MAYOR AND COUNCIL
MEETING NO. 29-21
Monday, July 12, 2021 – 6:00 PM
AGENDA
Agenda item times are estimates only. Items may be considered at times other than those indicated.
Any person who requires assistance in order to attend a city meeting should call the ADA Coordinator at
240-314-8108.
Rockville City Hall is closed due to the state directives for slowing down the spread of the coronavirus
COVID-19 and continue practicing safe social distancing.
"Rockville City Hall remains closed for now, but is being prepared for resumption of in-peron Mayor and
Council meetings beginning Monday, September 13"
Viewing Mayor and Council Meetings
To support social distancing, the Mayor and Council are conducting meetings virtually. The virtual meetings
can be viewed on Rockville 11, channel 11 on county cable, livestreamed at
www.rockvillemd.gov/rockville11, and available a day after each meeting at
www.rockvillemd.gov/videoondemand.
Participating
in email
Community
Forum &toPublic
Hearings:
• Please
the comments
mayorandcouncil@rockvillemd.gov
by no later than 10:00 a.m. on
the date of the meeting.
If you• wish
submit comments
in writing forby
Community
or Public
Hearings:
Allto
comments
will be acknowledged
the MayorForum
and Council
at the
meeting and added to the
agenda for public viewing on the website.
If you wish to participate virtually in Community Forum or Public Hearings during the live Mayor and Council
meeting:
1. Send your Name, Phone number, the Community Forum or Public Hearing Topic and Expected
Method of Joining the Meeting (computer or phone) to mayorandcouncil@rockvillemd.gov no
later than 10:00 am on the day of the meeting.
2. On the day of the meeting, you will receive a confirmation email with further details, and two
Webex invitations: 1) Optional Webex Orientation Question and Answer Session and 2) Mayor &
Council Meeting Invitation.
3. Plan to join the meeting no later than 5:40 p.m. (approximately 20 minutes before the actual
meeting start time).
4. Read for https://www.rockvillemd.gov/DocumentCenter/View/38725/Public-Meetings-on-Webex
5. meeting tips and instructions on joining a Webex meeting (either by computer or phone).
6. If joining by computer, Conduct a WebEx test: https://www.webex.com/test-meeting.html prior to
signing up to join the meeting to ensure your equipment will work as expected.
7. Participate (by phone or computer) in the optional Webex Orientation Question and Answer
Session at 4 p.m. the day of the meeting, for an overview of the Webex tool, or to ask general
process questions.
Participating in Mayor and Council Drop-In (Mayor Newton and Councilmember Feinberg)
Drop-In Sessions will be held by phone on Monday, July 19 from 5:15-5:45 p.m. Please sign up by 10 a.m.
on the meeting day using the form at: https://www.rockvillemd.gov/formcenter/city-clerk-11/sign-upfor-dropin-meetings-227

Mayor and Council

6:00 PM 1.
2.

July 12, 2021

Convene
Pledge of Allegiance

6:05 PM 3.

COVID-19 Update

6:15 PM 4.

Proclamation
A.

6:20 PM 5.

Proclamation Recognizing Peace Day 2021 in Honor of Mattie J.T.
Stepanek (Mayor Newton)

Consent
A.

Resolution to Endorse and Commit to the Establishment of
Government Policies and Practices That Promote Equity and Social
Justice

B.

Potomac Woods Road Code Waivers

C.

Award of Sourcewell Rider Contract #041217-PII, Petersen Lightning
Loader Grapple Truck, to Infrastructure Solutions Group, in the Amount
of $155,000.00

D.

Authorization to Approve a Revocable License and Maintenance
Agreement and an Air Rights Easement for Private Amenities in the
Public Rights-Of-Way Associated with Twinbrook Quarter Phase I

6:25 PM 6.

