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Staff Recommendation:  Approval of Preliminary Plan 120130100 and associated Preliminary Forest 
Conservation Plan (PFCP) and tree variance with conditions. 
 
The Applicant proposes to convert the two parcels (P491 and P649) into one buildable lot for development of 
188,000 square feet of industrial space and 12,000 square feet of office space in three warehouse buildings 
with associated parking and loading areas.   In general, the proposed development meets all applicable 
development standards of the I-4 Zone (59-C-5.44) and complies with the purpose clause as set forth in the 
Zoning Ordinance.  The project also generally conforms to the Montgomery County Code, Chapter 50, 
Subdivision Regulations.   
 
The Applicant has obtained an access easement agreement from the owner of the adjacent Army Reserve 
property that would allow access to the Property from Snouffer School Road opposite of Ridge Heights Drive.  
However, a significant issue must be addressed by the Planning Board prior to its action upon the proposed 
Preliminary Plan.  Abutting the Property to the west is 4.5 acres of vacant land that is landlocked and without 
access to, or frontage on, a public street.  Staff recommends, as a condition of approval, that the Applicant 
provide an access easement to the abutting property as required by Subdivision Regulations (Sections 50-2(a) 
and 50-29(a)(2).   The Applicant disagrees with Staff’s interpretation of these sections and has provided a 
letter, dated April 17, 2013, detailing their position.  (See Attachment 1)   

 Creation of one recorded lot (Lot 16) for a total 
of 200,000 square feet of light industrial 
warehouse and accessory office uses on 13.74 
acres of land in the I-4 zone; 

 Preliminary Forest Conservation Plan (PFCP) and 
Tree Variance; 

 Location:  Parcels P491 and P649 on the east 
side of Snouffer School Road, approximately 300 
feet north of Ridge Heights Drive in the 1985 
Gaithersburg Vicinity Master Plan; 

 Applicant:  M & D Real Estate, LLC; 
 Filing Date:  December 28, 2012. 
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This application is subject to the Forest Conservation Law and the submitted PFCP provides the minimum 
required reforestation and mitigation on- and off-site.   Because this project will not require a Site Plan, the 
Applicant must submit a Final Forest Conservation Plan to be reviewed and approved by Staff prior to the 
record plat approval. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends Approval of Preliminary Plan 120130100, subject to the following conditions:  

 
1. This Preliminary Plan is limited up to 188,000 square feet of warehouse space and 12,000 square 

feet of general office use.  
2. The Applicant must demonstrate compliance with Section 50-32(b) of Chapter 50-Subdivision of 

Land by obtaining approval for site remediation, demolition, clearing, or grading from the 
Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) before any building permit may be issued and 
must follow any environmental mitigation measures required by MDE during construction. 

3. The Applicant must obtain approval of a Final Forest Conservation Plan from the Planning 
Department before any demolition, clearing, or grading on-site prior to Record Plat approval. 

4. The Applicant must provide traffic control measures and design of the Snouffer School 
Road/Ridge Heights Drive intersection to encourage trucks to travel to and from the site south 
along Snouffer School Road, as approved by the Montgomery County Department of 
Transportation (MCDOT). 

5. The Applicant must provide an access easement for the abutting landlocked property allowing 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation through the Applicant’s property.  The dimensions and 
location must satisfy Fire and Rescue Service requirements and must be delineated on the 
Record Plat.  Access for the abutting property to Snouffer School Road will require separate 
agreements with the Federal Government and Montgomery County. 

6. Subject to future agreements with the Federal Government and Montgomery County, the 
Applicant must finalize access agreements with the U.S. Government and the MCDOT before 
Record Plat approval. 

7. The Applicant must provide a public access easement for the existing trail that crosses the 
northern property line. 

8. The Applicant must provide for safe pedestrian movement on the site with ADA-compliant 
pedestrian connections from the handicapped parking spaces to the proposed building 
entrances.   

9. The Applicant must provide 18 total bike parking spaces located near the entrances of each 
building with connections to the on-site sidewalk network and in a weather-protected area, if 
possible. A minimum of 12 spaces using inverted-U bike racks, or approved equals, and 6 spaces 
using bike lockers, or approved equals, must be provided. 

10. The Planning Board has accepted the recommendations of the Montgomery County Department 
of Transportation (“MCDOT”) in its letter, dated May 24, 2013, and does hereby incorporate 
them as conditions of the Preliminary Plan approval.  Therefore, the Applicant must comply with 
each of the recommendations as set forth in the MCDOT letter, which may be amended by 
MCDOT provided that the amendments do not conflict with other conditions of the preliminary 
plan approval. 

11. Prior to recordation of the plat(s), the Applicant must satisfy the provisions for access and 
improvements as required by MCDOT, including any necessary deceleration/acceleration lanes 
at the intersection of the access driveway and Snouffer School Road. 
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12. The Planning Board has accepted the recommendations of the Montgomery County Department 
of Permitting Services (MCDPS) – Water Resources Section in its stormwater management 
concept letter dated June 11, 2013 and does hereby incorporate them as conditions of the 
Preliminary Plan approval.  Therefore, the Applicant must comply with each of the 
recommendations as set forth in the letter, which may be amended by MCDPS – Water 
Resources Section provided that the amendments do not conflict with other conditions of the 
Preliminary Plan approval.  

