal effort. 

 

Description of Preferred Alternative 

This alternative includes the lowering/modification of the access road, and the grading of terrain 

(parking lot pavement) and removal of two buildings within the project area, in order to remove 

obstructions to 14 CFR Part 77 surfaces. Fee simple acquisition of Parcels 28 and 29 is proposed 

to accommodate the construction. The four businesses within the two buildings on these parcels 

would be relocated. All acquisitions and relocations would be accomplished in accordance with 

the Uniform Relocation Assistance Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (the Uniform 

Act). 

 

The 2011 PER concluded that the Rickman parcel and building (Parcel 33) can remain at its 

current use as a hangar with its vehicle access relocated.  The existing “through the fence” 

agreement with Rickman grants an easement over the parcel for the Part 77 surface and requires 

the owner to remove, at his expense, obstructions to the Part 77 surface, including realigning the 

road.  Therefore no property acquisition of Parcel 33 is included in this Supplemental EA. 

 

The Proposed Action is depicted on the approved Airport Layout Plan (ALP). 

 
Exhibit 4, Proposed Additional Property Acquisition 

Tax ID # / Parcel # Street Address Acres  Owner Name 

02253391 / 28 18810 Woodfield Rd. 1.4± PV Airpark LLC 

C000311 / 29 18820 Woodfield Rd. 1.4± Merchacq 7 LLC 



Exhibit 5, 2017 Proposed Action from 2017 Preliminary Engineering Report
Montgomery County Airpark (GAI)
2017 Supplemental Environmental Assessment not to scale

Note: Proposed road alignment has changed from the conceptual
alignment coordinated with review agencies in January 2016, see

Appendix F.
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IV. Affected Environment 
 

This section is to succinctly describe the environmental resources that the updated Proposed 

Action could affect.  These are: 

 

Air Quality: GAI is located in Montgomery County, Maryland which has been designated by the 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as a non-attainment area for ozone, and as a 

maintenance area for particulate matter and carbon monoxide.  

 

Biological Resources: Biological resources include various types of flora (plants) and fauna 

(fish, birds, reptiles, amphibians, etc.) as well as lakes, rivers, wetlands, forests, and upland 

habitats.  The majority of the study area is paved, impervious surface, with some grassed median 

strips and edging. A field survey conducted as part of the Supplemental EA confirmed the 

absence of wetlands in the study area (see Appendix B). 

 

The Maryland Forest Conservation Act (FCA) requires any activity requiring an application for a 

subdivision, grading permit or sediment control permit on areas 40,000-square feet or greater to 

conform to its requirements, which include the preparation of a Forest Conservation Plan (FCP); 

however, exemptions to the FCA are provided for areas under FAA restrictions.  Montgomery 

County has a similar law, the Tree Canopy Law, which requires property owners to plant new 

trees during development, but exempts “the cutting or clearing of any tree by an existing airport 

currently operating with all applicable permits to comply with applicable provisions of any 

federal law or regulation governing the obstruction of navigable airspace if the FAA has 

determined that the trees create a hazard to aviation.” 

 

Climate: FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, was released in 

2015 and requires that NEPA documents consider the potential effects of a proposed action or its 

alternatives on climate change as indicated by its greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.   

 

Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and Pollution Prevention: The Proposed Action involves the 

fee simple acquisition of two parcels, and the demolition of the buildings and parking lot 

pavement on those parcels.  An Environmental Due Diligence Audit (EDDA) was conducted on 

the parcels during the 2011 PER effort; the audit found minor soil contamination on Parcels 28 

and 29 which would warrant Phase II investigations prior to further negotiations for an 

acquisition. 

 

Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice, and Children’s Environmental Health and Safety Risks: 

The 2017 Proposed Action includes the acquisition of two parcels, and would require the 

relocation of the four businesses on these two parcels.  The business to be relocated on Parcel 28 

is a gym; there are three businesses on Parcel 29 which would be relocated, two automobile 

maintenance facilities (Merchant’s Tire and Quick Lube) and an appliance repair shop.  

 

 

Water Resources: Surface Waters: Surface waters include streams, rivers, lakes, ponds, estuaries, 
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and oceans.  While no in-water work is involved in the Proposed Action, indirect impacts to 

surface waters could occur from sedimentation from construction activities. 

 

Water Resources: Groundwater: Groundwater is a subsurface water that occupies the space 

between sand, clay, and rock formations, including aquifers.  Groundwater could be impacted by 

the construction of the Proposed Action. 
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The Proposed Action alternative would not affect: 
 

• Coastal Resources 

• Department of Transportation Act, Section 4(f) 

• Farmlands 

• Historical, Architectural, Archeological and Cultural Resources 

• Land Use 

• Natural Resources and Energy Supply 

• Noise and Noise Compatible Land Use 

• Visual Effects 

• Water Resources: Wetlands 

• Water Resources: Floodplains 

• Water Resources: Wild and Scenic Rivers 

V. Environmental Consequences 
This section evaluates the environmental impact areas included in FAA Order 1050.1F to 

determine if potential significant impacts would be incurred by the proposed undertaking. 

 

Air Quality: Montgomery County, Maryland has been designated as a non-attainment area for 

ozone, and a maintenance area for particulate matter and carbon monoxide.  The 2006 

EA/FONSI included emission inventories for the existing and future No Action and Build 

alternatives and concluded that no significant impacts to air quality will occur.  The Proposed 

Action in the Supplemental EA is not tied to an increase in aircraft or vehicle operations and 

would not cause a permanent increase in emissions.  Temporary impacts from construction and 

demolition would be mitigated by the Sponsor’s proposed adherence to applicable Best 

Management Practices (BMPs) specified in FAA AC 150/5370-10, Standards for Specifying 

Construction of Airparks, Item P-156, “Temporary Air and Water Pollution, Soil Erosion, and 

Siltation Control.” No significant air quality impacts are anticipated as a result of the Proposed 

Action. 
 

Biological Resources: Biological resources include various types of flora (plants) and fauna 

(fish, birds, reptiles, amphibians, etc.) as well as lakes, rivers, wetlands, forests, and upland 

habitats.  The 2006 EA/FONSI confirmed that there would be no impact to biological resources. 

Scoping letters were submitted to review agencies in January 2016 at the start of the 

Supplemental EA project, to invite interested and involved parties to comment on items for the 

applicant to consider during the Supplemental EA process. The Maryland Department of 

Resources (DNR) responded that there are no records of State or Federal rare, threatened or 

endangered species within the study area (see Appendix F).   

 

According to the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Information, Planning, and 

Conservation (IPaC) database, no federally listed or proposed endangered, threatened or 

candidate species, and no critical habitat, is within the project area.  The database did identify 18 

species of migratory birds which could be present in the study area; however, as the study area 

consists of heavily developed industrial-type uses, and does not involve the removal of tree 
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habitat or forest lands, no impacts to migratory birds are anticipated.   Per USFWS guidance, 

federal agencies are not required to contact USFWS or provide documentation for no listed, 

proposed or candidate species; for documentation purposes, a project package confirming no 

impact was submitted to USFWS on September 27, 2016 (see Appendix G). 

 

The Maryland Forest Conservation Act (FCA) requires any activity requiring an application for a 

subdivision, grading permit or sediment control permit on areas 40,000-square feet or greater to 

conform to its requirements.  A field visit to the site was conducted in order to update the 

Airpark’s existing Forest Stand Delineation (FSD) to include the additional study area.  At the 

same time, a Natural Resources Inventory (NRI) was conducted to confirm the absence of 

threatened and endangered species within the project area. The surveys concluded that no 

threatened and endangered species and no natural resources including forest cover, streams or 

stream buffers, and wetlands or wetland buffers are present on the site (see Appendix B).  An 

exemption to the requirements of the FCA was granted by the County in September 2016. 

However, in July 2017 the County noted that the exemption was issued in error and that the 

project would not quality for the exemption until the Authority owns the parcels.  The County 

advised that the Authority re-apply for the exemption once land acquisition is complete. 

Documentation of this County coordination is included in Appendix B.    

 

The NRI was coordinated with and approved by Montgomery County in conjunction with the 

FCA exemption.  The Montgomery County Tree Canopy Law requires projects which requires a 

sediment control permit to plant new trees during development, but does exempt projects which 

remove trees that are hazards to aviation.  In lieu of planting, a per-tree fee can be paid to the 

County.  An exemption request to this law is to be submitted during the permitting phase. 

 

No significant impacts to biological resources are anticipated as a result of the Proposed 

Action. 

 

Climate: FAA Order 1050.1F was released in 2015 and requires that NEPA documents consider 

the potential effects of a proposed action or its alternatives on climate change as indicated by its 

greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.  GHGs are defined as including carbon dioxode (CO2), 

methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and 

sulfur hexafluoride (SF6). Of the six recognized GHGs, only CO2 is a direct aircraft combustion 

product.  As stated in the FAA Order, there are no significance thresholds for aviation GHG 

emissions, and there are currently no accepted methods of determining significance applicable to 

aviation projects given the small percentage of emissions they contribute.  The 2006 EA/FONSI 

did not specifically discuss GHGs as this guidance was released after it was prepared/issued. As 

the 2017 Proposed Action is not associated with an increase in aircraft operations or aircraft 

operational changes, it is reasonable to conclude that no measurable increase in greenhouse 

gases would occur and no significant climate impacts are anticipated. 
 

Coastal Resources: Montgomery County is not within the coastal zone; no impacts are 

anticipated.  This is also the conclusion of the 2006 EA/FONSI. 
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Department of Transportation Act: Section 4(f): The two parcels to be acquired are privately 

owned parcels with industrial-type land uses.  There are no Section 4(f) lands (which include 

public parks, recreation areas, or land that is a historic site of national, state or local significance) 

on or near the project site.  An archeological and architectural Phase 1 survey was performed by 

Coastal Carolina Research, Inc. during the 2006 EA/FONSI, which did not identify any 

archaeological or historic sites eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places 

(NRHP). Updated coordination with the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) reflecting the 2017 

study area was initiated in July 2015. In August 2015, MHT confirmed that there would be no 

impacts to historic or archaeological resources as a result of the Proposed Action (see Appendix 

C). 

 

No impacts to DOT Section (4) f lands are anticipated as a result of the Proposed Action. 

 

Farmlands: The 2006/EA FONSI concluded the Proposed Action would result in no significant 

impacts to farmlands; as the surrounding area is highly developed by commercial and light 

industrial businesses the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) determined that it is 

not subject to the Farmland Policy Preservation Act (FPPA). The additional property acquisition 

would not impact or convert farmland. No impacts to farmland are anticipated as a result of the 

Proposed Action. 
 

Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and Pollution Prevention: The Proposed Action involves the 

fee simple acquisition of two parcels, and the demolition of the buildings and parking lot 

pavement on those parcels.  Solid waste will be produced during construction and demolition; 

the contractor is responsible for disposing of construction debris in accordance with state and 

county regulations.  

 

A Phase I EDDA was conducted on the parcels in June 2016; the audit found minor soil 

contamination on Parcels 28 and 29 as well as the potential for subsurface contamination which 

would warrant Phase II investigations prior to further negotiations for an acquisition.   

 

Due to lack of property access permissions on Parcel 29, a Phase II hazardous materials survey 

was conducted on Parcel 28 only. Six subsurface samples were collected and analyzed for the 

following: 

 

• Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons Diesel-Range Organics (TPH-DRO) 

• Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons Gasoline-Range Organics (TPH-GRO) 

• Resource, Conservation, and Recovery Act (RCRA) Metals 

• Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) 

• Semi-Volatile Organic Compounds (SVOCs) 

• Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) 

 

The Phase II hazardous materials survey identified concentrations of arsenic (a metal) in the soils 

which exceed the Maryland Department of Environment (MDE) non-residential cleanup standard 

of 1.9 mg/kg in two of the six samples analyzed.  However, the concentrations are indicative of 

naturally occurring sources (rather than anthropogenic contamination). None of the reported 
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concentrations of arsenic exceeded the United States Geologic Survey (USGS) Anticipated 

Typical Concentration (ATC) of 4.9 mg/kg for central Maryland.  There were no other 

concentrations of metals reported that exceeded their respective MDE non-residential cleanup 

standard. VOC and TPH-DRO concentrations were reported above the laboratory method 

reporting limit in one of the soil samples analyzed; however, the concentrations did not exceed 

their respective MDE non-residential cleanup standards. TPH-GRO, SVOC and PCB 

concentrations were not reported above the laboratory method reporting limits in any of the 

samples analyzed.  

 

Construction through contaminated areas will be subject to regulatory requirements for 

appropriate management and disposal of contaminated materials to protect workers and the 

public.  The Phase II hazardous materials survey report, included in Appendix D, makes the 

following recommendations: 

 

• The soils currently at the Target Property can remain in place. 

• Dust control measures and monitoring should be implemented during construction 

activities to reduce incidental inhalation exposure from potentially impacted soil particles 

to onsite workers and the surrounding community. 

• If soils need to be disposed off-site, the analytical results should be provided to the 

disposal facility to ensure acceptance of the materials based on the permit requirements 

of the receiving facility. 

 

A Regulated and Hazardous Materials Survey was also conducted on the building on Parcel 28 

which is proposed for demolition.  A similar survey was not conducted on the building on Parcel 

29 due to lack of property access permissions. Exterior caulking, vinyl floor tile, and ceiling tiles 

were analyzed. All of the painted surfaces identified on the ceiling of the boxing studio room 

(this building is being used as a gym) tested positive for lead paint.  No asbestos-containing 

building materials (ACBM) were encountered during the survey. The survey report (see 

Appendix D) makes the following recommendations: 

 

• Any suspected ACBM encountered during the demolition activities should be treated as 

ACBM, unless further testing proves otherwise. 

• All ceiling components found in this room should be treated as lead-based paint building 

components for disposal purposes unless further testing proves otherwise.  

• A representative sample of demolition debris is recommended to be collected for the 

purposes of waste characterization prior to disposal. The wastes should be handled in 

accordance with all applicable federal, state and local regulations. 

 

A Phase II hazardous materials survey and building materials survey (asbestos/lead testing) 

should be conducted on Parcel 29 before demolition. 

 

In consideration of the above-referenced recommendations, no significant impacts to this 

environmental impact category are anticipated as a result of the Proposed Action. 
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Historical, Architectural, Archeological and Cultural Resources: An archeological and 

architectural Phase 1 survey was performed by Coastal Carolina Research, Inc. during the 2006 

EA/FONSI, which did not identify any archaeological or historic sites eligible for listing on the 

National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Updated coordination with the Maryland Historical 

Trust (MHT) reflecting the larger, 2017 study area was initiated in July 2015. In August 2015, 

MHT confirmed that there would be no impacts to historic or archaeological resources as a 

result of the Proposed Action (see Appendix C). 