Discussion and Instructions to Staff on Zoning Text Amendment TXT202100260, to Modify the Requirements for Project Plans, Roadway
Classifications in Mixed Use Zones, Minor and Major Site Plan Amendments,
Development Approval Abandonment, the Definition of Demolition, and the
Addition of Research and Development Use and Related Parking Standard

7:05 PM 7.

Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session - Planning Areas:
Montgomery College Area (7), Woodley Gardens and College Gardens (5),
Rockshire and Fallsmead (14), Fallsgrove and Research Boulevard (15), and
King Farm and Shady Grove (16).

Mayor and Council

11:00 PM 8.

July 12, 2021

Adjournment

The Mayor and Council Rules and Procedures and Operating Guidelines establish
procedures and practices for Mayor and Council meetings, including public hearing
procedures. They are available at: http://www.rockvillemd.gov/mcguidelines.

4.A

Mayor & Council Meeting Date: July 12, 2021
Agenda Item Type: Proclamation
Department: City Clerk/Director of Council Operations Office
Responsible Staff: Sara Taylor-Ferrell

Subject

Proclamation Recognizing Peace Day 2021 in Honor of Mattie J.T. Stepanek

Recommendation

Staff Recommends the Mayor and Council read, approve and present the proclamation to Jeni
Stepanek, PhD., CEO of the Mattie J. T. Stepanek Foundation.

Discussion
Mattie J. T. Stepanek, who was a young poet and peacemaker hero, passed away on June 22,
2004, from a rare form of muscular dystrophy. Mattie's poems of peace and hope have touched
millions of lives, and his "Heartsongs" continues to reach out to people of all ages around the
world.
Mattie chose to live in Rockville and loved his neighbors in the King Farm Community and his
many friends throughout the City. Shortly after Mattie's death, his friends and neighbors in King
Farm established the Mattie J.T. Stepanek Foundation with the mission of spreading Mattie's
message of hope and peace. Mattie's Foundation offers educational and recreational programs,
activities, and resources that encourage peacemaking and support the understanding of peace
for individuals and our world.
In 2014, a congressional resolution was passed to declare July 17 (Mattie’s birthday) as
“National Peace Day” to honor Mattie’s life and peace legacy.

Mayor and Council History

On July 2, 2018, the Mayor and Council declared July 17 each year, as Mattie T.J. Stepanek
Peace Day in the City of Rockville.

Public Notification and Engagement
The Mattie J. T. Stepanek Foundation will host a “Gathering of Gratitude” at 11 a.m. to 1 p.m.
on July 17 in the Peace Garden at Matie J. T. Stepanek Park. #Toast2Peace online/virtual event
with world-renowned magician Chris Dugdale at 5 p.m. to 6:30 p.m. on July 17.

Attachments
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Attachment 4.A.a:

2021 Peace Day Proclamation

(PDF)
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Attachment 4.A.a: 2021 Peace Day Proclamation (3637 : Proclamation Recognizing Peace Day 2021 in Honor of Mattie J.T. Stepanek)

4.A.a
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Mayor & Council Meeting Date: July 12, 2021
Agenda Item Type: Consent
Department: Housing and Community Development
Responsible Staff: Asmara Habte

Subject
Resolution to Endorse and Commit to the Establishment of Government Policies and Practices
That Promote Equity and Social Justice

Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Mayor and Council approve the attached resolution for adoption.

Discussion
On May 24, 2021, staff presented to the Mayor and Council a resolution entitled "[T]o endorse
and commit to the establishment of government policies and practices that promote racial
equity and social justice."
The Mayor and Council discussed the draft resolution and provided staff with directions on the
next step. The instructions included minor edits to the draft resolution. The edits included the
following:
•

Adding the term "ethnic" throughout the resolution in the resolution's title to recognize
Latino/Hispanic as an ethnic group, rather than a racial group, to make the resolution
more inclusive.

•

Eliminating the words "including Blacks, Native Americans and Latinos" in the fourth
Whereas clause, ending the clause at "...people of color," thereby making that clause
more inclusive.