13. The record plat(s) must show necessary easements, as applicable. 
14. The Adequate Public Facility (APF) review for the Preliminary Plan will remain valid for eighty-

five (85) months from the date of mailing of the Planning Board Resolution. 
15. Prior to certification, the first line under the ‘Site Tabulations’ on the Preliminary Plan must 

specify the use of the Standard Method of development. 
16. Unless specifically noted on this plan drawing or in the Planning Board conditions of 

approval, the building footprints, building heights, on-site parking, site circulation, and 
sidewalks shown on the Preliminary Plan are illustrative.  The final locations of buildings, 
structures and hardscape will be determined at the time of issuance of building 
permit(s).  Please refer to the zoning data table for development standards such as 
setbacks, building restriction lines, building height, and lot coverage for each lot.  Other 
limitations for site development may also be included in the conditions of the Planning 
Board’s approval. 
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SITE DESCRIPTION 

Vicinity 
The I-4 zoned Property is located along the east side of Snouffer School Road near its intersection with 
Ridge Heights Drive, generally to the northwest of the Montgomery County Airpark.  The Property is 
approximately 13.74 acres consisting of two adjoining parcels, Parcel P491 (11.7 acres) and Parcel P649 
(2.04 acres).   Immediately to the west of the Property is the Army Reserve Center property located at 
8791 Snouffer School Road, also located in the I-4 Zone.   The Hunter’s Woods residential community 
primarily consisting of single-family detached homes in the R-200 Zone is located to the west across 
Snouffer School Road.  Adjacent to the north of the Property are single-family detached homes in the 
Town Sector (T-S) Zone in the East Village neighborhood of Montgomery Village.  The adjoining 
properties located to the east and south of the Property, also known as the Webb Tract, are zoned I-4 
and owned by Montgomery County.  The County Webb Tract property is currently vacant and is 
proposed for the County’s new Public Service Training Academy, a Montgomery County Public Schools 
Food Distribution and Maintenance facility, and an M-NCPPC Park Maintenance Depot.   
 

 

Vicinity Map 

Site History & Description 
The Property was previously owned by the United States Army and used as a Nike-Ajax Missile Launch 
Area site between 1956 and 1962.  The launch area was constructed with three missile launching pads 
and associated underground missile silos.  In 1962, the facility was transferred to the Department of the 
Navy and the facility was utilized for communications research.   In 1968, the Harry Diamond 
Laboratories began performing radar research at the facility and continued constructing, maintaining, 
and testing electronic and mechanical systems to track aircraft until 1979, when the facility was 
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transferred to Fort George G. Meade and the 99th Reserve Support Center.  By the 1980s, the launch 
area was decommissioned and by 1984, most of the structures on the property were removed, with the 
exception of the three on-site underground missile silos and launching pads.  In 2002, three hydraulic 
fluid tanks associated with the three underground missile silos were reportedly closed in place and the 
fluid from each tank was reportedly removed and properly disposed.  Because of its prior history, the 
Subject Property is also known as “the former Gaithersburg Nike Missile Launch Area Site” or the “Nike 
Missile Property.” 
 

 
Site Aerial View 

 
The Property site currently contains no active uses, operations, occupants, or above-ground structures.  
Aside from the abandoned missile silos, the remainder of the site contains 5.92 acres of existing forest 
and areas of overgrown vegetation or tree cover that do not meet the definition of forest.  Remnants of 
an asphalt parking lot is present on the western portion of the Site, the three underground missile silos 
and other minor features associated with the former Nike Missile Launch Area are located in the central 
portion of the Site. 
 
As depicted on the approved Natural Resource Inventory/Forest Stand Delineation (#420120910) that 
was approved on May 3, 2012, the site contains no wetlands, streams, floodplains, or stream valley 
buffers and is not located in a Special Protection Area.   
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The Property drains to the Cabin Branch tributary within the Great Seneca Creek watershed that is 
designated a Class I-P Waters1  by the State of Maryland.  Finally, there are five specimen trees that are 
30 inches and greater diameter at breast height (DBH) and 10 significant trees that are 25 inches DBH or 
greater located on-site.   
 
In 2007, access to the Property was proposed from Snouffer School Road via future streets within an 
approved subdivision record plat known as the AirPark North Business Park.  Subsequently, 
Montgomery County acquired the Webb Tract and proposed to provide more direct access to the 
Property in lieu of the original plan for access.  The U.S. Government and Montgomery County own the 
intervening land between the Property and Snouffer School Road.  The Applicant and these property 
owners are in process of finalizing an easement agreement for driveway construction, permanent 
access, and utilities.  As shown on the Preliminary Plan, driveway access and utilities will be provided 
from Snouffer School Road, opposite of Ridge Heights Drive, with access agreements from both the 
County and the Army Reserve site.   
 
PROPOSAL 
 
The Applicant proposes to develop the Property with 200,000 square feet of light industrial warehouse 
and accessory office uses in three buildings with associated parking.  As shown on the Preliminary Plan, 
Building 1 is 40,000 square feet in size and 42 feet in height and will be closest to Snouffer School Road.   
Buildings 2 (south side) and 3 (north side) are each approximately 80,000 square feet and 42 feet in 
height, sitting parallel to each other in the northern area of the site.  Building 3 is the closest building to 
the adjoining neighbors in the East Village section of Montgomery Village, approximately 150 feet from 
the property line.  In addition to the 100-foot forested area separating Building 3 from the closest 
homes, the Applicant is proposing a combination of fencing, masonry walls, berms, preservation of 
many of the existing trees and supplemental evergreen tree plantings to create an effective screening 
buffer.   
 