 

Land Use: The 2006 EA/FONSI/FONSI concluded that no significant impact to compatible land 

use is expected as a result of the proposed project. The amount of proposed property interest 

acquisition has increased; however the acquisition of these industrial parcels is not anticipated to 

contribute to land use incompatibility. No significant land use impacts are anticipated as a 

result of the Proposed Action. 

 

Natural Resources and Energy Supply: The 2006 EA/FONSI/FONSI concluded that no 

significant impacts are anticipated as a result of the proposed project; the proposed additional 

property interest acquisition and obstruction mitigation is not anticipated to significantly impact 

energy supply and natural resources use.  No significant impacts are anticipated as a result of 

the Proposed Action. 

 

Noise and Noise-Compatible Land Use: The 2006 EA/FONSI/FONSI concluded that no 

significant impacts are anticipated as a result of the proposed project, and that noise impacts 

exceeding DNL 65 would remain on airpark property. The Proposed Action would not cause an 

increase in aircraft operations or in the types of aircraft anticipated to operate at the airpark.  

Temporary noise increases can be expected during construction; however, the surrounding 

properties are industrial uses and the airport property which are not considered “noise sensitive” 

uses. No significant impacts from noise are anticipated as a result of the Proposed Action. 

 

Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice, and Children’s Health and Safety Risks: The significant 

impact thresholds for socioeconomic impacts include: extensive relocation of residents without 

sufficient replacement housing; extensive relocation of community business which would create 

severe economic hardship for affected communities; disruptions of local traffic patterns that 

substantially reduce the levels of service of the roads serving the airpark and its surrounding 

communities; and, a substantial loss in community tax base.  

 

The 2017 Proposed Action involves the fee simple acquisition of two parcels of land adjacent to 

the airpark property, and the relocation of the four businesses on those parcels.  All acquisitions 

and relocations would be accomplished in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance 

Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (the Uniform Act).  The businesses are to be 

relocated to a suitable location during the land acquisition phase based upon the County’s zoning 

and land use regulations. Fair compensation and the provision of applicable relocation expenses 

as appropriate in accordance with the Uniform Act is a mitigation measure to compensate for any 

impacts to business owners. During the land acquisition phase, a formal relocation assistance 

program would be offered to the businesses to be relocated, during which potential relocation 

sites are to be identified and relocation details are to be negotiated.  In cases where the business 
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owner opts to relocate instead of close or sell the business, the relocation specialist would 

identify a suitable site for relocation which would allow the business owner to continue its 

operations in a new, comparable location while retaining the same level of business and 

employee base.  No specific protections or reimbursements are allocated to employees of 

businesses to be relocated.   

 

Interviews with the owners of the two parcels were not conducted due to owners not being on 

site (as was the case for Parcel 28) or owners refusing access (as was the case for Parcel 29); as a 

result, the number of employees at each business location is not known.  However, it is 

reasonable to assume that all four businesses qualify as small businesses, meaning less than 500 

employees.   

 

The access road to Parcels 33, 29 and 28 is to be realigned and lowered to mitigate obstructions 

to airspace.  The preliminary engineering effort conducted during this Supplemental EA effort 

(see Appendix E) concluded that it is feasible to maintain public access on this road. No 

socioeconomic impacts are anticipated as a result of the proposed action. 

 

The Proposed Action would occur entirely on airpark property (once the acquisitions are 

complete). FAA Order 1050.1F Desk Reference states, “When the FAA determines that a project 

has significant impacts in any environmental impact category, the potential for 

disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority or low-income populations must be 

examined pursuant to DOT Order 5610.2(a).“ As no significant impacts which cannot be 

mitigated are anticipated as a result of the Proposed Action, no disproportionate impacts to 

minority populations or children are anticipated. No impacts to this environmental impact 

category are anticipated as a result of the Proposed Action. 

 

Visual Effects: The 2006 EA/FONSI concluded that no significant visual impacts are anticipated 

as a result of the Proposed Project.  The study area and its surroundings are highly developed by 

commercial and light industrial uses.  Once implemented, the Proposed Action would result in 

the loss of two commercial structures, but would not alter the overall visual character of the 

commercial and light industrial development that is presently in the area.  No lighting or visual 

impacts are anticipated as a result of the Proposed Action. 

 

Water Resources- Wetlands: Previously surveyed wetland areas were re-verified in August 2004 

and a Jurisdictional Determination (JD) was obtained during the 2006 EA/FONSI.  The 

additional parcels in the 2017 project area are heavily developed with no previously surveyed 

wetland areas.  USFWS National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) data consulted in March 2015 

identified no wetlands on these parcels (see Exhibit 6).  A field review was conducted during the 

NRI update effort which confirmed the absence of wetlands in the study area (see Appendix B). 

No impacts to wetlands are anticipated as a result of the Proposed Action. 
 

Water Resources- Floodplains: The 2006 EA/FONSI/FONSI noted that while there are 1.8±acres 

of airpark property north of Runway 14-32 that are included in the 100-year floodplain limits, no 

impacts to the floodplain would occur from the proposed project.  FEMA Flood data consulted in 

2016 confirms the absence of floodplains within the additional parcels within the 2017 project 
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area (see Exhibit 7).  No impacts to floodplains are anticipated as a result of the Proposed 

Action. 
 



Exhibit 6, National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) data
Montgomery County Airpark
2017 Supplemental Environmental Assessment not to scale

14115 GAI NWI
Data

Mar 24, 2015

This map is for general reference only. The US Fish and Wildlife Service is not
responsible for the accuracy or currentness of the  base data shown on this map. All
wetlands related data should be used in accordance with the layer metadata found on
the Wetlands Mapper web site.



Exhibit 7, FEMA Flood Map data
Montgomery County Airpark
2017 Supplemental Environmental Assessment not to scale

Approximate Location of
Study Area

Approximate Location of
Runway
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Water Resources- Surface Waters: The 2006 EA/FONSI noted that BMPs such as proper erosion 

control, reseeding, and adherence to the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

(NPDES) permit would minimize potential water quality impacts, and concluded that no 

significant impacts to water quality are anticipated.   

The Proposed Action involves the realignment of an access road, and the demolition of terrain 

(pavement) obstructions, and would result in a net decrease of impervious surface in the project 

area. The proposed project will be designed to the standards of Environmental Site Design (ESD) 

and Maryland State stormwater standards. A Preliminary Design effort was conducted during 

this Supplemental EA (see Appendix E) which proposes grass swale infiltration and non-rooftop 

disconnect as appropriate water quality measures. BMPs are to be confirmed during the design 

phase. 

 

The appropriate coordination with the County is to be conducted and BMPs are to be followed to 

reduce erosion and sediment during construction.  Temporary impacts from construction and 

demolition would be mitigated by the Sponsor’s proposed adherence to applicable Best 

Management Practices (BMPs) specified in FAA AC 150/5370-10, Standards for Specifying 

Construction of Airparks, Item P-156, “Temporary Air and Water Pollution, Soil Erosion, and 

Siltation Control.” 

 

A draft Stormwater Concept Plan was prepared during this Supplemental EA effort (see 

Appendix E); this plan along with Erosion and Sediment Control design are to be coordinated 

with the Montgomery County Department of Permitting and the Maryland Department of the 

Environment (MDE) during the design phase. With adherence to the design and mitigation 

measures described, no significant impacts to surface water are anticipated as a result of the 

Proposed Action. 

 

Water Resources- Groundwater: Groundwater is subsurface water that occupies the space 

between sand, clay and rock formations. The Proposed Action involves the realignment of an 

access road, and the demolition of terrain (pavement) obstructions, and would result in a net 

decrease of impervious surface in the project area. The appropriate coordination with the County 

is to be conducted and BMPs are to be followed.  No impacts to groundwater resources are 

anticipated as a result of the Proposed Action.  
 

Water Resources- Wild and Scenic Rivers: The 2006 EA/FONSI/FONSI noted that there are no 

designated Wild and Scenic rivers in the vicinity of GAI.  This remains the case, and no impacts 

to Wild and Scenic Rivers are anticipated as a result of the Proposed Action. 
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Cumulative Impacts: Cumulative impacts are defined by the Council of Environmental Quality 

(CEQ) Regulations as, “the impact on the environment which results from the incremental 

impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 

actions…”  Past (the previous three years- based on AIP grant history) projects are listed below: 

 
Exhibit 8, Past Projects at GAI 

Fiscal Year Grant Seq. No. AIP Federal Funds Work Description 

2012 No grant history 

2013 No grant history 

2014 23 $36,000 Remove Obstructions 

2015 27 $405,666 Rehabilitate Taxiway A 

2015 25 $48,780 Wildlife Hazard Assessment 

2015 24 $1,406,916 Remove Obstructions 

2015 26 $171,360 Remove Obstructions 

2016 28 $5,477,702 
Rehabilitate Taxiway, 

Taxiway Lighting 

 

The obstruction removal project involves the removal of tree obstructions west of the runway, 

and was covered in the 2006 EA/FONSI.  Tree removal is complete. Updated coordination with 

MHT and DNR was conducted in 2015 to ensure no significant changes had occurred since the 

2006 EA/FONSI; none were identified (see Appendices C and F). This project did involve 

stream restoration and wetland banking to mitigate for conversion from forested wetlands; 

however, as no wetland or stream impacts are anticipated as a result of this Proposed Action, no 

cumulative impacts would be created. 

 

The Taxiway A rehabilitation project was covered by a Cat-Ex which was signed by FAA in 

February 2016; no significant environmental impacts are anticipated as a result of this project.  

The construction phase of this project was funded in 2016 (“Rehabilitate Taxiway, Taxiway 

Lighting”). The installation of PAPIs on the Runway 32 end, which is part of the Taxiway A 

rehabilitation project, was environmentally covered in the 2006 EA/FONSI. 

 

A Cat-Ex was also issued by FAA for the Wildlife Hazard Assessment, in May 2015; no 

significant environmental impacts are anticipated as a result of this study. 

 

Reasonably foreseeable projects (according to the ACIP) are listed in Exhibit 9.  As mentioned 

previously, the Taxiway A rehabilitation project is included in a Cat-Ex and is not anticipated to 

cause significant environmental impacts.  The four projects listed in Years 2018 through 2021 

are associated with the Proposed Action in this Supplemental EA; therefore, no cumulative 

impacts would be realized. 
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Exhibit 9, Reasonably Foreseeable Projects at GAI 

Fiscal Year Proposed Project 

2017 Rehabilitate Taxiway A South of ‘B’ 

2018 Acquire Land, Parcel 28 or 29 

2019 Acquire Land, Parcel 28 or 29 

2020 Remove Obstructions, Demolish Buildings (Design) 

2021 Remove Obstructions, Demolish Buildings (Construction) 

 

The 2009 Master Plan for the City of Gaithersburg, and Montgomery County’s 1985 

Gaithersburg Vicinity Master Plan were reviewed.   The City’s Master Plan did not mention 

plans for the Airpark.  The County’s Vicinity plan assumes the continued operation of the 

Airpark and recommends that the prospective development and surrounding residential and 

industrial land uses should not detract from its continued operation.   

 

The Montgomery County Development Database (www.mcatlas.org/developmentdatabase/) is a 

database of projects proposed, underway, or recently built in the County. In the vicinity of the 

study area, one commercial project is proposed across Woodfield Road (State Route 124) (see 

Exhibit 10), in which a six acre parcel would be redeveloped with a fast food restaurant, bank, 

and warehouse uses.  According to the database, access to the proposed development would be 

provided via two existing full movement access points onto Woodfield Road, and the proposed 

development would not have adverse effects on the roadway system serving the site.   

 

Conclusion: This 2017 Supplemental EA has been prepared according to direction in FAA 

1050.1F, to incorporate the additional proposed property interest acquisition and obstruction 

removal into the Proposed Action described in the 2006 EA/FONSI.  The environmental 

analyses included in this Supplemental EA effort conclude that no adverse environmental 

impacts are anticipated as a result of the additional proposed property interest acquisition and 

obstruction removal.  The findings of the 2006 EA/FONSI remain valid, and no significant 

impacts are anticipated as a result of the additional property interest acquisition and obstruction 

removal. 
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Exhibit 10, Proposed Development in the Vicinity of the Study Area 

 
  Source: Montgomery County Development Database 
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VI. Document Preparation 
The individuals who were primarily responsible for the preparation of this Supplemental EA are 

listed below. 

 

Montgomery County Revenue Authority and Montgomery County Airpark 

Keith Miller, Executive Director, Montgomery County Revenue Authority 

 

Delta Airport Consultants, Inc. 

Roy G. Lewis, AICP, A.A.E., Vice President, Planning 

Project Oversight, Consultant Team Coordination, and Overall Document Review 

 

Mary A. Pearson, AICP, Project Manager 

Project Manager- responsible for overall document preparation, sponsor, agency and public 

coordination  

 

Craig Simpson, E.I.T., Project Designer 

Project Designer- responsible for preliminary engineering and preparation of the stormwater 

concept plan 

 

Chesapeake Environmental Management, Inc. 

Kevin DiMartino, Director 

Contamination Division 

Responsible for the Phase 1 and Phase II Environmental Due Diligence Audits (EDDA) and 

Hazardous Building Material surveys  

 

Peter C. Scherr, Senior Project Manager 

Resource Assessment  

Responsible for the update and coordination of the Natural Resources Inventory (NRI)/Forest 

Stand Delineation (FSD)  
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
AAPPPPEENNDDIIXX  AA  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Property Access Requests and Responses 
 

Rickman through the Fence Agreement 
and Avigation Easement 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

9711 FARRAR COURT .  SU I TE  100 ,  R I CHM OND, V IRGINI A,  23236  

 

P .  (804) 275-8301 F .  (804)  275-8371 WWW.DELT AAI RPORT .COM  

 

December 4, 2015 

 

SUMO Holdings Maryland, LLC 

18810 Woodfield Rd. 

Gaithersburg, MD 20879 

 

RE:   Tax ID # 02253391 

 Montgomery County Airpark, Supplemental Environmental Assessment 

 Property Access Authorization Request 

 

Dear Sir and/or Madame: 

In 2006, the Montgomery County Revenue Authority (MCRA), owner and operator of the Montgomery 

County Airpark, completed an Environmental Assessment (EA) for proposed airport improvements.  A 

Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) was issued by FAA in June 2006.  The EA identified the existing 

access road and parking lot from the above-mentioned parcel to Woodfield Road (State Route 124) as a 

penetration to the proposed 14 CFR Part 77 airspace surfaces, and recommended that the terrain be 

lowered to mitigate the penetrations.  