Attached to this report is a revised draft capturing the comments and edits as provided by the
Mayor and Council. A redlined version of the draft resolution is also attached for reference.
Additionally, the Mayor and Council directed staff to draft a separate resolution titled "Hate
Has No Place Here" to denounce hate against all groups, including but not limited to those of
the Jewish, Islamic and Sikhism faith, and the Asian-American and Pacific Islander communities.
The resolution will also seek to speak to the lower economic class as a community faced with
discrimination in areas related to affordable housing construction. A draft resolution will be
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brought forth to the Mayor and Council at a future date for its consideration and deliberation
for potential adoption.
Mayor and Council History
This item is a continuation of an on-going Mayor and Council discussion about social justice,
racism, and bias. The Mayor and Council have discussed this topic at previous Mayor and
Council meetings, including June 22, July 6, July 20, September 21, December 14, 2020, and
January 25, 2021. At the January 25 meeting, the Mayor and Council directed staff to draft a
framing resolution for the Mayor and Council’s consideration. The Mayor and Council discussed
this item at its meeting on May 24, 2021 and asked for further revisions for their consideration.
Next Steps
Staff recommends that the Mayor and Council approve the attached Resolution.

Attachments
Attachment 5.A.a:
Attachment 5.A.b:

Resolution_FramingResoultion_RESJ070221_clean (DOCX)
Resolution_FramingResoultion_RESJ070221_redline
(DOCX)
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Resolution No. ______

Resolution: To endorse and commit to the establishment of
government policies and practices that promote racial and
ethnic equity and social justice.

WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council of Rockville embrace the great diversity in the city and seek to
maintain its identity as being one of the Most Livable cities in America; and
WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council recognizes the history of racism in our country and how it has
led to many current-day disparities in education, job attainment, housing and healthcare, as well as
disproportionate incarceration rates for people of color; and
WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council recognizes that racial inequity is institutionalized with systematic
racism in the policies and practices in governmental institutions. Systemic and institutionalized racism
is so commonly accepted in our laws, rules, policies, behaviors, attitudes, and practices that it
establishes and imposes statistically-significant perpetual hardship, and even shortened life spans for
persons of color; and
WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council recognizes that many regulatory and policy-oriented tools
allowed and perpetuated racial disparity. Such regulatory and policy-oriented tools may have included
the use of zoning laws that supported neighborhood redlining, municipal disinvestment in the Black
community, and a history of bias in the provision of government services and programs. Such policies
have contributed to the decline in historically Black and Latino neighborhoods; and
WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council recognizes that issues of racial and ethnic equity must be
addressed proactively and deliberately in the course of decision-making to increase the success for all
groups; and
WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council recognizes the need to examine policies and practices to
determine whether they are contributing to racial inequity and, where needed, change or eliminate the
policy or practice that are in need of modification or elimination; and
WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council commits to becoming an equity and justice-oriented
organization, with the Mayor and Council and the City’s leadership continuing to identify activities to
further enhance racial and ethnic equity and social justice, and to ensure the application of anti-racism
principles across Council leadership, staffing, contracting and participation in City activities; and
WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council is interested in exploring and instituting methods that have
worked in cities around the country to update, eliminate, or create government policies, practices, and
programs specifically to dismantle existing racial disparities; and
WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council acknowledges potential difficulties in assessing the impact of
decisions on racial and ethnic equity, but is committed to applying a racial and ethnic equity lens in a
systematic way in its decision-making processes with the goal of continuing to build an inclusive,
equitable community, to ensure a vibrant and healthy community for all Rockville residents; and
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Attachment 5.A.a: Resolution_FramingResoultion_RESJ070221_clean (3780 : Resolution to Endorse and Commit to the Establishment of