The Applicant is proposing 318 parking spaces located primarily in front of Building 1 and around the 
perimeter of the Property.   As stated earlier, the proposed vehicular access point is from Snouffer 
School Road opposite Ridge Heights Drive via access easements from the owners of the adjacent Army 
Reserve and County properties.  This access location allows full turning movements from the driveway 
and for the Hunters Woods Park neighborhood located across Snouffer School Road; a shift in either 
direction would require limiting turning movements due to the resulting offset.   New sidewalks along 
Snouffer School Road, the access driveway, and through the interior of the site will connect the site to 
nearby neighborhoods and shopping areas.   
 

                                                           
1 Use I-P - Waters that are suitable for: water contact sports; play and leisure time activities where the human 

body may come in contact with the surface water; fishing; the growth and propagation of fish(other than trout); 

other aquatic life, and wildlife; agricultural water supply, industrial water supply, and public water supply. 
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Preliminary Plan 

 
 

buffer area 

Bldg. 1 

Bldg. 3 

Bldg. 2 
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DEVELOPMENT ISSUES 
 

Access Easement for Abutting Land-Locked Property 
As stated in the summary of this report, there is a key issue concerning access to an abutting 4.5-acre 
parcel of land.  This undeveloped landlocked property has approximately 8.18 feet of frontage along the 
current right-of-way of Snouffer School Road, but a minimum of 25 feet of width is required for a 
driveway entrance to allow for industrial development in the I-4 Zone.  As a result, the property is 
effectively landlocked without access to, or frontage on, a public street. 
 

 
Subject Property and Abutting Landlocked Property 

 
Section 50-29(a)(2) of the Subdivision Regulations reads, “In exceptional circumstances, the board may 
approve not more than two (2) lots on a private driveway or private right-of-way; provided, that proper 
showing is made that such access is adequate to serve the lots for emergency vehicles, for installation of 
public utilities, is accessible for other public services, and is not detrimental to future subdivision of 
adjacent lands.”  Because neither property to the west or south of the landlocked property is under 
review for subdivision, access through the subject property is the only viable route for access to a public 
road at this time.  Further, if the subject property develops and does not provide access for the 
landlocked property, that property is effectively unable to develop for the foreseeable future, a 
situation that Staff concludes is “detrimental to future subdivision of adjacent lands”. 
 
It is Staff’s opinion, therefore, while the Planning Board cannot require that access be provided to the 
landlocked property beyond the scope of the Preliminary Plan currently under review, the Board may 
ensure an opportunity for access to the landlocked property remains viable by requiring an access 
easement across the subject property.  Separate agreements with the U.S. Government and 
Montgomery County will be required for access across their respective properties.  As conditioned, the 
Applicant must work with the owner of the landlocked property to ensure access for future subdivision 
of the adjacent landlocked land.   
 
The Applicant does not agree with Staff’s interpretation of the Subdivision Regulations.  Attached is a 
letter (Attachment 1) detailing the significant issues they feel will be imposed on the current Preliminary 
Plan application and further reasons describing additional constraints the landlocked property may face, 
beyond this access issue.  Staff understands the unusual nature of the proposed condition, and offers 
the following point-by-point responses to the Applicant’s position: 

Abutting Property Subject Property 

Snouffer 

School 

Road 

R.O.W. 
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1. Subdivision Regulations.  As noted above, Staff feels that development of the subject property 
without an access easement for the landlocked property would leave the landlocked property 
effectively undevelopable.  This is because the alternative means of access to Snouffer School 
Road are through two properties that are not under preliminary plan review and a possible 
route for access is being established at this time.  The fact that the future subdivision of the 
landlocked property is open for many different (and presently unknown) uses combined with 
the fact that the Board is approving access via a private driveway rather than a public street for 
the subject property/application does not limit the Board’s ability to determine that an 
opportunity for access to the landlocked property should be available.  A separate finding 
regarding the landlocked property’s adequate access for any given use will be determined when 
an application for subdivision of that property is reviewed.  Because access is available does not 
mean it will be approved. 

2. Hardship.  Because the private driveways are being designed to accommodate any number of 
permitted uses on the subject property and to standards approved by the Department of 
Permitting Services and Fire and Rescue Service, Staff does not agree that an access easement 
along the driveway to the landlocked property will cause “significant delays and other practical 
problems”.  Given the similar types of use and the known limits on density for the landlocked 
property, the design should not need significant modification. 

3. Community Opposition.  Although the neighboring community is concerned that development 
of the landlocked property, which is heavily forested, may result in loss of significant tree 
canopy and buffering between themselves and the other industrially-zoned properties to the 
south, this is not germane to the current discussion. 

4. Security Concerns.  Staff believes that fencing, gates, lighting, and restrictions on access via the 
access easement should provide adequate means to ensure security for the subject property 
and tenants. 