Since then, a Preliminary Engineering effort has been conducted which concluded that additional property 

must be acquired to effectively remove the terrain penetrations, including the above-mentioned parcel.   

MCRA has retained Delta Airport Consultants, Inc. to prepare a Supplemental EA to update the 2006 EA 

with the additional recommended land acquisition.  The Supplemental EA is to be prepared consistent 

with the guidelines of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and FAA Order 1050.1F, 

Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures. 

As part of the environmental review, the following studies must be completed by Chesapeake 

Environmental Management, Inc., an environmental consulting firm located in Bel Air, MD. These 

surveyors work directly for Delta Airport Consultants, Inc. 

 Phase 1 Environmental Due Diligence Audit (EDDA) - This is an update to the EDDA that was 

conducted on the above-mentioned parcel in 2011. 

 Subsurface Investigation - Additional survey for hazardous materials is being conducted per the 

recommendations of the 2011 EDDA that was conducted on the above-mentioned parcel. 

 Environmental Building Materials Inspections - This survey is to test the buildings on the above-

mentioned parcel for lead and asbestos. 
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 Natural Resources Inventory (NRI) and Forest Stand Delineation (FSD) - The NRI/FSD completed 

during the 2006 EA is to be updated to include the additional recommended land acquisition.  

On behalf of the MCRA, we are requesting permission to allow Chesapeake Environmental Management, 

Inc. to access the above-referenced property for the purpose of performing these surveys.   

The surveys require varying degrees of fieldwork.  The Subsurface Investigation involves installing borings 

to collect soil samples for testing.  The drilled locations will be restored to original surface conditions using 

asphalt patch. The Environmental Building Materials Inspection involves sampling selected building 

materials to test them for the presence of asbestos. 

Enclosed for your convenience is a form to respond to the MCRA’s request for access and a pre-addressed, 

stamped envelope.  Please complete and return the access permission form within seven (7) days of 

receipt.  

If you should have any questions, comments or concerns regarding this request for access to the subject 

property, please contact Ms. Mary Ashburn Pearson, Project Manager, Delta Airport Consultants, at 804-

955-4556 or mapearson@deltaairport.com. We appreciate your support of the Montgomery County 

Airpark. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Mary Ashburn Pearson, AICP 

Project Manager 

 

Enclosure: 

 1. Property Access Authorization Form 

 

cc: Mr. Keith Miller, Chief Executive Officer, MCRA 

 



 

FIELD SURVEYS 

PROPERTY ACCESS AUTHORIZATION 
 

NAME:  __________________________________________ 
    (print name) 

 

PROPERTY LOCATION: 18810 WOODFIELD RD. 
 
Phone number:  ____________________Day   Address:  __________________ 

 

                          ____________________Evening      __________________ 

 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

ACCESS GRANTED:_____________________________DATE:___________ 
    (signature) 

 

PRINT NAME: ____________________________________________________________ 

 

Special Instructions: 

 

 Would you like the consultants to contact you to coordinate their visit in advance?   

Yes___ No ___ 

 

 Would you like to join the consultants while they perform their work?  Yes___  No ___ 

 

 Other special instruction?__________________________________________________  

________________________________________________________________________   
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

ACCESS DENIED:______________________________DATE:____________ 
    (signature) 

 

PRINT NAME: ___________________________________________________________ 

 

REASON FOR DENIAL: _____________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________________    

 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ---- 

Please Return Within Seven (7) Days.  Thank You! 

 

Ms. Mary Ashburn Pearson, AICP 

Project Manager 

Delta Airport Consultants, Inc. 

9711 Farrar Court, Suite 100 

Richmond, VA 23236 

804-955-4556 
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Mary Ashburn Pearson

From: Mary Ashburn Pearson

Sent: Monday, April 11, 2016 4:53 PM

To: 'David Nakahara'

Cc: Keith Miller; Roy G. Lewis

Subject: RE: inspection

David, 

 

Thank you for your time on today's call and for the response below. 

 

Mary Ashburn 

 

 

Mary Ashburn Pearson, AICP 

DELTA AIRPORT CONSULTANTS, INC. 

P. 804.955.4556 F. 804.275.8371  

 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: David Nakahara [mailto:dnakah@comcast.net]  

Sent: Monday, April 11, 2016 4:47 PM 

To: Mary Ashburn Pearson <mapearson@deltaairport.com> 

Subject: inspection 

 

Dear Mary, 

 

Thank you and your associates, Keith Miller and Roy Lewis for taking the time to explain to me the situation regarding 

the environmental inspection of my property at 18820 Woodfield Rd, Gaithersburg, MD.  However, I must at this time 

deny you access to the property for the proposed inspection.  Perhaps this situation can be re-examined in the future. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

David Nakahara  
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 Natural Resources Inventory / Forest Stand Delineation and 
Forest Conservation Plan Exemption 
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Mary Ashburn Pearson

From: Sharp, Michael <Michael.Sharp@montgomeryplanning.org>

Sent: Friday, July 07, 2017 3:42 PM

To: Mary Ashburn Pearson

Cc: McAveney, Brian; Gregory A. Rogers; Terry J. Page

Subject: RE: 14115 GAI- Montgomery County Airpark LOD Update

Mary, 

 

That is an accurate reflection of our conversation.  In the original application, statements to the effect that MCRA were 

contract purchasers and authorized to represent the owner were not thoroughly verified.  So the application itself was 

actually submitted prematurely.  The planned demolition on the subject parcels, when evaluated apart from the rest of 

the airport, does not meet the condition of maintaining the existing development, and therefore did not qualify for the 

exemption. 

 

Once the parcels are purchased, we should be able to confirm the exemption.  Essentially, if MCRA owns the adjacent 

lots, and this phase of development is evaluated as one component of the overall airport property, then the existing 

development (i.e., the airport) is maintained. There are no tree or forest concerns here, and the other conditions of the 

exemption category would clearly be satisfied.   

 

I regret that the discrepancies were not discovered earlier, and I am committed to helping MCRA meet Forest 

Conservation Law requirements as this project moves forward. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

Michael J. Sharp 
Senior Planner, Forestry Inspector 

M-NCPPC, DARC 

8787 Georgia Ave 

Silver Spring MD 20910 

(O) 301-495-4603 

 

 

 

From: Mary Ashburn Pearson [mailto:mapearson@deltaairport.com]  

Sent: Friday, July 07, 2017 3:04 PM 

To: Sharp, Michael <Michael.Sharp@montgomeryplanning.org> 

Cc: McAveney, Brian <BMcAveney@cemscience.com>; Gregory A. Rogers <GRogers@deltaairport.com>; Terry J. Page 

<TPage@deltaairport.com> 

Subject: RE: 14115 GAI- Montgomery County Airpark LOD Update 

 

Mike, 

 

Thank you for your time on the phone today discussing the FCP exemption for the Land Acquisition/Obstruction 

Removal project at GAI.  

 

From our conversation, I understand that the FCP exemption granted by the Montgomery County Planning Department 

for this project in September 2016 was confirmed in error, and that the project will not be eligible for an exemption until 

the Authority owns the two parcels in question. 
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I understand that when the Authority does complete the land acquisition and re-apply for this exemption, the project 

would likely still qualify for this exemption under Section 22A-5(t) of the Forest Conservation Law. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Mary Ashburn 
 

 

Mary  Ashburn  Pearson,  AICP 

DELTA AIRPORT  CONSULTANTS,  INC.  

P .  804 .955 .4556 F .  804.275.8371  

 

From: Sharp, Michael [mailto:Michael.Sharp@montgomeryplanning.org]  

Sent: Thursday, July 06, 2017 4:26 PM 

To: Mary Ashburn Pearson <mapearson@deltaairport.com> 

Cc: McAveney, Brian <BMcAveney@cemscience.com>; Gregory A. Rogers <GRogers@deltaairport.com>; Terry J. Page 

<TPage@deltaairport.com> 

Subject: RE: 14115 GAI- Montgomery County Airpark LOD Update 

 

Mary, 

 

Since the MCRA does not yet own the properties, are you (they) authorized to represent the owners?  Are they contract 

purchasers authorized to submit this application?  The application states that both of those statements are true, but 

does not provide written verification.   

 

When I originally reviewed the application I assumed that MCRA was authorized as represented on the application, and I 

need to be sure of that.  Otherwise this application may have been premature.  Please advise. 

 

Thanks, Mike 

 

Michael J. Sharp 
Senior Planner, Forestry Inspector 

M-NCPPC, DARC 

8787 Georgia Ave 

Silver Spring MD 20910 

(O) 301-495-4603 

 

 

 

From: Mary Ashburn Pearson [mailto:mapearson@deltaairport.com]  

Sent: Thursday, July 06, 2017 10:31 AM 

To: Sharp, Michael <Michael.Sharp@montgomeryplanning.org> 

Cc: McAveney, Brian <BMcAveney@cemscience.com>; Gregory A. Rogers <GRogers@deltaairport.com>; Terry J. Page 

<TPage@deltaairport.com> 

Subject: 14115 GAI- Montgomery County Airpark LOD Update 

 

Mike, 

 

Thank you for your time on the phone this morning discussing the changes to the limits of disturbance to the Forest 

Conservation Plan Exemption 42017019E in support of a Land Acquisition and Obstruction Removal Environmental 

Assessment for the Montgomery County Airpark (GAI).  
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Per our discussion, I have attached the original exemption request (submitted by our sub consultant, Chesapeake 

Environmental Management) with the LOD marked in red on Sheet 2 of 3.  Happily, the new LOD is smaller in size 

(approximately 5.09 acres versus the original 6.87 acres). 

 

Mike, this revised LOD is different than what I described on the phone but is the LOD for the shifted access road as we 

discussed. 

 

Please let me know if you have questions or need additional information to complete the review. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Mary Ashburn 
 

 

Mary  Ashburn  Pearson,  AICP 

P ro ject Manager  

DELTA AIRPORT  CONSULTANTS,  INC.  

9711 FARRAR COURT ,  SU I TE  100 ,  R ICHMOND, V IRGINIA,  23236  

P .  804 .955 .4556 F .  804.275.8371 WWW.DELTAAIRPORT .COM 

 

 





Montgomery County Airpark FCP Application for Exemption 

Narrative Statement 

The Montgomery County Airpark is planning to make property improvements within their proposed LOD 
as planned by the DC Metro Aviation (DCMA) and would require Montgomery County Planning Board 
approval. The LOD, which comprises a small portion of the airpark property, and two adjacent properties 
to be acquired, is approximately 6.87 acres. After acquisition of the two adjacent properties, the project 
will involve the demolition and removal of existing buildings in order to prepare the site for potential 
future airpark improvements.  We believe this project qualifies for a Forest Conservation Plan 
Exemption because the proposed area of disturbance does not contain any natural resources including 
forest cover, streams or stream buffers, and wetlands or wetland buffers. Furthermore, any proposed 
development is not subject to a Special Protection Area water quality plan.  Thus, under the 
Montgomery County Forest Conservation Law 22A-5(t), it is believed this project qualifies for a Forest 
Conservation Plan Exemption.  



 

M-NCPPC Staff Use Only 

NRI/FSD Plan Number 

Date Application Received 

Date Application Complete 

Application Completed by 

Pending Plan No., if applicable 

Fee (attach worksheet) 

Fee Received by 

4____________________ 

____________________ 

____________________ 

____________________ 

____________________ 

____________________ 

____________________ 

 

An application will not be accepted for review unless all required information below and appropriate fees are provided.  If an item requires more space, attach a separate sheet. 

Name of Plan: _____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Size of Tract ________________ Acres  ___________Sq.Ft. 
200 scale Base Map #_________ Tax Map #_________ Special Protection Area_________________________________ 
Property Tax Account Number(s) associated with the plan (8 digits) 

A. _______________ B. _______________  C. _______________ D. _______________  E. _______________ 

F. ________________ G. _______________ H. _______________ I.  ______________ J. ______________ 

Location:   
On _______________________________________,  _______ feet ____________ of  ____________________________ 
 Street Name  (N,S,E,W etc.) Nearest Intersecting Street 

 

Property address if known: 
_______     _______________________________________        _________________________ 
Number  Street Name      City 

Subdivision Information:  (Complete either A, if located within a recorded subdivision, or B) 
 
A.  Lot __________________  Block __________________  Subdivision____________________________________ 

B.  Parcel _____ Liber _____ Folio _____; Parcel _____ Liber _____ Folio _____; Parcel ______ Liber _____ Folio  _____ 

 

Watershed:  _______________________________________________________________________________________  

Tract Area _____ ac. Forested _____ ac. Wetlands _____ ac. Forested Wetlands _____ ac. 

Forested Stream Buffer _____ ac.   Stream Buffer _____ ac.      length: ______ft. width: _____ft.       1 or      both sides        
(average)                    

 

Applicant (  Owner,  Owner’s Representative, or  Contract Purchaser – check applicable: written verification required if not the owner) 

  

Name  

Street Address 
 

City                             State                                                     Zip Code 

Telephone Number      ext. Fax Number E-mail 

 

Countywide Planning Division – Environmental 

Montgomery County Planning Department  
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission 

1 of 5 
 

Effective: January 26, 2010 

8787 Georgia Avenue Phone  301.495.4540  

Silver Spring, Maryland 20910-3760     www.montgomeryplanning.org/environment                            Fax 301.495.1303     

NRI/FSD (Natural Resources Inventory / Forest Stand Delineation) and  

Forest Conservation Exemption Review 
 

 New Application   Revised Application   Amendment    Recertification of Expired NRI/FSD 
 

http://www.montgomeryplanning.org/environment/index.shtm


NRI/FSD Application 2 of 5 

Contact Person (If other than applicant) 

  

Name  

Street Address 
 

City                             State                                                     Zip Code 

Telephone Number      ext. Fax Number E-mail 

 

Plan Preparer (Qualifications of preparer must be included if individual has not been previously certified.) 

  

Name L.A. or Forester Certification No. 

Street Address  

City                             State                                                     Zip Code 

Telephone Number      ext. Fax Number E-mail 

 

Complete sections 1 and 2: (and section 3 if applying for an FCP Exemption)         

1. 

Type of Plan approval being applied for in addition to this NRI/FSD application  

❑   Pre-Application Submission ❑   Development Plan 

❑   Minor Subdivision ❑   Mandatory Referral 

❑   Preliminary Plan 

❑   Site Plan 

❑   Sediment Control or Small Land Disturbance (if known,              

MCDPS permit # __________) 

❑   Project Plan ❑   Special Exception 
 

 

 2. 