5.A.a

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Mayor and Council expresses support for
policies that effectively reduce and eradicate implicit bias, and that advance diversity, cultural
competency, fairness, and equity in all City government operations and regulated activities.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Mayor and Council commits itself to systematically and
deliberately applying a racial and ethnic equity lens in its decision-making process to build a community
that is inclusive, equitable, prosperous, and healthy for all; and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Mayor and Council commits to review existing policies
and practices that may be contributing to racial and ethnic inequities, and to make changes to eliminate
the disparities in the areas of health, economic enrichment, education, housing, and justice within the
municipal code.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Mayor and Council expresses support for policies that
effectively reduce and eradicate implicit bias, and advances diversity, cultural competency, fairness,
and equity in all City government operations and regulated activities.
*****************************
I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of a resolution adopted by the Mayor and
Council at its meeting of _________.

____________________________________
Sara Taylor-Ferrell,
City Clerk/Director of Council Operations
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Resolution No. ______

Resolution: To endorse and commit to the establishment of
government policies and practices that promote racial and
ethnic and equity and social justice.

WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council of Rockville embrace the great diversity in the city and seek to
maintain its identity as being one of the Most Livable cities in America; and
WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council recognizes the history of racism in our country and how it has
led to many current-day disparities in education, job attainment, housing and healthcare, as well as
disproportionate incarceration rates for people of color; and
WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council recognizes that racial inequity is institutionalized with systematic
racism in the policies and practices in governmental institutions. Systemic and institutionalized racism
is so commonly accepted in our laws, rules, policies, behaviors, attitudes, and practices that it
establishes and imposes statistically-significant perpetual hardship, and even shortened life spans for
persons of color, including, Blacks, Native Americans, and Latinos; ; and
WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council recognizes that many regulatory and policy-oriented tools
allowed and perpetuated racial disparity. Such regulatory and policy-oriented tools may have included
the use of zoning laws that supported neighborhood redlining, municipal disinvestment in the Black
community, and a history of bias in the provision of government services and programs. Such policies
have contributed to the decline in historically Black and Latino neighborhoods; and
WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council recognizes that issues of racial and ethnic equity must be
addressed proactively and deliberately in the course of decision-making to increase the success for all
groups; and
WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council recognizes the need to examine policies and practices to
determine whether they are contributing to racial inequity and, where needed, change or eliminate the
policy or practice that are in need of modification or elimination; and
WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council commits to becoming an equity and justice-oriented
organization, with the Mayor and Council and the City’s leadership continuing to identify activities to
further enhance racial and ethnic equity and social justice, and to ensure the application of anti-racism
principles across Council leadership, staffing, contracting and participation in City activities; and
WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council is interested in exploring and instituting methods that have
worked in cities around the country to update, eliminate, or create government policies, practices, and
programs specifically to dismantle existing racial disparities; and
WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council acknowledges potential difficulties in assessing the impact of
decisions on racial and ethnic equity, but is committed to applying a racial and ethnic equity lens in a
systematic way in its decision-making processes with the goal of continuing to build an inclusive,
equitable community, to ensure a vibrant and healthy community for all Rockville residents; and
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Mayor and Council expresses support for
policies that effectively reduce and eradicate implicit bias, and that advance diversity, cultural
competency, fairness, and equity in all Ccity government operations and regulated activities.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Mayor and Council commits itself to systematically and
deliberately applying a racial and ethnic equity lens in its decision-making process to build a community
that is inclusive, equitable, prosperous, and healthy for all; and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Mayor and Council commits to review existing policies
and practices that may be contributing to racial and ethnic inequities, and to make changes to eliminate
the disparities in the areas of health, economic enrichment, education, housing, and justice within the
municipal code.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Mayor and Council expresses support for policies that
effectively reduce and eradicate implicit bias, and advances diversity, cultural competency, fairness,
and equity in all City government operations and regulated activities.
*****************************
I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of a resolution adopted by the Mayor and
Council at its meeting of _________.