 
 
COMMUNITY OUTREACH 

 
The Applicant has complied with all submittal and noticing requirements, and staff has received letters 
of correspondence from citizens as of the date of this report.  The Montgomery Village Foundation, Inc. 
(MVF) and the Mid County Citizens Association (MCCA) have submitted several documents expressing 
environmental concerns regarding the redevelopment proposal of the Nike Launch Site.  Also, several 
letters from individual citizens have expressed concern that it is premature to authorize development of 
this property until all environmental and public health issues have been addressed and resolved.  Other 
concerns that both MVF and MCCA have regarding development of the property include:  lighting, traffic 
entering and leaving the property, particularly the prevention of truck traffic from the residential streets 
in the communities of Montgomery Village, the need for the placement of a traffic signal at Ridge 
Heights Drive, special handling on the removal of the concrete silos, and access to the adjacent 
landlocked parcel. (See Attachments 11, 12, & 13) 
 
As conditioned, development of the Property must ensure responsible and sensitive remediation and 
mitigation of the environmental contamination on site via approval by MDE.  Further, MCDOT may, 
under its traffic operations jurisdiction, limit truck traffic to ingress and egress only from the south as 
will be required for County and Department of Parks’ trucks coming to and leaving the agency facilities 
adjacent to the south. 
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MASTER PLAN 
 
The proposed Reserve Business Center is within the 1985 Gaithersburg and Vicinity Master Plan area, as 
amended.  This Master Plan contains little in the way of detailed recommendations for this site, only the 
zoning designation.  The Property is identified as Airpark Analysis Area 52 in the Master Plan.  Table 3 
(Summary of Zoning Recommendations) lists Area 52 at 16 acres of vacant land and is recommended for 
I-4 zoning.  The Master Plan discussion of the Airpark Study Area states that “Land use proposals in the 
Airpark vicinity should locate non-residential uses in noise-impacted areas” (page 41).  On the same 
page, the Master Plan says that “This Plan has channeled non-residential uses to properties lying within 
the 60 Ldn noise contours [from the airport].  A new zoning category, the I-4 Zone, was developed to 
address the problems related to industrial land use in this part of the Study Area.”  The Noise Contours 
map on page 38 shows the western half of the property to be within the 60 to 64 Ldn noise contour.  
The map of the Land Use Plan that accompanies the Master Plan places the site within an area 
recommended for Industrial (Manufacturing and Warehouses) land uses. 
 
The Preliminary Plan proposal to develop the property with light industrial warehouse and accessory 
office buildings is in substantial conformance with the Master Plan recommendations. 
 
 
TRANSPORTATION 
 

Master-Planned Roadways and Bikeways  
In accordance with the 1985 Gaithersburg Vicinity Master Plan and the 2005 Countywide Bikeways 
Functional Master Plan, the master-planned designated roadways and bikeway are as follows: 
 
1. Snouffer School Road is designated as a four-lane arterial, A-16, with a recommended 80-foot-wide 

right-of-way. The Countywide Bikeways Functional Master Plan designated along the segment of 
Snouffer School Road between Centerway Road and Goshen Road recommends a shared use path, 
SP-28. Although the Property has no frontage along Snouffer School Road, the existing right-of-way 
at the site’s driveway exceeds the recommended 80-foot wide right-of-way. 

2. Centerway Road is designated as a four-lane arterial, A-275, with a recommended 80-foot wide 
right-of-way and no bikeway. 

 
The other side streets along Snouffer School Road analyzed in the traffic study area are not listed in the 
Master Plan: 
 
1. Chelsey Knoll Drive is a secondary residential street with a 60-foot wide right-of-way. 
2. Lewisberry Drive is a secondary residential street with a right-of-wide between 60 and 70 feet. 
3. Alliston Hollow Way is a secondary residential street between Snouffer School Road and Ridge 

Heights Drive and a tertiary residential street between Ridge Heights Drive and its western terminus. 
4. Ridge Heights Drive is a secondary residential street between Snouffer School Road and Alliston 

Hollow Way and a tertiary residential street between Alliston Hollow Way and its southern 
terminus. 
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Current Roadway Projects 
MCDOT has the following two current roadway improvement projects along Snouffer School Road: 
 
1. MCDOT CIP Project No. 501119, Snouffer School Road North (Webb Tract), will widen the road from 

two to four lanes between Centerway Road and Turkey Thicket Drive and improve the two-lane 
segment between Turkey Thicket Drive and Alliston Hollow Drive.  The project includes a raised 
median, an 8-foot wide shared use path on the northern side, a 5-foot wide sidewalk on the 
southern side, and a new traffic signal at Alliston Hollow Drive.  The project limits are between 
Centerway Road and Alliston Hollow Drive.  The design is projected to be completed in 2014.  
 
Associated with this CIP project, the Applicant must comply with each of the recommendations in 
the MCDOT’s letter, dated May 24, 2013, including:  

  
a. Obtain the necessary right-of-way by easements from the owners of U.S. Army Reserve and 

County’s Multi-Agencies Service Park properties for the proposed intersection at Snouffer 
School Road and the site’s access driveway-Ridge Heights Drive. 

 
b. The design details for the proposed intersection at Snouffer School Road and the site’s 

access driveway-Ridge Heights Drive to align with the continuation of cross-sectional design 
elements of the on-going MCDOT Capital Improvements Program (CIP) Project No. 501119, 
Snouffer School Road North (Webb Tract), improvement project with a northern project 
limit at Alliston Hollow Drive to the south. 

 
c. The Applicant must construct the continuation of shared use path from Ridge Heights Drive 

to Alliston Hollow Drive (i.e., as to be constructed as part of MCDOT CIP project above south 
of Alliston Hollow Drive) along Snouffer School Road within available public right-of-way.  

 
d. The Applicant must submit a traffic signal warrant study to MCDOT at the proposed 

intersection at Snouffer School Road and the site access driveway-Ridge Heights Drive. If 
warranted, the Applicant is responsible for installing the traffic signal. 