Type of NRI/FSD Plan Submittal (See Forest Conservation Regulationfor NRI/FSD requirements): 

❑   Full NRI/FSD (as described in the Forest Conservation Regulations, Section 106) 

❑    Simplified NRI/FSD (property boundaries, topography, streams and buffers if proposed l.o.d. is within 200’ of a 

stream, existing forest boundaries, specimen trees, existing improvements) 

❑   Existing Conditions Plan (topography, existing & proposed improvements, existing & proposed lot lines.) 
 

 

 3. 

Complete all information below if applying for FCP Exemption (If you are clearing more than 5,000 sf. of forest/tree 

canopy or you answer yes to e, f or g below, you may not qualify for an exemption, refer to the Chapter 22A-5 of the 
Forest Conservation Law to determine if a Tree Save Plan or FCP will be required). 

a.  Type of Exemption being applied for:  __________________________________________________________ 
(Refer to the Forest Conservation Law, section 22A-5 for description of exemptions.  Attach appropriate information to support the 

request including plan drawings, narrative of activities, tree clearing illustrations, etc.) 

b.  Is the Declaration of Intent attached, if required? ❑  Yes     ❑  No    

 If yes, type:   ❑  Agricultural      ❑  Real Estate Transfer      ❑  Residential Single Lot 

c.  Total area of existing forest: ___________ ac. or ___________________ s.f. 

d.  Total area of forest/tree disturbance (measured by canopy area removed): _________ ac. or ____________ s.f. 

e.  Are any of the trees ≥ 30” in diameter at 4.5’ above the ground, or otherwise a specimen of the species? 

 ❑  Yes  (If yes, attach site plan drawing/sketch showing the trees in relation to the proposed limits of disturbance.)     ❑  No   

f.   Is the clearing area within a stream buffer?  ❑  Yes     ❑  No (Area within 200 – 300 feet of a stream could be part of a buffer.) 

g.  Is a SPA water quality plan required?          ❑  Yes      ❑  No 

(Contact MCDPS for information regarding the SPA requirements at 240 777-6242) 

Park Development Plan
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No. 

Copies 

Qualified 

Professional 

M-NCPPC 

Staff 

Section 1.  General Information     

1.1. Complete application form and checklist........................................  1   

1.2. Complete fee schedule and worksheet ..........................................  1   

1.3. PDF image of plan drawing…………………………………………… 1   

    

Section 2.  Required for All Applications (Information to be shown on 

the plan) 

 
2 

  

2.1. Scaled drawing with north arrow ....................................................     

2.2. Title Information .............................................................................     

2.3. Vicinity map location .......................................................................     

2.4. Signature and seal of plan preparer ...............................................     

2.5. Plan notes ......................................................................................     

2.6. Boundary Outline of Property .........................................................     

2.7. Existing roads, driveways, and buildings ........................................     

2.8. Existing topography ........................................................................     

2.9. Watershed………………………………………………………………    

2.10. Watershed use class…………………………………………………..    

2.11. SPA or PMA…………………………………………………………….    

2.12. Perennial and intermittent streams ................................................     

2.13. Stream/environmental buffers ........................................................     

2.14. Floodplains .....................................................................................     

2.15. Floodplain building restriction lines ................................................     

2.16. Floodplain source  ..........................................................................     

2.17. Soils and soil contours ...................................................................     

2.18. Soils table .......................................................................................     

2.19. Slopes 25% and greater .................................................................     

2.20. Slopes between 15 to 25% on erodible soils ..................................     

2.21. Slopes 15% and greater in the Upper Paint Branch SPA ..............     

2.22. Wetlands ........................................................................................     

2.23. Wetland buffers ..............................................................................     

2.24. Wetland source ..............................................................................     

2.25. Observed rare, threatened and endangered species .....................     

2.26. Maryland DNR RTE letter ...............................................................     

2.27. Aerial extent of forest and tree cover .............................................     

2.28. Cultural features and historic sites .................................................     

2.29. Trees 24 inches DBH and greater ..................................................     

2.30. Specimen trees ..............................................................................     

2.31. Champion trees and trees 75% of state champion ........................     

2.32. Tree diameter measurement tool ...................................................     

2.33. Tree table .......................................................................................     

2.34. Legend/Key ....................................................................................     

2.35. Resource data table .......................................................................     

2.36. Date(s) field work conducted ..........................................................     

2.37. Person(s) conducting field work .....................................................     

 
 
 
 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The plan preparer hereby certifies that all required information for the submission of forest conservation plan has been 
included in this application, and that to the best of his/her knowledge, information, and reasonable belief, the information 
and data are accurate. 
 

Signature of Plan Preparer              
 
___________________________________________________________________________ ___________________ 
Signature           Date 
 
_______________________________________________________ 
Name (Type or Print) 
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Copies 
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Professional 

M-NCPPC 
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Section 3.  To be completed for all full NRI/FSDs 2   

3.1. Delineation of multiple forest stands…………………………………     

3.2. Priority ranking for each forest stand………………………………...     

3.3. Designation of each forest stand……………………………….……     

3.4. Stand Description………………………………………………………    

 a.  Acreage .....................................................................................     

 b.  Dominant and co-dominant species ..........................................     

 c.  Size class of species .................................................................     

 d.  Percent canopy closure .............................................................     

 e.  Number of canopy layers ..........................................................     

 f:  Percent floor covered by:  (i) herbaceous plants, (ii) downed 
woody material, (iii) alien or invasive species ............................  

   

g.  Condition classes, structure, function, retention potential, 
transplant and regenerative potential ........................................  

   

h. Evidence of past management practices ...................................     

3.1. Forest sampling/reference points located on drawing ....................     

    

Section 4. To be completed for all exemption requests 1   

4.1. Narrative statement  .......................................................................     

4.2. Exemption requested .....................................................................     

4.3. Amount of forest to be removed .....................................................     

4.4. Amount of forest to be removed in stream buffers .........................     

4.5. SPA water quality plan requirements .............................................     

4.6. Declaration of Intent  ......................................................................     
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28
II

AIRPORT REFERENCE

B-II
SAME

CODE (ARC)

WIND COVERAGE (IMC) SAME

94.4

NON-DIRECTIONAL BEACON (LIGHTED)

OBSTRUCTION LIGHT

PAPI
NA

WIND COVERAGE (ALL WEATHER)

SAME
95.1

OBSTACLE FREE ZONE PENETRATIONS ARE PRESENT FOR RUNWAY 32. PENETRATIONS TO OFZ AND 

ALL LATITUDE AND LONGITUDE COORDINATES ARE NORTH AMERICAN DATUM OF 1983 (NAD 83).

ARE APPROXIMATE ONLY. GROUND SURVEYS ARE RECOMMENDED TO VERIFY ACCURACY.

ELEVATIONS AND GROUND ELEVATIONS ARE DERIVED FROM AERIAL PHOTOGRAMMETRY AND 

ALL ELEVATIONS ARE IN ACCORDANCE WITH NATIONAL MAP ACCURACY STANDARDS.  SPOT 

GROUND MOVEMENTS, WHICH COULD ADVERSELY AFFECT THE SAFETY, EFFICIENCY OR UTILITY OF 

ELECTRONIC AIDS AND ADVERSE EFFECT ON CONTROLLER VIEW OF AIRCRAFT APPROACHES AND 

EXTERIOR FINISHES OF STRUCTURES.  FAA'S CONCERNS ARE OBSTRUCTIONS, IMPACT ON 

AIRPORT OWNER IS REQUIRED TO SUBMIT FOR APPROVAL THE FINAL LOCATIONS, HEIGHTS AND 

LOCATION OF THE FUTURE FACILITIES DEPICTED.  DURING THE PRELIMINARY DESIGN PHASE, THE 

FAA's APPROVAL OF THIS AIRPORT LAYOUT PLAN (ALP) REPRESENTS ACCEPTANCE OF THE GENERAL 

PART 77 SURFACES ARE IDENTIFIED BY NUMBER ie:(38x). MITIGATION DETAILS PROVIDED IN

4.

3.

THE AIRPORT.

2.  

1.   

PENETRATIONS ARE IDENTIFIED BY NUMBER ie:(38x). MITIGATION DETAILS PROVIDED IN NARRATIVE 

THRESHOLD SITING SURFACE OBJECT PENETRATIONS ARE PRESENT FOR RUNWAY 32. OBJECT 
5.

GUIDELINES FROM WHICH TO CONDUCT AN OBJECT HEIGHT ANALYSIS IN RELATION TO THE AIRPORT.

CODE OF MARYLAND REGULATIONS (COMAR) 11.03.05, OBSTRUCTION EVALUATION, PROVIDE THE 
6.

APPENDIX I, OBSTRUCTION STUDY.

APPROVED BY THE FAA.

FACILITIES INDEX ITEMS #17 & #18, IDENTIFIED AS "THROUGH THE FENCE" HAVE NOT BEEN
7.

NARRATIVE APPENDIX I, OBSTRUCTION STUDY.

THE MCRA DOES NOT CURRENTLY OWN THE NORTHWEST END OF THE RSA, AN AREA WITH

RUNWAY/TAXIWAY INTERSECTIONS.

THE AIRPARK CURRENTLY HAS OBSTRUCTIONS ALONG THE APPROACH PATH TO RUNWAYS 14 AND 32.
3.

1.  

DIMENSIONS OF APPROXIMATELY 100 FEET BY 150 FEET.

THE ROFA HAS OBSTRUCTIONS THAT REQUIRE MITIGATION.

2.  

THE AIRPARK DOES NOT CURRENTLY HAVE THE MANDATORY "HOLDING POSITION LINES" FOR THE
4.

MEET GROUP B-II STANDARDS.

OBJECT FREE AREA WIDTHS FOR THE TAXILANES IN THE FBO LEASED T-HANGAR AREAS DO NOT
5.

WITH USDA.

ANY RECONSTRUCTION OF EXISTING STORM WATER DETENTION AREA REQUIRES COORDINATION
8.

WINDSOCK

1 REVISE APL, AWOS, ELEC.VAULT. ADD RELEASE 01/29/2003

SAME

2 UPDATE RUNWAY END COORD. & ELEVATIONS 01/29/2003

3 RICKMAN / MCRA PROPERTY EXCHANGE 08/11/2004

4 PROPERTY ACQ. 7401 LINDBERGH LLC 08/11/2004

5 REVISE VAULT; PROPERTY ACQ. - KRAMER 05/01/2006

ELECTRICAL VAULT20

6 TAXIWAY REVISIONS, SELF-FUEL 10/21/2008

29 II

30 III

31

15 UNIT-HANGAR (22,500 S.F.)

III

32

14 UNIT-HANGAR (20,000 S.F.)

III

7 T-HANGARS & MIDFIELD TW 03/15/2010

AWOS

20A

8 01/14/2011

RW 14 RPZ (WEBB) PARCELS, ADD RW 32 OBST

REMOVAL PARCELS

9 RW 32 RPZ PARCEL (MVA), HANGAR REVISIONS 10/22/2013

33

REPLACE HANGAR D1 - 6 UNIT

I

34

HANGAR EXTENSION - 20'

I

1. RUNWAY 32 THRESHOLD SITING SURFACE - ALLOW OBJECT PENETRATION ON A TEMPORARY BASIS  EFFECTIVE

JANUARY 11, 2001 FOR A PERIOD OF THREE YEARS.

2. PART 77 PRIMARY SURFACE AT RUNWAY 14 END - MOS SUBMITTED TO FAA FOR APPROVAL, FEBRUARY 2002.

3. RUNWAY SAFETY AREA AT RUNWAY 14 END - MOS SUBMITTED TO FAA FOR APPROVAL, FEBRUARY 2002.

4. RUNWAY OBJECT FREE AREA AT RUNWAY 14 END - MOS SUBMITTED TO FAA FOR APPROVAL, FEBRUARY 2002.

5. RUNWAY SAFETY AREA AT RUNWAY 32 END - MOS SUBMITTED TO FAA FOR APPROVAL, FEBRUARY 2002.

6. PART 77 PRIMARY SURFACE AT RUNWAY 32 END - MOS SUBMITTED TO FAA FOR APPROVAL, FEBRUARY 2002.

7. PART 77 APPROACH SURFACE AT RUNWAY 32 END - MOS SUBMITTED TO FAA FOR APPROVAL, FEBRUARY 2002.

8. NON-STANDARD OBJECT FREE AREA FOR TAXILANES IN FBO AREA - MOS SUBMITTED TO FAA FOR APPROVAL,

FEBRUARY 2002.

9. USE FAA FORMULA IN FAA ADVISORY CIRCULAR 150/5300-13A, PARAGRAPH 404 TO CALCULATE TAXILANE

CENTERLINE TO OBJECT SEPARATION FOR ADG II TAXILANE BETWEEN HANGARS 9 AND 25. MAXIMUM ADG II

AIRCRAFT WINGSPAN ACCOMMODATED IS 62'. APPROVED BY FAA DECEMBER 2012.
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PROJECT REVIEW FORM

List federal and state sources 

of funding, permits, or other 

assistance (e.g. Bond Bill Loan 

of 2013, Chapter #; HUD/

CDBG; MDE/COE permit; etc.). 

 

There are NO HISTORIC PROPERTIES in the area of potential effect

MHT Determination:

The project will have NO EFFECT on historic properties 

The project will have NO ADVERSE EFFECT on historic properties MHT REQUESTS ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

MHT Reviewer:       Date:

The project will have  ADVERSE EFFECTS on historic properties 

Agency 

Type

Project Name County

Primary Contact:

Contact Name Company/Agency

Mailing Address

City State Zip

  Email Phone Number

Address City/Vicinity

  

Agency/Program/Permit Name

Project/Permit/Tracking Number  

(if applicable)

Project Location:

Request for Comments from the Maryland Historical Trust/

MDSHPO on State and Federal Undertakings

This project includes (check all applicable): New Construction Demolition Remodeling/Rehabilitation

Property\District\Report Name

Subject to an easement held by MHT

State or Federal Rehabilitation Tax Credits

Known Historic Properties:

  

Description of past and present land uses in  project area (wooded, mined, developed, agricultural uses, etc). 

Photographs (print or digital) showing the project site including images of all buildings and structures.

This project involves properties (check all applicable):

The project will have NO ADVERSE EFFECT WITH CONDITIONS

Submit printed copy of form and all attachments by mail to:  Beth Cole, MHT, 100 Community Place, Crownsville, MD 21032
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OBSTRUCTION REMOVAL AT MONTGOMERY COUNTY AIRPARK (GAI) Montgomery
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RICHMOND Virginia 23236

MAPEARSON@DELTAAIRPORT.COM +1 (804) 955-4556
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FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
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TREE REMOVAL WEST OF R.W.; PROPERTY ACQUISITION, DEMO AND ROAD RELOCATION SOUTH OF R.W.