 
2. MCDOT CIP Project No. 501109 Snouffer School Road, Facility Planning Phases 1 and 2 is to upgrade 

Snouffer School Road between Sweet Autumn Drive (860 feet west of Woodfield Road, MD 124) and 
Centerway Road.  The project would provide a consistent five-lane arterial, including a center turn 
lane, 5.5-foot wide on-road bike lanes, an 8-foot wide shared-use path, and a 5-foot wide sidewalk. 
This project was reviewed as Mandatory Referral, MR2013003 at the Planning Board’s public 
hearing held on October 4, 2012.  The project was dormant for several years after the Facility 
Planning Phase II was completed in October 2007 because of a lack of funding until the final design 
phase started in September 2010. Construction is projected to begin in November 2015 and to be 
completed in December 2017. 

 

Available Transit Service 
Ride-On Route 58 operates along Snouffer School Road and connects the Shady Grove Metrorail Station 
and the Lakeforest Transit Center with 30-minute headways on weekdays and weekends.  The nearest 
bus stops are located on both sides of Snouffer School Road at the intersection with Ridge Heights Drive. 
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Two other Ride-On routes have bus stops at the intersection of Snouffer School Road and Centerway 
Road approximately three quarters of a mile to the south: 

1. Ride-On Route 60 with 30-minute headways on weekdays only. 
2. Ride-On Route 64 with 15 to 20-minute headways on weekdays and weekends. 

 
They both operate along Snouffer School Road south of Centerway Road and connect the Shady Grove 
Metrorail Station and the Montgomery Village Center (shopping center).  
 
Pedestrian Facilities 
As noted above, an MCDOT CIP Project for Snouffer School Road North (Webb Tract) will provide 
sidewalks and the master-planned shared use path.  
 
The Applicant’s plans show a 5-foot wide lead-in sidewalk from Snouffer School Road on the north and 
west side of the site’s driveway.  Most of the necessary handicapped ramps are shown on the plan and 
any missing connections are required under the recommended conditions of approval.  In addition, the 
Applicant is proposing an access easement for the existing trail serving the adjacent residents that 
crosses the northern property line.  
 
Bicycle Accommodations 
A total of 18 total bike parking spaces are required based on 318 vehicular parking spaces shown on the 
proposed preliminary plan.  The bike parking spaces should include bike lockers for employees and 
inverted-U bike racks for visitors and employees.  The bike parking spaces must be located near the 
main entrances of each building with the bike racks in weather-protected areas, if possible. 
 
The plan shows four bike racks and two bike lockers proposed next to each building.  For the 
office/warehouse Building No. 1, six bike parking spaces are located in the southeastern corner of the 
building but have no connection to the sidewalk along the site’s driveway.  For the warehouse buildings 
No. 2 and 3, the bike spaces are in unsafe locations next to the loading docks on the buildings’ west side.  
These bike parking spaces should be relocated nearer a pedestrian main entrance on the buildings’ east 
side.  Similar to Building No. 1, the proposed bike parking spaces for Building No. 3 have no connection 
to the on-site sidewalk network and should be relocated near the building entrance.   
 
Adequate Public Transportation Facilities Review  
 
Local Area Transportation Review (LATR) 
The proposed business park will generate the following number of peak-hour trips during the weekday 
morning peak period (6:30 to 9:30 a.m.) and the evening peak period (4:00 to 7:00 p.m.): 
  

Land Use Square Feet 
Peak-Hour Trips 

Morning Evening 

Warehouse Space 188,000 126 94 

General Office Space 12,000  18 23 

Total Peak-Hour Trips 200,000 144 117 

 
A traffic study was required to satisfy the LATR test because the proposed business park generates 30 or 
more total peak-hour trips within the weekday morning and evening peak periods.  The study submitted 
for APF review was prepared before the square footage of general office space was finalized and 
analyzed the site with 40,000 square feet, instead of the currently proposed 12,000 square feet, 
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although the total square feet of office and warehouse uses remained at the same total of 200,000 
square feet.   The modification to 12,000 square feet of general office space, however, reduces the 
number of site-generated peak-hour trips by 14% within the weekday morning peak hour and 26% 
within the evening peak hour.  Thus, the traffic study did not need to be updated.      
 
The table below shows the calculated Critical Lane Volume (CLV) values at the analyzed intersections for 
the following traffic conditions: 
 
1. Existing:  Existing traffic conditions as they exist now.  
2. Background:  The existing condition plus the trips generated from approved but un-built nearby 

developments. 
3. Total:  The background condition plus the site-generated trips, as revised.  
 

 
Analyzed Intersection 

Weekday 
Peak Hour 

Traffic Conditions 

Existing Background Total  

Snouffer School Road & 
Centerway Road 

Morning 1,278 1,095 1,148 

Evening 952 994 1,024 

Snouffer School Road & 
Lewisberry Drive-Chelsey Knoll Drive 

Morning 937 969 987 

Evening 881 899 913 

Snouffer School Road &  
Alliston Hollow Way-County Service Park Drive 

Morning 1,056 1,073 1,095 

Evening 983 1,029 1,050 

Snouffer School Road &  
Ridge Heights Drive-Site Driveway 

Morning 886 918 946 

Evening 793 826 897 

 
As shown on the table above, the CLV values at the four analyzed intersections are less than the 
congestion standard of 1,425 for these intersections located in the Montgomery Village/Airpark Policy 
Area. Thus, the LATR test is satisfied.  
 
Transportation Policy Area Review (TPAR) 
Because the final plan was submitted on or before March 30, 2013, or within 30 days of Planning Board 
adoption of the LATR & TPAR Guidelines, the Applicant may choose to satisfy the “policy area review” 
test by either the Policy Area Mobility Review (PAMR) or Transportation Policy Area Review (TPAR) test. 
Since the PAMR mitigation is 0% in the Montgomery Village/Airpark Policy Area, the Applicant selected 
PAMR over TPAR. Thus, the policy area review test is satisfied.  
 

Other Public Facilities 
Adequate public facilities and services will be available to serve the proposed development of the 
Property.  The Property is located in water and sewer service area categories W-3/S-3.  According to the 
Applicant, public water will be extended from Snouffer School Road through the County-owned 
property.  Sanitary sewer will need to be extended on the east side of the Property through the 
adjoining County property.  Other utilities, including gas, electricity, telephone and cable will be 
provided to the Property from Snouffer School Road.  Fire, police, and rescue services are within 
appropriate distances to serve the Property.   A Fire Access Plan has been approved by the Montgomery 
County Fire and Rescue Service. 
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ENVIRONMENT 
 
Environmental Guidelines 
The Subject Property contains no wetlands, streams, floodplains, or stream valley buffers and is not 
located in a Special Protection Area.  The proposed project is in compliance with M-NCPPC’s 
Environmental Guidelines. 
 
Preliminary Forest Conservation Plan 
This property is subject to the Montgomery County Forest Conservation Law (Chapter 22A of the County 
Code) and a Preliminary Forest Conservation Plan (“PFCP”) has been submitted for Planning Board 
approval.  The PFCP proposes the removal of 4.72 acres of forest that requires a total of 3.26 acres of 
reforestation.  The Applicant proposes to meet the planting requirement by: 

 Planting 0.25 acres of landscape trees, 
 Planting 0.40 acres of reforestation,  
 Placing 1.58 acres in a Category I conservation easement, and  
 Meeting the remaining 2.61 acres of reforestation requirement off-site. 

 
Forest Conservation Variance 
Section 22A-12(b) (3) of Montgomery County Forest Conservation Law provides criteria that identify 
certain individual trees as high priority for retention and protection.  These include trees that measure 
30 inches or greater DBH; are part of a historic site or designated with a historic structure; are 
designated as a national, State, or County champion trees; are at least 75 percent of the diameter of the 
current State champion tree of that species; or trees, shrubs, or plants that are designated as Federal or 
State rare, threatened, or endangered species.  Any impact to these trees, including removal or 
disturbance within the critical root zone (CRZ) of a subject tree, requires a variance.  An applicant for a 
variance must provide written information in support of the required findings in accordance with 
Section 22A-21 of the County Forest Conservation Law.   
 
The Applicant submitted a variance request on April 2, 2013 for the impacts to and removal of specimen 
trees as depicted on the attached PFCP (Attachment 7).  The Applicant is requesting a variance to 
remove four specimen trees (trees >30” DBH) and to impact the critical root zones of six specimen trees 
that are considered high priority for retention under Section 22A-12(b) (3) of the County Forest 
Conservation Law.  These 10 trees are further described in Tables 1 and 2, below. 
 
 

Table 1: Specimen trees to be removed 
Tree 
Number 

Common Name 
 

DBH 
 

Condition 

61 Red Oak 34” Good 

62 Red Oak 37” Poor 

63 Red Maple 31” Good 

68 Red Oak 21” Good 
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Table 2: Specimen trees to be impacted but retained (off-site) 

Tree 
Number 

Common Name DBH Condition CRZ Impact 

10 Red Oak 31” Poor 40% 

14 Red Oak 36” Fair 10% 

16 Red Oak 33” Poor 21% 

17 Red Oak 36” Fair 25% 

18 Red Oak 31” Fair 4% 

32 Red Oak 34” Fair/Good 15% 

 
The Applicant is proposing to impact the critical root zones of six specimen trees located off-site to the 
west of the property.  In the event the proposed limits of disturbance necessitates the removal of any of 
these trees, the Applicant would be required to obtain permission from the landowner and to obtain a 
new variance approval from the Planning Department prior to any tree removal. 
 
Unwarranted Hardship Basis 
Under Section 22A-21, a variance may only be granted if the Planning Board finds that leaving the 
requested trees in an undisturbed state would result in unwarranted hardship.  The proposed 
development is in accordance with both the intent and recommendation of the 1985 Gaithersburg 
Vicinity Master Plan area and in the I-4 zone.  The Applicant is proposing the construction of three 
warehouse buildings, parking, and stormwater facilities that retain an existing stand of trees along the 
northern boundary of the site.  This stand of trees and the proposed supplemental forest plantings will 
be placed in a Category I conservation easement and will act as a buffer between the proposed 
development and the adjacent residential community to the north.  Protection of this forest and its 
associated easement pushes the development toward the southern and western portion of the property 
and impacts the critical root zones of off-site specimen trees along the property’s western boundary 
(see Figure 1).  Also, given the configuration of Parcel 649, and the need to use it for access to the 
property, the inability to remove trees #61-63 would severely limit the use of a significant percentage of 
the entire tract.  Finally, in order to align the access driveway at Snouffer School Road directly across 
from Ridge Heights Drive to provide for transportation operational safety, tree #68 would need to be 
removed (see Figure 2).  Therefore, Staff concurs that the Applicant has a sufficient unwarranted 
hardship to consider a variance request. 
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Figure 1. Specimen trees with critical root zones circled in blue that are located along the western 

boundary of the subject site. 