Project Description 

This project review request is for two projects: the removal of 15+/- acres of tree obstructions along the 

west side of Runway 14-32; and, the removal of terrain obstructions (road and parking lot) and several 

buildings on the Runway 32 (southern) end, along with the relocation of an access road.   The purpose of 

both projects is to mitigate obstructions to airspace safety surfaces. 

Tree Obstruction Removal, West Side of Runway: This project was included in a 2006 Environmental 

Assessment (FONSI issued June 2006) during which a Phase 1 Cultural Resources survey was conducted, 

and coordination with MHT concluded that the project would have no impact to historic properties (please 

see Phase 1 Cultural Resources survey and previous coordination, attached). 

The limits of tree removal in this area have not changed since 2006 and are shown in the attached Exhibit 

1. The construction staging area is also marked on Exhibit 1. 

Terrain and Building Removal, South of Runway: The proposed project includes the fee-simple acquisition 

of two parcels south of the runway, the grading/demolition of the pavement and buildings on these 

parcels; and the relocation of the access road to serve the only remaining parcel in this area. The 2006 EA 

included the acquisition of several parcels south of the Runway 32 end, but did not include these particular 

parcels, which are directly outside of the APE reviewed during the 2006 EA effort. A search of the 

Maryland’s Environmental Resource and Land Information Network (MERLIN) database conducted in 

March 2015 identified no Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties, National Register of Historic Places, 

or MHT preservation easements in the vicinity of the proposed property acquisition.  The buildings on the 

three parcels in the project area were built on or after 1988.  Coordination with a professional 

archaeologist during scoping concluded that the presence of historic or cultural resources on these parcels 

is extremely unlikely. The project location is shown in the attached Exhibit 2 which includes the construction 

staging area. 

Existing Land Use 

Per the Phase 1 Cultural Resources survey conducted during the 2006 EA, the Area of Potential Effect 

(APE) for archaeology includes the airport property plus ±40 acres of off-airport property proposed for 

land release or easements; the APE for architecture is defined as the buildings and structures on or 

immediately adjacent to the airpark and proposed airpark property and the 65-decible Day-Night 

Average (DNL) noise contour.  This APE was defined in consultation with the MHT.   

The Montgomery County Airpark is an operating airport located on previously disturbed ground. The 

Airpark has one 4,200-foot long runway and serves as a reliever airport for Reagan National Airport. 

An aerial photo is included below with the two project areas circled in yellow. The project site map on 

USGS quad map background from the 2006 Phase 1 Cultural Resources report is also included below. 

 

 



Modifications to Landscape 

The Gaithersburg USGS quadrangle map is dated 1945, photorevised 1979.  The Airpark has been in 

operation since 1959 and is shown on the quad map, attached.  The general size and orientation of the 

airpark has not changed remarkably.  The roads in the vicinity of the airport, Routes 124 and 114, remain 

in place. Despite the addition of several roads, the landscape does not appear to ‘markedly different’ 

that what is shown on the USGS maps. The proposed projects would occur on an operational airport and 

developed parcels. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Chesapeake Environmental Management, Inc. (CEM) performed a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment 
(ESA) of three contiguous parcels located along the southeastern border of the Montgomery County 
Airpark, located in Gaithersburg, Maryland (herein referred to as the “Study Area”). The three parcels 
located within the study area are identified as follows.  

• 18800 Woodfield Road (herein referred to as “Target Property #1”) 
• 18810 Woodfield Road (herein referred to as “Target Property #2”) 
• 18820 Woodfield Road (herein referred to as “Target Property #3”)   

This ESA has been performed in accordance with the scope and limitations of the standard processes 
described in the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) E 1527-13 (Standard Practice for 
Environmental Site Assessments:  Phase I ESA Process).   

The purpose of this Phase I ESA was to identify recognized environmental conditions (RECs) in connection 
with the Study Area.  A REC is defined as the presence, or likely presence, of hazardous substances or 
petroleum products on a property under conditions that indicate an existing release, a past release, or 
material threat of a release of any hazardous substance or petroleum products into structures on the 
property or into the ground, groundwater, or surface water of the property.  A controlled REC (CREC), 
which is a subset of a REC, refers to a contaminated site that has received risk-based regulatory closure 
where no further remediation is required but residual contamination still exists.  Therefore, the property 
may be subject to regulatory control (e.g., engineering control) or use restriction.  This assessment has 
identified no evidence of CRECs or RECs in connection with the Study Area, except for the following. 

• Target Property #3 – The site is currently utilized for various commercial purposes including 
automobile maintenance and repair activities performed at two on-site facilities (Merchants and 
Quick Lube). The site was also listed as previously operating as an automobile repair facility since 
at least 1999. The potential for subsurface contamination associated with the handling, storage, 
and disposal of these waste petroleum products at the site is considered a REC. 

Although the ASTM E1527-13 standard does not require the Phase I ESA to include recommendations for 
additional investigations, the following recommendations are provided to assist the User(s) during future 
planning discussions associated with the proposed construction activities. 

CEM understands that the Montgomery County Airpark proposes to acquire two of the three Target 
Properties located within the Study Area (Target Property #2 and Target Property #3) and raze the existing 
structures to facilitate the proposed construction activities associated with the most recent Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) requirements.   

If proposed construction activities will involve earth disturbances that will require disposing of soils off-
site, CEM recommends performing a subsurface investigation at Target Property #2 and #3. The analytical 
data collected from the subsurface investigation will assist the project team to characterize the subsurface 
soils. Based on the soil characterization, the project team will be able to determine if the soils are suitable 
to remain on-site (in accordance with MDE’s Non-Residential Cleanup Standards for Soil) or determine 
the appropriate handling and off-site disposal requirements (if any contaminants are identified in the soils 
at concentrations that exceed the MDE Non-Residential Cleanup Standards).  
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Purpose 

The purpose of this Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was to identify, to the extent feasible 
and pursuant to the process prescribed in American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) E1527-13, 
recognized environmental conditions (RECs) in connection with three parcels located in Gaithersburg, 
Maryland (herein referenced as the “Study Area”). The study area consists of three contiguous parcels 
located along the southeastern border of the Montgomery County Airpark, located in Gaithersburg, 
Maryland. The three parcels located within the study area are identified as follows.  

• 18800 Woodfield Road (herein referred to as “Target Property #1”) 
• 18810 Woodfield Road (herein referred to as “Target Property #2”) 
• 18820 Woodfield Road (herein referred to as “Target Property #3”)   

A REC is defined as “the presence or likely presence of any hazardous substances or petroleum products 
in, on, or at a property:  (1) due to a release to the environment; (2) under conditions indicative of a 
release to the environment; or (3) under conditions that pose a material threat of a future release to the 
environment.  De minimis conditions are not recognized environmental conditions.”  The ASTM E1527-13 
process constitutes all appropriate inquiries for the purpose of Landowner Liability Protections under the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA).  This report reflects 
the observations, information, and data collected by Chesapeake Environmental Management, Inc. (CEM) 
associated with the Study Area. 

1.2 Detailed Scope of Services 

CEM prepared this ESA in accordance with CEM’s proposal submitted to Delta Airport Consultants (DAC)  
dated April 16, 2015 and the Notice to Proceed dated December 9, 2015.  This Phase I ESA was conducted 
in accordance with ASTM E1527-13 (Standard Practice for ESAs: Phase I ESA Process).  The Phase I ESA 
consisted of a review of current and historic activities and conditions within the Study Area and 
surrounding properties, including a non-intrusive visual inspection of the Study Area; review of local, state, 
and federal regulatory database records; review of available historic records; and a survey of adjacent 
land uses.  This Phase I ESA did not include sampling or chemical analysis of soils, soil vapor, surface water, 
or groundwater.  A list of acronyms used throughout this report is provided in Appendix A. 

1.3 Significant Assumptions 

In expressing the opinions stated in this report, CEM has exercised the degree of skill and care ordinarily 
exercised by a reasonable, prudent Environmental Professional in the same community and in the same 
time frame given the same or similar facts and circumstances.  CEM assumes that DAC, as set forth in the 
contractual agreement, is also the User as defined by ASTM E1527-13.  All documentation and data 
provided by DAC, designated representatives thereof, or other interested third parties, or from the public 
domain, and referred to in the preparation of this assessment, were used and referenced accordingly.  
Consequently, CEM assumes no responsibility or liability for the accuracy of such documentation or data. 

The independent conclusions in this report represent CEM’s professional judgment based on information 
and data available to CEM during the course of our investigation.  The factual information regarding 
operations, conditions, and test data provided by DAC, property owners, or their representatives are 
assumed to be correct and complete.  The conclusions presented are based on the data provided and 
reviewed by CEM, observations made by CEM, and conditions that existed on the date of the on-site visit. 
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1.4 Limitations and Exceptions 

CEM does not warrant that there are no toxic or hazardous materials or contamination associated with 
the Study Area, nor does CEM accept any liability if such are found at some future time, or could have 
been found if sampling or additional studies were conducted.  CEM does not assume responsibility for 
other environmental issues that may be associated with the Study Area.  In view of the rapidly changing 
status of environmental laws, regulations, and guidelines, CEM cannot be responsible for changes in laws, 
regulations, or guidelines that occur after the study has been completed that may affect the Study Area. 

This report is not intended to serve as a bidding document nor as a project specification document and 
actual site conditions and quantities should be field-verified.  Additionally, the passage of time may result 
in a change in the environmental characteristics at this site.  The results, findings, conclusions, and 
recommendations expressed in this report are based only on conditions that were observed during CEM’s 
inspection of the Study Area. 

This report has been prepared for the exclusive use of DAC under the terms and conditions of the DAC 
contract and is based, in part, on third-party information not within the control of DAC or CEM.  While it 
is believed that the third-party information contained herein is reliable according to the conditions and 
limitations described in this report, neither DAC nor CEM guarantee the accuracy of the third-party 
information.  

1.5 Special Terms and Conditions 

There are no Special Terms and Conditions associated with this investigation. 

1.6 User Reliance 

This report is exclusively for the use and benefit of DAC, as show on the cover page of this report.  CEM 
acknowledges that DAC will provide a copy of this report to the Montgomery County Airpark as part of 
the due diligence process associated with the proposed construction activities to be performed within the 
Study Area. Other than DAC and Montgomery County Airpark, this report is not for the use or benefit of, 
nor may it be relied upon by, any other person or entity without the advance written consent of CEM.  

2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION 

2.1 Location and Legal Description 

The Study Area is located along Woodfield Road in Gaithersburg, Maryland and consists of three 
contiguous parcels (referred to as “Target Properties” and presented in Appendix B – Figures 1 and 2). 

• Target Property #1 is located at 18800 Woodfield Road in Gaithersburg, Montgomery County, 
Maryland.  According to the Maryland State Department of Assessments and Taxation (SDAT) real 
property database, Target Property #1 is currently owned by W.M. Rickman Construction Co., LLC 
and consists of a parcel with an active warehouse/hangar totaling approximately 1.98-acres in 
area.  Target Property #1 is identified as District 01 and Account Number 02253403.   

• Target Property #2 is located at 18810 Woodfield Road in Gaithersburg, Montgomery County, 
Maryland.  According to the Maryland SDAT real property database, Target Property #2 is 
currently owned by PV Airpark LLC and consists of a parcel with an active commercial building 
totaling approximately 1.66-acres in area.  Target Property #2 is identified as District 01 and 
Account Number 02253391.   

• Target Property #3 is located at 18820 Woodfield Road in Gaithersburg, Montgomery County, 
Maryland.  According to the Maryland SDAT real property database, Target Property #3 is 
currently owned by Merchacq 7 LLC and consists of a parcel with an active commercial building 
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totaling approximately 0.72-acres in area.  Target Property #3 is identified as District 01 and 
Account Number 02809652.   

A copy of the SDAT sheet for each of the three Target Properties located within the Study Area is provided 
in Appendix C.     

2.2 Current Use of the Study Area 

The three parcels located within the Study Area are currently used for commercial and industrial purposes.  

• Target Property #1 consists of a parcel that includes an airplane hangar with a small taxiway 
leading to the Montgomery County Airpark runway. 

• Target Property #2 consists of a parcel that includes a commercial building currently utilized as a 
Gold’s Gym and an associated parking lot. 

• Target Property #3 consists of a parcel that includes a commercial building occupied by several 
businesses, and an associated parking lot. These commercial businesses include Merchant’s Tire 
& Auto (automotive service and repair facility), an unnamed cabinet retailer, Speedy Appliances 
(appliance repair shop), and the Airpark Quick Lube (automotive service and repair facility).  

2.3 Description of Adjoining Properties 

The Study Area is located in a mixed-use area of Gaithersburg, Maryland and the surrounding area consists 
of parcels zoned for commercial, industrial, and residential uses.  Adjacent parcels contain the following 
structures and improvements: 

• Primary county roads (including Woodfield Road) 
• Commercial properties (including Extra Space Storage and Davey Tree Service) 
• Exempt commercial properties (including Montgomery County Airpark) 

3.0 USER PROVIDED INFORMATION 

3.1 Title Records 

A chain-of-title report for the parcels located within the study area was not provided for review.  However, 
limited history of ownership information for the three Target Properties located within the Study Area 
was obtained from the SDAT database and is provided as Appendix C.  To supplement the information 
provided by the SDAT database, CEM performed a limited chain-of-title search using the State of 
Maryland’s online land records database.  The findings of the limited chain-of-title search are summarized 
in Tables 3-1, 3-2, and 3-3 below. 
 

Table 3-1: Target Property #1 Land Title Records 

Grantor(s) Grantee Purchase 
Date 

Deed 
Book/Page 

William M. Rickman, t/a W.M. 
Rickman Construction Company 

W.M. Rickman Construction 
Company LLC 11/30/2001 20575/027 

Edward W. Schultze William M. Rickman 10/30/1998 16547/424 

AOPA Air Safety Foundation (aka 
AOPA Foundation, Inc.) Edward Schultze 4/16/1980 5510/089 

Montgomery County Airpark, Inc. AOPA Foundation, Inc. 10/21/1966 3566/152 
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Table 3-1: Target Property #1 Land Title Records 

Grantor(s) Grantee Purchase 
Date 

Deed 
Book/Page 

Catherine E. Wahler Montgomery County Airpark, Inc. 4/7/1960 2723/322 

Custard’s Inc. Catherine E. Wahler 3/1/1957 2324/528 

 
Table 3-2: Target Property #2 Land Title Records 

Grantor(s) Grantee Purchase 
Date 

Deed 
Book/Page 

Sumo Holdings Maryland, LLC PV Airpark, LLC 3/29/2012 43759/407 

Richard L. Dietrick and Garnetta J. 
Dietrick Sumo Holdings Maryland, LLC 11/29/2001 20055/336 

Edward W. Schultze Richard L. Dietrick and Garnetta J. 
Dietrick 2/28/1990 9219/799 

AOPA Air Safety Foundation (aka 
AOPA Foundation, Inc.) Edward Schultze 4/16/1980 5510/089 

Montgomery County Airpark, Inc. AOPA Foundation, Inc. 10/21/1966 3566/152 

Catherine E. Wahler Montgomery County Airpark, Inc. 4/7/1960 2723/322 

Custard’s Inc. Catherine E. Wahler 3/1/1957 2324/528 

 
Table 3-3: Target Property #3 Land Title Records 

Grantor(s) Grantee Purchase 
Date 

Deed 
Book/Page 

Merchant’s Incorporated Merchacq 7 LLC 9/29/2003 26521/475 

Edward W. Schultze Merchant’s Incorporated 11/8/1988 8556/291 

AOPA Air Safety Foundation (aka 
AOPA Foundation, Inc.) Edward Schultze 4/16/1980 5510/089 

Montgomery County Airpark, Inc. AOPA Foundation, Inc. 10/21/1966 3566/152 

Catherine E. Wahler Montgomery County Airpark, Inc. 4/7/1960 2723/322 

Custard’s Inc. Catherine E. Wahler 3/1/1957 2324/528 

 

3.2 Environmental Liens or Activity and Use Limitations 

Based on a review by CEM of all records provided by local regulatory agencies, there were no 
environmental cleanup liens associated with the Study Area discovered or recorded under federal, tribal, 
state, or local law.  
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3.3 Specialized Knowledge 

There was no specialized knowledge or additional documents provided to CEM for review as part of this 
investigation.   

3.4 Commonly Known or Reasonably Ascertainable Information 

According to the User, Montgomery County Airpark has proposed to acquire two of the three parcels 
located within the Study Area (Target Property #2 and #3) and raze the existing structures to facilitate the 
proposed construction activities associated with the most recent Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
requirements. There was no additional commonly known or reasonably ascertainable information 
provided to CEM for review associated with this investigation. 

3.5 Owner, Property Manager and Occupant Information 

Details regarding the owner, property manager, and occupants of the three parcels is discussed in 
Sections 2.1 and 2.2. No additional owner, property manager or occupant information was provided to 
CEM as part of this investigation.  

3.6 Reason for Performing the Phase I ESA 

The Phase I ESA is being performed as part of the due diligence process to facilitate future planning and 
property acquisition activities.   

4.0 PHYSICAL SETTING SOURCES 

For the purposes of this report, the physical setting for all three Target Properties will be discussed as one 
complete Study Area.  

4.1 Topography 

The Study Area is located on the 2014 United States Geological Survey (USGS) Gaithersburg 7.5-minute 
Topographic Quadrangle Map (Appendix D1).  Site elevation is approximately 550 feet above mean sea 
level (amsl), and the surrounding area slopes gently to the north-northwest.  The topography of the Study 
Area consists of higher elevations to the west and lower elevations near the eastern portion of the Study 
Area.  The nearest surface water feature, as noted on the topographic map(s), is Cabin Branch to the 
northwest, which is part of the Potomac River watershed.  Cabin Branch generally flows west-northwest 
towards Great Seneca Creek. 

4.2 Geology 

Review of the Geologic Map of Maryland, Montgomery County (compiled by the Maryland Geological 
Survey (MGS) and dated 1968), indicates that the Study Area is underlain by the Late Precambrian age 
Upper Pelitic Schist, which is described as “Albite-chlorite-muscovite-quartz schist with sporadic thin beds 
of laminated micaceous quartzite; coarsens form west to east; primary sedimentary structures include 
normal bedding, graded bedding, and soft-sediment deformational structures” with an apparent thickness 
of 14,000 feet. 

According to the 2008 Physiographic Map of Maryland, the Target Property is characterized by the 
Hampstead Upland District, which is characterized by “rolling to hilly uplands interrupted by steep-walled 
gorges. Differential weathering of adjacent, contrasting lithologies produces distinctive ridges, hills, 
barrens, and valleys. Streams may have short segments of narrow, steep-sided valleys.” 
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4.3 Soils 

According to the Soil Conservation Service (SCS), a division of the United States Department of Agriculture 
(USDA), the Study Area is underlain predominately by the Glenelg silt loam (presented as Appendix D2).   

• Glenelg silt loam consists of well-drained soils with moderately coarse textures and moderate 
infiltration rates.  

The soils within the Study Area are characterized by 3 to 8 percent slope; however, drainage and 
infiltration rates vary and are dependent upon local surface features and stormwater management 
devices.     

4.4 Groundwater 

The average depth to groundwater across the Study Area is anticipated to be greater than 10 feet below 
ground surface (bgs).  Based on topography and local hydrologic features, groundwater flow direction is 
anticipated to be to the west-northwest towards Cabin Branch.   

4.5 Wetlands  

According to the National Wetland Inventory (NWI) maps (presented as Appendix D3), no wetlands lie 
within the Study Area.  However, one freshwater pond lies to the west of the Study Area (adjacent to 
Target Property #1).  

4.6 Floodplain 

According to the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) panel 24031C0191D (presented as Appendix D4), the 
Study Area is located in Zone X.  The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) describes Zone X as 
areas determined to be outside the 0.2% annual chance floodplain or area of minimal flood hazard.      

5.0 REGULATORY RECORDS REVIEW 

A Radius Map Report with Geocheck® was obtained from EDR for use in preparation of this Phase I ESA 
report.  The EDR report was obtained to fulfill the research requirements pertaining to standard 
environmental record sources, as well as supplementary information sources considered to constitute 
additional environmental records.  Occasionally, the Study Area (or adjacent properties) may be listed 
under different names and may be included in multiple databases, due to changes in ownership or land 
use.  Explanations of the content of the databases are provided directly within the EDR report in Appendix 
E.  The reader is encouraged to review Appendix E of this report to supplement information presented 
herein pertaining to surrounding properties.  The database search was performed according to the 
appropriate ASTM search radius distances for each regulatory database.  The following federal, state, and 
tribal records were reviewed as part of this Phase I ESA. 
 

• Federal National Priorities List (NPL) 
• Federal Delisted NPL site list 
• Federal Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information 

System (CERCLIS) list 
• Federal Facility Index System (FINDS) 
• Federal CERCLIS-No Further Remedial Action Planned (NFRAP) site list 
• Federal Resource Conservation and Conservation Act (RCRA) Corrective Action Sites (CORRACTS) 

facilities list 
• Federal RCRA non-CORRACTS Treatment, Storage, and Disposal (TSD) facilities list 



 

Chesapeake Environmental Management, Inc.                      Page 7 

• Federal RCRA generators list – Small Quantity Generator (SQG), Large Quantity Generator (LQG), 
Conditionally Exempt Small Quantity Generator (CESQG), and Non-Generator (NonGen) 

• Federal Institutional Control/Engineering Control registries 
• Federal Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS) 
• State and Tribal lists of hazardous waste sites (SHWS) 
• State and Tribal-equivalent NPL 
• State and Tribal-equivalent CERCLIS 
• State and Tribal Landfill and/or Solid Waste Disposal sites (SWF/LF) lists 
• State and Tribal Leaking Underground Storage Tanks (LUST) list 
• State and Tribal Registered Underground Storage Tanks (UST) list 
• State and Tribal Institutional (INST) Control/Engineering (ENG) Control registries 
• State and Tribal Voluntary Cleanup sites 
• State and Tribal Brownfield sites. 
• Local Brownfield lists 
• Local Landfill/Solid Waste Disposal sites 
• Local Hazardous Waste/Contaminated sites 
• Local Registered Storage Tanks (MD Historical [HIST] UST) 
• Local Land Records 
• Records of Emergency Release Reports 
• Other Ascertainable Records (refer to the EDR report in Appendix D for details) 
• EDR High Risk Historical Records 
• EDR Recovered Government Archives 
• Other Databases (refer to the EDR report in Appendix E for details) 

5.1 Environmental Database Findings  

 
Table 5-1: Summary of Environmental Database Findings 

Database 

ASTM 
Search 

Distance 
(Miles) 

Mappable Sites 
Orphan 

Sites 
Within 
Study 
Area 

< 1/8 
mile 

1/8 - 
1/4 mile 

1/4 - 
1/2 mile 

1/2 - 1 
mile 

>1 
mile 

State Databases 
HIST UST 0.25 0 2 11 NR NR NR 0 
MD OCPCASES 0.5 1 2 20 56 NR NR 1 
MD AST 0.25 0 0 1 NR NR NR 0 
MD UST 0.25 0 1 12 NR NR NR 0 
MD ENG CONTROL 0.5 0 0 1 0 NR NR 0 
MD INST CONTROL 0.5 0 0 1 1 NR NR 1 
MD VCP 0.5 0 0 0 0 NR NR 1 
MD SWRCY 0.5 0 0 0 1 NR NR 0 
MD LRP 0.5 0 0 1 2 NR NR 1 
MD DRYCLEANERS 0.25 0 0 1 NR NR NR 0 
Federal Databases 
ECHO SA 1 NR NR NR NR NR 0 
FINDS SA 1 NR NR NR NR NR 0 
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Table 5-1: Summary of Environmental Database Findings 

Database 

ASTM 
Search 

Distance 
(Miles) 

Mappable Sites 
Orphan 

Sites 
Within 
Study 
Area 

< 1/8 
mile 

1/8 - 
1/4 mile 

1/4 - 
1/2 mile 

1/2 - 1 
mile 

>1 
mile 

RCRA-CESQG 0.25 0 3 5 NR NR NR 0 
RCRA-LQG 0.25 0 0 1 NR NR NR 0 
RCRA-SQG 0.25 1 1 3 NR NR NR 0 
RCRA-NonGen 0.25 0 0 1 NR NR NR 0 
PA MANIFEST 0.25 0 0 3 NR NR NR 0 
NJ MANIFEST 0.25 0 0 3 NR NR NR 0 
EDR Historical Databases 
EDR Historical Auto 0.125 2 1 NR NR NR NR 0 
NOTES:                 
SA = Study Area 
NR = Not requested at this Search Distance        

Sites may be listed in more than one database.         
 

Database findings indicate that there are 140 listings located within the ASTM recommended search 
radius of the Study Area.  Due to the number of facilities listed, only those that pertain to the Study Area, 
are located adjacent to the Study Area, or present a potential environmental concern to the Study Area 
are discussed below.  The remaining facilities listed in the EDR database report are not anticipated to have 
an adverse environmental impact on the Study Area based on various factors such as distance from the 
Study Area, topography, estimated groundwater flow, and/or regulatory status.   

5.1.1 Database Findings – Study Area 

Target Property #1 and Target Property #2 were not identified in any of the standard federal, state, or 
tribal environmental databases searched by EDR; however, there were four sites associated with Target 
Property #3 identified. The locations of the identified EDR sites is presented in Appendix B – Figure 2. 

EDR Site A1 – The site was listed as “18820 Woodfield Rd” with a mailing address of 18820 Woodfield 
Road, and was identified in the EDR Hist Auto database. 

• EDR Hist Auto – The site was identified in the EDR Historical Auto Stations database as being an 
active auto station (Merchants Tire & Auto Center) in 2008 and 2009. 

EDR Site A2 – The site was identified as “Quick Lube” with a mailing address of 18830 Woodfield Road, 
and was identified in the MD OCPCASES database. 

• MD OCPCASES – The site was listed in the OCPCASES database as having one closed OCP case. 
According to the EDR report, OCP Case No. 02-0543MO2 was opened on October 16, 2001 due to 
observed dumping.  A release and cleanup were reported and the case was closed on December 
3, 2001.  

EDR Sites A3 and A4 – The site was identified as “Grease N Go” with a mailing address of 18824 Woodfield 
Road, and was identified in the RCRA-SQG, FINDS, ECHO, and EDR Hist Auto databases. 

• RCRA-SQG – The site was identified in the RCRA-SQG database as an historical SQG of ignitable 
waste at least since 1991 with a status of “no violations found”.   
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• FINDS – The site was identified in the FINDS database (Registry ID 110003527041).  The FINDS 
database is a central inventory of facilities monitored by the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) with “pointers” to the program office that contains additional information regarding the 
site.  The FINDS database identified the site in the RCRA database (associated with the SQG listing 
identified above). 

• ECHO – The site was identified in the ECHO database (Registry ID 110003527041).  The ECHO 
database is an integrated compliance and enforcement database for regulated facilities 
nationwide.  The ECHO database identified the site in the RCRA database (associated with the 
SQG listing identified above). 

• EDR Hist Auto – The site was identified in the EDR Historical Auto Stations database as being an 
active auto station (Quick Lube/Airpark Quick Lube) from 1999 to 2012. 

5.1.2 Database Findings – Adjacent Sites 

EDR Site A6 – The site was identified as “Piano Craft LLC” with a mailing address of 18860 Woodfield Road, 
Suite G. The site is located approximately 300 feet north of the Study Area and was identified in the RCRA-
SQG database. 

• RCRA-SQG – The site was identified in the RCRA-SQG database as a generator of ignitable waste 
and spent non-halogenated solvents since at least 2008 with a status of “no violations found”.   

EDR Site B5 – The site was identified as “7419 Lindbergh Dr.” with a mailing address of 7419 Lindbergh 
Drive. The site is located approximately 600 feet east of the Study Area and was identified in the EDR Hist 
Auto database. 

• EDR Hist Auto – The site was identified in the EDR Historical Auto Stations database as being an 
active auto station (Melvin’s Truck Repair Center) in 2009 and 2010. 

EDR Site B7, B8, B9, and B10 – The site was identified as “A.B.Veirs & Sons” with a mailing address of 7411 
Lindbergh Drive. The site is located approximately 600 feet east of the Study Area and was identified in 
the MD HIST UST, MD OCPCASES, MD UST and MD Financial Assurance databases. 

• MD UST – The site was identified in the MD UST database (Facility ID 2781) as having one 1,000-
gallon gasoline UST and one 1,500-gallon diesel UST currently in use.  According to MDE’s online 
UST storage tank facility summary database, the two USTs have been in use since 1991.  Given 
the age of the USTs, the site was also listed in the MD HIST UST database (Facility ID 6009066).  
The MD HIST UST database listed the site as having one 1,000-gallon gasoline UST and one 1,500-
gallon diesel UST currently in use.   