Match line 

to Figure 2 
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Figure 2. Specimen trees (#61-63, 68) proposed for removal as indicated with red Xs. 

 
Section 22A-21 of the County Forest Conservation Law sets forth the findings that must be made by the 
Planning Board, in order for a variance to be granted. 
 

Variance Findings  
Staff has made the following determination based on the required findings for a variance: 
 
1. Will not confer on the applicant a special privilege that would be denied to other applicants. 

Granting the variance will not confer a special privilege on the Applicant as this property is 
proposing a development consisted with the I-4 zone.  One of the four specimen trees requested to 
be removed (tree #68) is located within the access easement to the property.  The entrance 
alignment was designed to meet operational safety requirements; therefore, the removal of tree 
#68 is unavoidable.  Trees #61-63 are located on Parcel 649; due to the narrow configuration of the 
parcel and the use of this parcel for access to the remainder of the development, restricting the 
removal of these trees would significantly limit the developable area of the Property.  Finally, 
because the Applicant is proposing to preserve and plant 1.58 acres of forest along the northern 
boundary of the site, the proposed buildings must be constructed towards the central and southern 
portions of the site.  Therefore, perimeter parking and road access to the buildings would require 
impacts to the critical root zones of the specimen trees located off-site and along the western 
boundary.  Due to the constraints of the property, it is Staff’s opinion, that granting the variance will 
not confer a special privilege to the Applicant. 

 

Match line 

to Figure 1 
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2. Is not based on conditions or circumstances which are the result of the actions by the applicant.   
Staff concurs that the requested variance is based on proposed industrial use of the site, access to 
the site from Snouffer School Road, and the site conditions, rather than on conditions or 
circumstances which are the result of actions by the Applicant. 

 
3. Is not based on a condition relating to land or building use, either permitted or non-conforming, on a 

neighboring property. 
Staff concurs that the requested variance is a result of the proposed site design and layout on the 
subject property and not as a result of land or building use on a neighboring property. 

 
4. Will not violate State water quality standards or cause measurable degradation in water quality. 

Because the specimen trees proposed for removal will be mitigated with new forest and tree 
plantings, any water quality benefits that would be lost by removing the specimen trees will 
ultimately be replaced by the planting of the proposed mitigation trees.  In addition, the specimen 
trees are not located within an environmental buffer or within a Special Protection Area.  Therefore, 
Staff concurs that the project will not violate State water quality standards or cause measurable 
degradation in water quality.    

 

Mitigation for Trees Subject to the Variance Provisions 
The Applicant proposes to disturb the critical root zones of six specimen trees and to remove four 
specimen trees; three of which are located within an existing forest stand and will be mitigated for as 
part of the planting requirement.  The remaining tree (#68) is to be removed in order to align the access 
driveway at Snouffer School Road with Ridge Heights Drive.  In order to mitigate for the removal of this 
tree, the Applicant has proposed to plant three 3” caliper native trees on-site.   This mitigation follows 
Staff’s recommendation that replacement should occur at a ratio of approximately 1” caliper for every 
4” DBH removed.  While these trees will not be as large as the trees lost, they will provide some 
immediate canopy and will help augment the canopy coverage.  Because these trees are in mitigation 
for specimen trees removed, they do not count toward afforestation requirements. 
 

County Arborist’s Recommendation on the Variance 
In accordance with Montgomery County Code Section 22A-21(c), the Planning Department is required to 
refer a copy of the variance request to the County Arborist in the Montgomery County Department of 
Environmental Protection for a recommendation prior to acting on the request. The request was 
forwarded to the County Arborist on April 9, 2013.  On April 26, 2013, the County Arborist issued her 
recommendations on the variance request and recommended the variance be approved with mitigation 
(Attachment 9). 
 

Variance Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the variance be granted. 
 

Stormwater Management 
DPS issued a letter accepting the Stormwater Management Concept for the Reserve Business Center site 
on June 11, 2013 (Attachment 4).  The stormwater management concept proposes to meet required 
stormwater management goals via the use of micro biofiltration and structural filtration.   
 

Unsafe Land 
Section 50-32(b) of the Subdivision Regulations states:  
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The board must restrict the subdivision of any land which it finds to be unsafe for development because 
of possible flooding or erosive stream action, soils with structural limitations, unstabilized slope or fill, or 
similar environmental or topographical conditions. 
 
As previously stated, the Property was used as a Nike-Ajax Missile Launch Area site and a radar research 
facility.  In a letter from the Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE), dated November 26, 
2012, MDE described the Subject Property as the subject of environmental investigations conducted by 
the Department of the Army (Army) and MDE since the mid-1980s.  In addition, a 1990 Preliminary 
Assessment/Site Inspection conducted by EA Engineering for the Department of the Army prompted 
comments from MDE that included recommendations to collect additional samples due to metals in the 
groundwater.  Additional issues of potential concern were a 1000-gallon fuel oil underground storage 
tank, the potential for polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) to be in the hydraulic fluid, and asbestos 
material in the missile storage structures.  The last involvement by MDE with the Property occurred in 
1994, during which the Army and the MDE identified low levels of trichloroethene and chloroform 
(although MDE was not able to locate the actual data in the file). 
      