• MD Financial Assurance – The site was identified in the MD Financial Assurance database (Facility 
ID 2781) for the ownership of a UST in the state of Maryland.  This listing is associated with the 
two USTs that are in use at the site. 

• MD OCPCASES – The site was listed in the OCPCASES database as having two separate OCP cases. 
According to the EDR report, OCP Case No. 01-0441MO2 was opened on September 29, 2000 due 
to compliance inspections. No release occurred and the case was closed on May 15, 2001. 
According to the EDR report, OCP Case No. 10-0020MO was opened on July 14, 2009 due to a 
third party inspection field review.  No release occurred and the case was closed on April 21, 2010.   

EDR Site B11 – The site was identified as “Interwood, Inc.” with a mailing address of 7431 Lindbergh Drive. 
The site is located approximately 750 feet east of the Study Area and was identified in the RCRA-CESQG, 
FINDS, and ECHO databases. 
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• RCRA-CESQG – The site was identified in the RCRA-CESQG database as a generator of spent non-
halogenated solvents since at least 1996 with a status of “no violations found”.   

• FINDS – The site was identified in the FINDS database (Registry ID 110003543791).  The FINDS 
database is a central inventory of facilities monitored by the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) with “pointers” to the program office that contains additional information regarding the 
site.  The FINDS database identified the site in the RCRA database (associated with the CESQG 
listing identified above). 

• ECHO – The site was identified in the ECHO database (Registry ID 110003543791).  The ECHO 
database is an integrated compliance and enforcement database for regulated facilities 
nationwide.  The ECHO database identified the site in the RCRA database (associated with the 
CESQG listing identified above). 

EDR Site C12 – The site was identified as “Wooden Design Inc.” with a mailing address of 18900 Woodfield 
Road (Unit B). The site is located approximately 450 feet north of the Study Area and was identified in the 
RCRA-CESQG, FINDS, and ECHO databases. 

• RCRA-CESQG – The site was identified in the RCRA-CESQG database as a generator of spent non-
halogenated solvents and ignitable waste from 1999 to at least 2010 with a status of “no violations 
found”.   

• FINDS – The site was identified in the FINDS database (Registry ID 110003547537).  The FINDS 
database is a central inventory of facilities monitored by the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) with “pointers” to the program office that contains additional information regarding the 
site.  The FINDS database identified the site in the RCRA database (associated with the CESQG 
listing identified above). 

• ECHO – The site was identified in the ECHO database (Registry ID 110003547537).  The ECHO 
database is an integrated compliance and enforcement database for regulated facilities 
nationwide.  The ECHO database identified the site in the RCRA database (associated with the 
CESQG listing identified above). 

EDR Site C13 – The site was identified as “Trugreen” with a mailing address of 18910 Woodfield Road. The 
site is located approximately 450 feet north of the Study Area and was identified in the RCRA-CESQG 
database. 

• RCRA-CESQG – The site was identified in the RCRA-CESQG database as a generator of ignitable 
waste in 2012 with a status of “no violations found”.   

EDR Site D15, D16, D17, D18, D19, D20, and D21 – The site was identified as “Montgomery County 
Aviation/Montgomery County Airpark” with a mailing address of 7940 Airpark Road. The site is located 
immediately west of the Study Area and was identified in the MD UST, MD HIST UST, MD Financial 
Assurance, MD OCPCASES, MD AST, and MD ENG CONTROLS databases. 

• MD UST – The site was identified in the MD UST database as having 16 USTs listed as being 
permanently out of use. The tanks contained gasoline and waste oil with tank capacities ranging 
from 275 gallons to 12,000 gallons.  Given the age of the USTs, the site was also listed in the MD 
HIST UST database (Facility ID 3008643).  The MD HIST UST database listed the site as having 
seven USTs previously in use and three USTs temporarily out of use. 



 

Chesapeake Environmental Management, Inc.                      Page 11 

• MD Financial Assurance – The site was identified in the MD Financial Assurance database (Facility 
ID 12928) for the ownership of a UST in the state of Maryland.  This listing is associated with the 
16 USTs that were previously in use at the site. 

• MD OCPCASES – The site was listed in the OCPCASES database as having six separate OCP cases. 
According to the EDR report, OCP Case No. 93-0243MO was opened on August 6, 1992 for an 
unreported reason. There was no release reported and the case was closed on December 28, 
1992. According to the EDR report, OCP Case No. 97-1469MO2 was opened on February 13, 1997 
for an unreported reason. A release occurred and cleanup activities were performed before the 
case was closed on April 23, 1997. According to the EDR report, OCP Case No. 09-0247MO2 was 
opened on August 11, 1988 due to motor/lube oil contamination of groundwater. A release 
occurred and cleanup activities were performed before the case was closed on February 13, 2006. 
According to the EDR report, OCP Case No. 06-1572MO was opened on April 26, 1989 for an 
unreported reason.  No release occurred and the case was closed (but no closure date was 
provided). According to the EDR report, OCP Case No. 01-0786MO2 was opened on December 8, 
2000 due to observed dumping. A release was reported and cleanup activities were performed 
before the case was closed on February 27, 2006.  According to the EDR report, OCP Case No. 03-
1171MO2 was opened on February 7, 2003 for an unreported reason. There was a release 
reported and cleanup activities were performed before the case was closed on July 30, 2003. 

• MD AST – The site was listed in the MD AST database as having one 12,000-gallon aviation 
gasoline AST, one 12,000-gallon aviation jet fuel AST, and one 275-gallon waste oil AST in use at 
the site. 

• MD ENG CONTROLS – The site was listed in the MD ENG CONTROLS as having a tank upgraded to 
include double walled construction. There was no other information provided. 

5.1.3 Database Findings – Unmappable Sites 

There were two sites identified in the regulatory databases that were unable to be mapped by EDR due 
to poor or inadequate address information.  EDR refers to these sites as “Orphan Sites.”  However, these 
sites were determined to be located outside of the Study Area, and do not pose an environmental threat 
to the Study Area. 

5.2 Maryland Department of the Environment Public Information Act Request 

CEM submitted a Public Information Act (PIA) request to the Maryland Department of the Environment 
(MDE) regarding the storage and release of hazardous materials and/or petroleum products or other 
environmental issues associated with the Study Area.  MDE acknowledged the PIA request (MDE Tracking 
Number 2016-66067) and responded by stating that there were no records found associated with the 
Study Area.  The file request correspondence with state agencies is included in Appendix F of this report. 

5.3 Environmental Protection Agency Freedom of Information Act Request 

CEM submitted a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request to the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) regarding the storage and release of hazardous materials and/or petroleum products or other 
environmental issues associated with the Target Property.  EPA acknowledged the FOIA request (EPA 
Tracking Number EPA-R3-2016-006553) and responded by stating that there were no records found 
associated with the Study Area. The file request correspondence with the EPA is included in Appendix G 
of this report. 
 
In addition to the formal FOIA request, CEM performed a search of EPAs online database using the 
MyPropertyInfo website.  According to the EPA, MyPropertyInfo performs a search of over 2.6 million 
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sites from EPA’s Facility Registry System.  The online databases did not locate any environmental records 
associated with the Study Area.   

5.4 Historical Use – Property and Adjoining Properties 

Historical mapping was reviewed for the purposes of compiling information about the activities that have 
previously occurred within the Study Area and at adjacent properties.  According to all available historical 
data reviewed by CEM, the Study Area originally existed as farmland and undeveloped land prior to 
approximately 1981.  At some point between 1981 and 1993, the Study Area was developed for 
commercial use.  Increased commercial and industrial development of the surrounding areas began 
between 1963 and 1970.   

5.4.1 Historical Topographic Maps 

EDR, Inc. provided USGS topographic maps for review from the following years: 1893, 1894, 1908, 1923, 
1944, 1945, 1950, 1971, 1979, and 2014.  Copies of the topographic maps are presented as Appendix H.  
The results of the historical topographic map review are summarized below in Table 5-2. 

Table 5-2: Historical Topographic Map Summary 

Year Source Observations 

1893 EDR 
The Study Area appears to be undeveloped.  The surrounding area appears to be 
largely undeveloped; however, two main roads (now Woodfield Road and Snouffer 
School Road) are present and intersect south of the Study Area. 

1894 EDR The Study Area appears as it did in the 1893 topographic map. Two small roads have 
been constructed northeast of the Study Area, which connect to Woodfield Road. 

1908 EDR 

The Study Area appears as it did in the 1894 topographic map; however, a small 
access road has been constructed, which intersects the center portion of the Study 
Area and connects to Snouffer School Road. A small structure has also been 
constructed on the northwestern portion of the Study Area.  There appears to be 
increased development throughout the area with additional structure and road 
construction.   

1923 EDR The Study Area and surrounding areas appear as they did in the 1908 topographic 
map. 

1944 EDR 
A second small access road has been constructed through the middle of the Study 
Area that intersects the original access road. There appears to be increased 
development in the surrounding areas. 

1945 EDR The Study Area and surrounding areas appear as they did in the 1944 topographic 
map. 

1950 EDR The Study Area and surrounding areas appear as they did in the 1945 topographic 
map. 

1971 EDR 

The Study Area appears as it did in the 1950 topographic map. There appears to be 
increased commercial and industrial development in the areas surrounding the 
Study Area. The Montgomery County Airpark has been constructed west of the 
Study Area and now includes several airplane hangars, other associated structures, 
taxiways, and a runway. 
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Table 5-2: Historical Topographic Map Summary 

Year Source Observations 

1979 EDR 

The Study Area appears as it did in the 1971 topographic map; however, the 
Montgomery County Airpark appears to have had increased development. The 
other areas surrounding the Study Area also appear to have had an increase in 
commercial/industrial development. 

2014 EDR 
There is less overall detail provided on the 2014 topographic map; however, there 
appears to be several areas of residential redevelopment south, southwest, and 
northeast of the Study Area.   

5.4.2 Historical Aerial Photographs 

EDR provided aerial maps for review from the following years: 1938, 1943, 1951, 1957, 1963, 1970, 1979, 
1981, 1993, 1998, 2005, 2007, 2009, and 2011.  Copies of the aerial photographs are presented as 
Appendix I.  The results of the aerial map review are summarized below in Table 5-3. 

Table 5-3: Historical Aerial Photograph Summary 

Year Source Observations 

1938 EDR 

The Study Area appears to be utilized as farmland. A small access road lined with 
trees intersects the middle of the Study Area and extends to the main road (now 
Woodfield Road) to the east.  A small driveway extends to the northwest from this 
access road near the center of the Study Area. The surrounding area appears to 
consist predominately of agricultural land to the north, south, and west with 
undeveloped wooded areas to the northwest and southwest.  There appear to be 
large cleared areas to the northeast of the Study Area.  Woodfield Road appears to 
be a two-lane road.   

1943 EDR The Study Area appears as it did in the 1938 aerial photograph.   

1951 EDR 

The Study Area and the surrounding areas appear as they did in the 1943 aerial 
photograph; however, many of the trees that lined the small access road have been 
cleared and the farm property to the east of the Study Area appears to have 
constructed additional buildings on the property. 

1957 EDR The Study Area appears as it did in the 1951 aerial photograph.  The access road, 
which intersects the Study Area, appears to be more defined. 

1963 EDR 

The small driveway within the Study Area appears to have been widened.  The 
remainder of the Study Area appears as it did in the 1957 aerial photograph. There 
appears to be increased development to the north and northwest of the Study 
Area. The wooded area has been cleared and several airplane hangars have been 
constructed. The area southeast of the Study Area appears to have increased 
residential development. 

1970 EDR 

The Study Area appears as it did in the 1963 aerial photograph; however, there is 
increased development of the areas north, west, and northwest of the Study Area.  
Additional airplane hangars and other structures have been constructed, as well as 
taxiways and a runway for the airpark. A small area to the southwest of the Study 
Area is also being utilized for airplane parking. 
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Table 5-3: Historical Aerial Photograph Summary 

Year Source Observations 

1979 EDR 

The Study Area appears as it did in the 1970 aerial photograph.  The surrounding 
areas to the west appear to be predominately utilized for the airpark.  The area 
north of the Study Area appears to have been developed and utilized for 
commercial/industrial purposes.  The area east of Woodfield Road/ Study Area still 
appears to be utilized as a large farm. 

1981 EDR 

The Study Area and the surrounding areas appear as they did in the 1981 aerial 
photograph; however, more vegetation has been cleared from the Study Area. The 
area to the southwest of the Study Area has been further developed for 
industrial/commercial use. 

1993 EDR 

The Study Area has been developed for industrial/commercial use. Two buildings 
and a parking lot have been constructed on the eastern portion of the Study Area. 
The areas north and south of the Study Area have been further developed for 
industrial/commercial use. The farm that was located to the east of Woodfield 
Road/the Study Area has now been developed into a commercial/industrial area 
with several structures and parking lots present.  Woodfield Road appears to have 
been expanded from two lanes to four lanes 

1998 EDR The Study Area appears as it did in the 1993 aerial photograph.  

2005 EDR 
An additional structure has been constructed on the western portion of the Study 
Area.  The rest of the surrounding areas to the north, south, east and west of the 
Study Area appear as they did in the 1998 aerial photograph. 

2007 EDR The Study Area appears as it did in the 2005 aerial photograph.   

2009 EDR The Study Area and surrounding areas appears as they did in the 2005 aerial 
photograph.   

2011 EDR 
The Study Area and surrounding areas appear as they did in the 2009 aerial 
photograph.   

5.4.3 Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps 

EDR was contacted regarding the availability of Sanborn® fire insurance maps for the Study Area.  EDR 
confirmed that there was no Sanborn fire insurance map coverage for the Study Area.  Therefore, no 
Sanborn maps were made available for review.  A copy of the Sanborn® fire insurance map report 
generated by EDR illustrating no coverage for the Study Area is provided as Appendix J. 

5.4.4 City Directory Abstract 

CEM provided EDR with the current street address of the Target Property (18800 Woodfield Road, 
Gaithersburg, MD) to perform a search of local street directories.  EDR reviewed the following city 
directories for information associated with the address provided:  Haines Criss-Cross Directory (dated 
1976, 1981, and 1986) and Cole Information Services (dated 1992, 1995, 1999, 2003, 2008, and 2013).  A 
copy of the City Directory report is presented as Appendix D5.  A brief summary of the findings is 
presented below in Table 5-4. 
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Table 5-4: City Directory Summary 

Year Source Study Area Properties  

1976 Haines Criss-
Cross Directory • Not Identified  

1981 Haines Criss-
Cross Directory • Not Identified 

1986 Haines Criss-
Cross Directory • Not Identified 

1992 
Cole 

Information 
Services 

• 18810 Woodfield Road was listed as “Wash Millinery Sply” 
• 18824 Woodfield Road was listed as “Grease and Go” 

1995 
Cole 

Information 
Services 

• 18810 Woodfield Road was listed as “Washington Millinery Supply” 
• 18820 Woodfield Road was listed as “Merchants Tire and Auto Ctr” 
• 18824 Woodfield Road was listed as “Quick Lube” 

1999 
Cole 

Information 
Services 

• 18810 Woodfield Road was listed as “Cadnet Inc.”, “Leet Melbrook 
Inc Blue Printer”, and “Leet-Melbrook Inc Photographers” 

• 18821 Woodfield Road is listed as “Classic Heating and Cooling Inc.” 
• 18822 Woodfield Road is listed as “Speedy Appliance” 
• 18824 Woodfield Road is listed as “Airpark Quick Lube” and “Quick 

Lube” 

2003 
Cole 

Information 
Services 

• 18800 Woodfield Road is listed as “Occupant Unknown” 
• 18810 Woodfield Road is listed as “Leet Melbrook Inc” and 

“Reproduction Technologies” 
• 18820 Woodfield Road is listed as “Occupant Unknown” 
• 18821 Woodfield Road is listed as “Classic Heating and Cooling” 
• 18822 Woodfield Road is listed as Speedy Appliance Co” 
• 18824 Woodfield Road is listed as “Airpark Quick Lube” 

2008 
Cole 

Information 
Services 

• 18800 Woodfield Road is listed as “Delaware Racing Association 
Inc.” 

• 18810 Woodfield Road is listed as “Franklin Graphic Corp”, “Leet 
Melbrook Inc”, “Reprographics Technologies”, and “Sub Hub” 

• 18820 Woodfield Road is listed as “Merban”, “Merchants Tire & 
Auto Centers”, and “Tire Kingdom Inc” 

• 18822 Woodfield Road is listed as “Speedy Appliance & Kitchen” 
• 18824 Woodfield Road is listed as “Airpark Quick Lube” and 

“Kamran International” 

2013 
Cole 

Information 
Services 

• 18810 Woodfield Road is listed as “Fitness First”, “Harvey Health 
Inc”, and “Reprographics Technologies” 

• 18820 Woodfield Road is listed as “Merchants Tire and Auto 
Centers” 

• 18822 Woodfield Road is listed as “Speedy Kitchen and Appliance” 
• 18824 Woodfield Road is listed as “Airpark Quick Lube” 
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5.5 Previous Environmental Reports 

CEM had previously prepared a Phase I ESA for the properties associated with the Montgomery County 
Airpark in July 2011. The Phase I ESA identified RECs associated with the three target properties and 
recommended performing Phase II investigation activities to confirm or deny the presence of 
contamination associated with these RECs. 

• Target Property #1 – The 2011 Phase I ESA identified potential soil and groundwater 
contamination associated with an oil/water separator, drum storage areas, and an unlabeled 
transformer.

• Target Property #2 – The 2011 Phase I ESA identified potential soil contamination associated with 
an unlabeled transformer.

• Target Property #3 – The 2011 Phase I ESA identified potential soil and groundwater 
contamination associated with drum storage areas, an unlabeled transformer, a waste oil UST, 
and a waste oil AST. 

6.0 SITE RECONNAISANCE 

6.1 Methodology and Limiting Conditions 

CEM conducted a site reconnaissance of the Study Area that consisted of a non-intrusive visual inspection 
of the accessible areas of each of the three Target Properties (and adjacent properties).  On-site activities 
were conducted on May 17, 2016 by Mr. Chad Sardashti of CEM.  Observations made during the onsite 
inspection are depicted on Appendix B - Figure 3, and are summarized below.  Photographs documenting 
observations made within the Study Area and adjacent properties are presented in Appendix K.  Weather 
conditions at the time of the site reconnaissance were partly cloudy skies with an approximate 
temperature of 55°F. 

At the time of the site reconnaissance, CEM was not granted property access to perform an inspection of 
Target Property #1 or Target Property #3. Therefore, all observations were made from Target Property #2 
or the public right-of-way. 

6.2 Storage Tanks, Hazardous Substances, and Petroleum Products 

There were no storage tanks, hazardous substances, or petroleum products observed at the Study Area 
during the site reconnaissance.  However, based on the current occupants of Target Property #3 (mainly 
the Merchant’s and Airpark Quick Lube), there is a potential for usage of various hazardous substances 
and petroleum products associated with the auto repair activities performed inside of the automobile 
repair facilities located at the site.   

6.3 Drum Storage 

During the site reconnaissance, a drum storage area (containing at least two 55-gallon drums) was 
observed at Target Property #3, behind the Airpark Quick Lube. Property access was not granted to 
determine the contents of the 55-gallon drums but are most likely used to temporarily store used oil 
filters, waste oil, and various waste products associated with the auto repair facilities performed at the 
site.  Due to the majority of the drums having no means of secondary containment and/or were stored in 
outdoor areas where they can be exposed to the elements, there is a potential for these drums to 
deteriorate and release their contents to the ground surface. 
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6.4 PCBs 

Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) are toxic coolants or lubricating oils used in some electrical transformers, 
fluorescent light fixtures, electrical panels, and similar equipment.  PCB content in electrical transformers 
has been categorized into three classifications by the federal government.  Those units that contain less 
than 50 parts per million (ppm) are defined as non-PCB.  Units that contain between 50 ppm and less than 
500 ppm PCBs are defined as PCB contaminated.  Units with a PCB content of 500 ppm and greater are 
classified as PCB transformers.  Fluorescent light ballasts manufactured prior to 1979 may also contain 
PCBs if not labeled otherwise. 

Electrical transformers installed prior to 1978 may contain PCBs.  To supplement the information obtained 
during the site reconnaissance, a search of the EPA’s PCB Transformer Registration Database (updated 
February 2011) was performed and did not identify any PCB-containing transformers listed as being 
located within the Study Area. 

During the site reconnaissance activities, there were three pad-mounted transformers observed within 
the Study Area (one at each of the three Target Properties). 

6.5 Solid Waste 

Minimal dumping and storage of non-hazardous debris was observed across the Study Area. However, 
there was no signs of leaking or staining observed in the vicinity of the dumping areas. 

6.6 Other 

As part of the standard Phase I ESA process, the following items were searched for but were not observed 
at the Target Property (or adjacent properties) during the site reconnaissance.  

• Stained soil or pavement 
• Pits, ponds, or lagoons 
• Heating and cooling 
• Unidentified substance containers 
• Pools of liquid 
• Odors 
• Stressed vegetation 
• Stains or corrosion 
• Wastewater 
• Wells 
• Septic systems 

7.0 INTERVIEWS 

7.1 Property Owners and Occupants 

The property owner and previous or present site occupants were not available for interviews at the time 
of the site reconnaissance.     

7.2 Present and Past Site Managers 

There were no interviews conducted with site managers due to absent or uninformed site 
managers/operators at the time of the site reconnaissance. 
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7.3 State or Local Government Officials 

In lieu of conducting interviews with local government officials, CEM submitted FOIA and PIA requests to 
applicable state and local government offices which may contain environmental information regarding 
the Target Property (Sections 5.2 and 5.3).  Correspondence with state and local government officials in 
reference to the associated PIA and FOIA requests are provided as Appendix F and Appendix G. 

7.4 Interviews with Others 

There were no other interviews conducted during this investigation.   

8.0 DATA GAPS 

A data gap is defined by ASTM E1527-13 as a lack of, or inability to obtain, information required by this 
process despite good faith efforts by the Environmental Professional to gather such information.  Data 
gaps may result from incompleteness in any of the activities required by this process including, but not 
limited to, the site reconnaissance, interviews, and historical research.  Failure to achieve the historical 
research objectives identified in the standard is termed a data failure and is a type of data gap.  

The data gaps associated with this investigation are summarized below. 

• Section 5.4.1 (Topographic Maps) – Spans exceeding 5 years or more were observed during 
review of historical mapping of the Study Area.  However, significant changes were not observed 
between the dates of the mapping reviewed. Therefore, this data gap is not anticipated to require 
further investigation.  

• Section 6.0 (Site Reconnaissance) – Property access was not granted for Target Property #1 and 
#3. Site reconnaissance activities were performed from Target Property #2 or the public right-of-
way. Additional information regarding the current usage of these sites may have been obtained 
during the site reconnaissance if access was granted to the two other Target Properties. 

• Section 7.0 (Interviews) – Previous or current owners, employees, or occupants of the Target 
Properties were not available to interview during the site reconnaissance.  Additional information 
regarding the previous usage of the Target Properties that was not identified in the regulatory 
database search may have been disclosed during the interview process.  However, the lack of 
interviews provided during this investigation is not anticipated to require further investigation.  

9.0 EVALUATION 

9.1 Findings and Opinions 

The findings presented below identify de minimis conditions, known or suspected historical RECs, known 
or suspected controlled RECs, and known or suspected RECs.  The rationale used to evaluate each finding 
presented in this section is individually discussed below. 

9.1.1 De Minimis Conditions 

The findings noted below are not considered RECs, but are rather considered to be de minimis conditions 
where no additional assessment or regulatory action is currently warranted; however, the information is 
provided for the purpose of awareness. 

• Minor areas of unregulated dumping were observed across the Study Area.  The dumping 
consisted of construction debris (including concrete, lumber, plastic, brick, stone, etc.) and 
general roadside debris.  There were no obvious signs of petroleum products or hazardous waste 
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associated with the dumping.  In addition, there were no signs of stained or stressed vegetation 
in the vicinity of the dumping.   

• Three pad-mounted transformers were observed within the Study Area. Any electrical 
transformers installed at residential and commercial buildings prior to 1978 may contain 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs).  Labels indicating the PCB content of these transformers were 
not visible, but the transformers were observed to be in good condition with no signs of leaking.  
Additionally, CEM searched the EPAs PCB Transformer Registration Database (updated February 
2011) and did not identify any PCB containing transformers listed as being associated with the 
Study Area. 

9.1.2 Historical Recognized Environmental Conditions 

A Historical Recognized Environmental Condition (HREC) refers to a past release that has been remediated 
and given regulatory closure by the applicable regulatory authority with no use restrictions or controls 
(i.e., property use restrictions, activity and use limitations, institutional controls, or engineering controls).  
This ESA has revealed no evidence of HRECs in connection with the Study Area, except for the following: 

• Target Property #2 – The site had previously been utilized as a printing shop that stored, handled, 
and disposed of various inks and cleaning solvents. The potential for subsurface contamination 
associated with these previous printing operations is considered a HREC. 

• Target Property #3 – There has been a documented release of petroleum products at the site 
according to the closed OCP case associated with the Quick Lube site (OCP Case No. 02-0543MO2). 
The potential for subsurface contamination associated with this previous petroleum release is 
considered a HREC. 

• Montgomery County Airpark – There have been documented releases of petroleum products and 
groundwater contamination at the adjacent property according to the closed OCP cases 
associated with the airpark (OCP Case No. 97-1469MO2, OCP Case No. 09-0247MO2, OCP Case 
No. 01-0786MO2, and OCP Case No. 03-1171MO2). The potential for subsurface contamination 
associated with these previous petroleum releases is considered a HREC.  

9.1.3 Controlled Recognized Environmental Conditions 

A Controlled Recognized Environmental Condition (CREC) refers to conditions that have received risk-
based regulatory closure where no further remediation is required.  However, residual contamination may 
still exist.  Therefore, the conditions may be subject to regulatory control (i.e., engineering controls) or 
use restrictions.  This ESA has revealed no evidence of CRECs in connection with the Study Area. 

9.1.4 Recognized Environmental Conditions 

A REC is defined as “the presence or likely presence of any hazardous substances or petroleum products 
in, on, or at a property:  (1) due to a release to the environment; (2) under conditions indicative of a 
release to the environment; or (3) under conditions that pose a material threat of a future release to the 
environment.”  This ESA has revealed no evidence of RECs in connection with the Target Property, except 
for the following: 

• Target Property #3 – The site is currently utilized for various commercial purposes including 
automobile maintenance and repair activities performed at two on-site facilities (Merchants and 
Quick Lube). The site was also listed as previously operating as an automobile repair facility since 
at least 1999. The potential for subsurface contamination associated with the handling, storage, 
and disposal of these waste petroleum products at the site is considered a REC. 
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9.2 Conclusions 

CEM has performed this Phase I ESA of the Study Area in accordance with the scope and limitations of the 
ASTM E 1527-13 standard.  Any exceptions to, or deletions from, this practice are described in Section 11 
(Deviations).  This ESA has revealed no evidence of RECs in connection with the Study Area with the 
exception of those described in Section 9.1.3 (CRECs) and 9.1.4 (RECs). 

10.0 RECOMMENDATIONS 

Although the ASTM E1527-13 standard does not require the Phase I ESA to include recommendations for 
additional investigations, the following recommendations are provided to assist the User(s) during future 
planning discussions associated with the proposed construction activities. 

CEM understands that the Montgomery County Airpark proposes to acquire two of the three Target 
Properties located within the Study Area (Target Property #2 and Target Property #3) and raze the existing 
structures to facilitate the proposed construction activities associated with the most recent FAA 
requirements.   

If proposed construction activities will involve earth disturbances that will require disposing of soils off-
site, CEM recommends performing a subsurface investigation at Target Property #2 and #3. The analytical 
data collected from the subsurface investigation will assist the project team to characterize the subsurface 
soils. Based on the soil characterization, the project team will be able to determine if the soils are suitable 
to remain on-site (in accordance with MDE’s Non-Residential Cleanup Standards for Soil) or determine 
the appropriate handling and off-site disposal requirements (if any contaminants are identified in the soils 
at concentrations that exceed the MDE Non-Residential Cleanup Standards).  

11.0 DEVIATIONS 

There were no deviations from the ASTM standard practices associated with this investigation. 

12.0 ADDITIONAL SERVICES 

There were no additional services performed by CEM associated with this investigation. 

13.0 SIGNATURE(S) OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROFESSIONAL(S) 

We declare that, to the best of our professional knowledge and belief, we meet the definition of 
Environmental Professionals as defined in Section 312.10 of 40 CFR 312.  We have the specific 
qualifications based on education, training, and expertise to assess a property of the nature, history, and 
setting of the Target Property.  We have developed and performed All Appropriate Inquiries in 
conformance with the standards and practices set forth in 40 CFR Part 312. 

Kevin DiMartino / Project Manager August 2016 
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