The Applicant has submitted the initial investigation conducted by EA Engineering, Science, and 
Technology, Inc. prepared for the U.S. Army Toxic and Hazardous Materials Agency dated January 1990 
and a Phase II Environmental Site Assessment conducted by Hillis-Carnes Engineering Associates dated 
December 2012 as part of the Preliminary Plan application.  In order to accurately assess this data, Staff 
is recommending that the Applicant receive a determination from MDE that the Property is suitable for 
development.   In MDE’s November 2012 letter, MDE proposes the use of the Voluntary Cleanup 
Program (VCP) or an evaluation by the Department’s State Assessment and Remediation Division.  Using 
either approach will enable MDE to issue a regulatory determination regarding environmental 
conditions for the property.  It is Staff’s position that the issuance of a regulatory determination from 
MDE would provide the necessary assurance that the proposed project will be in compliance with 
Section 50-32(b).  As of the issuance of this Report, Staff understands that the Applicant has entered 
into the Voluntary Cleanup Program as proposed by MDE. (See Attachment 10) 
 
Staff recommends that the Planning Board approve the Preliminary Forest Conservation Plan with the 
conditions cited in this Staff Report. The Variance approval is assumed in the Planning Board’s approval 
of the Preliminary Forest Conservation Plan. 
 
 
COMPLIANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE AND SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS 
 
Per Sec. 59-D of the Zoning Ordinance - Plan Approvals Required table, developments in the I-4 Zone 
require site plan review only when the Optional Method of development is used. This request appears 
to be for the Standard Method development; however, only the application form refers to this latter 
method. For clarification purposes, the first line under the ‘Site Tabulations’ of the Preliminary Plan 
(with reference to the property’s zoning) should specify the Applicant’s intention to use the Standard 
Method of development for this proposal. 
 
Because the Standard Method of development does not require site plan review by the Planning Board, 
the Plan’s Site Tabulations have been checked for compliance with the respective sections of the Zoning 
Ordinance, including building height, coverage/green area, floor area ratio, building and parking 
setbacks, required parking, and required interior green space in the parking compound. As shown 
below, all of the calculations shown in the Plan’s ‘Site Tabulations’ are in compliance with the Zoning 
Ordinance. 
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Table 1:  Development Standards Data Table - I-4 Zone 

PLAN DATA 
Zoning Ordinance 

Development 
Standard 

Proposed for 
Approval by the 
Preliminary Plan 

Maximum Building Height 
(feet) [Sec. 59-C.31(a)]   

42 ft. 42 ft. 

Minimum Setbacks (feet):   

Abutting residential [Sec. 
59-C-5.35(a)] at the rear 

100 ft. Min. 150 ft. 

(b) From any industrial 
zone 

10 ft. Min. 10 ft.+1 

(d) (2) From private rights-
of-way 

25 ft. 25 ft.+2 

Maximum Density [Sec. 59-C-
5.44(c)] 

1.0 FAR or 598,457 
SF 0.33 or 200,000 SF 

Minimum Green Area (% of 
gross tract acres) [Sec. 59-C-
5.32]   

20% 
or 119,691 SF 

30% 
or 183,500 SF 

Parking Sec. 59-E 3.7  
1.5 spaces/1,000sf GFA of 
warehouse space 

282 282 

 And 2.9 spaces/1,000 GFA of 
office space in an Office 
Parking Policy Area (the 
Northern Central Area) 

35 353 

Off-Street Parking Setback 
[Sec. C-59-5.44(d)(1) from any 
residential zone [at the rear of 
Building #3] 

50 ft. 105 ft. + 

 

 
CONCLUSION 
 
The application meets all requirements established in the Subdivision Regulations and the Zoning 
Ordinance and substantially conforms to the recommendations of the Gaithersburg Vicinity Master Plan.  
Staff recommends approval of the Preliminary Plan subject to the conditions contained in this Staff Report. 
 
 

                                                           
1
 Because there are three separate buildings proposed this setback varies in relation to the abutting/adjoining 

properties and each building. 
2
 Because there are three separate buildings proposed this setback also varies in relation to each building location 

from the private right-of-way. 
3
 The total required parking for both warehouse and office space = 317; the total number of parking spaces on this 

plan = 318. 
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ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment 1 - Letter from Stuart R. Barr, Attorney on behalf of the Applicant 
Attachment 2 - Letter from Robert C. Park, Jr., Attorney on behalf of the Estate of Hewett Webb 
Attachment 3 - MCDOT Approval Letter 
Attachment 4 - Stormwater Concept Approval Letter 
Attachment 5 - Fire and Rescue Approval Letter & Access Plan 
Attachment 6 - Letter from MDE 
Attachment 7 - PFCP Plan 
Attachment 8 - Tree Variance Request 
Attachment 9 - Letter from the County Arborist 
Attachment 10 - Voluntary Cleanup Program (VCP) Application Package 
Attachment 11 - MVF Comments on VCP and Environmental Concerns 
Attachment 12 - MCCA Executive Summary Presented to MDE 
Attachment 13 - Letters of Environmental Concerns from MCCA and Individual Citizens 
Attachment 14 – Department of the Army Access Easement Agreement 
Attachment 15 – Montgomery County Access Easement Agreement 
Attachment 16 – Montgomery County Utility Easement Agreement 
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