____________________________________
Sara Taylor-Ferrell,
City Clerk/Director of Council Operations
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Attachment 5.A.b: Resolution_FramingResoultion_RESJ070221_redline (3780 : Resolution to Endorse and Commit to the Establishment of
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Mayor & Council Meeting Date: July 12, 2021
Agenda Item Type: Consent
Department: PW - Traffic & Transportation
Responsible Staff: Faramarz Mokhtari

Subject
Potomac Woods Road Code Waivers

Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Mayor and Council adopt the proposed resolution (Attachment A)
to reduce the required right-of-way width and the pavement width for new secondary
residential streets for the mixed-use development of Fortune Terrace in the EYA Park Potomac.

Discussion
This agenda item proposes the adoption of a resolution to grant Road Code Waivers to the
requirements of Chapter 21 of the “Rockville City Code,” pursuant to Section 21-42(a), to
reduce the required right-of-way width and the pavement width for new secondary residential
streets proposed, as part of the planned mixed-use development of Fortune Terrace in the EYA
Park Potomac development.
Background:
Finmarc Management, Inc. and EYA have submitted for approval a mixed-use development
application to demolish unoccupied office and industrial uses and construct approximately 102
residential townhouses, 96 multi-family residential units, 215 multi-family senior housing units,
and a multi-story parking garage to serve the existing health club facility that will be retained.
The subject property is approximately 13.5 acres, and is located on the north side of Fortune
Terrace, approximately 70 feet east of the signalized intersection of Fortune Terrace and Seven
Locks Road. The subject property is zoned Mixed Use Corridor District (MXCD). It is currently
improved and proposed to be demolished with approximately 100,000 square feet of office
(mostly vacant at present time), and a 68,000 square-foot health club that is planned to remain
and be completely incorporated into the proposed redevelopment application.
As part of the proposed redevelopment application, Finmarc Management, Inc. and EYA are seeking
specific and limited Road Code Waivers from the City’s standard details of the secondary residential
roadways.
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The submitted waiver request, and as shown on the exhibit (Attachment B), includes the reduction of the
Right of Way (ROW) widths for Streets A, B, C and D from 60’ to 56’. Within the 56’ ROW, the applicant
will provide all required elements including two 11-foot travel lanes, buffered sidewalks, planting strips
and on-street parking along these roads.
In addition, the applicant is also seeking approval to reduce the minimum pavement width for specific
and short segments along these roadways from the required 26 feet curb to curb, to 22 feet. The
recommended pavement width reductions are typically proposed for the areas where the travel lanes
are near either a road intersection or an access point for the private alleys. These sections, as highlighted
on the attached exhibit, include sections where there is no opportunity to provide for on-street parking.
It is important to note that throughout the proposed development, the submitted plans still provide for
the provision of 86 on-street and driveway parking spaces for visitors’ use for the proposed 99
townhouses, yielding a ratio of 0.87 visitor spaces per townhouse. This is significantly higher than the
0.50 ratio of visitor parking spaces per unit, a standard developed by DPW when evaluating such road
code waivers. This pavement reduction will provide a narrower street crossing which promotes
pedestrian safety.
Per a detailed comprehensive transportation report submitted for the proposed
redevelopment, staff has determined all scoped and studied intersections and roadways with
the proposed and required mitigation measures are projected to continue to operate at
acceptable levels of service.
As a result, staff recommends granting the approval of the requested waivers to reduce the
required minimum ROW width and pavement width.

Mayor and Council History
This is the first time that item has been brought before the Mayor and Council.

Next Steps
The Mayor and Council may approve the requested waiver by adopting the attached resolution.

Attachments
Attachment 5.B.a:
Attachment 5.B.b:

Draft Resolution - Waiver
Exhibit (PDF)

(DOCX)
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Resolution No. _____

RESOLUTION:

To approve a request for a waiver to the
requirements of Chapter 21 of the
Rockville City Code to reduce the required
right-of-way width, and the required
pavement width of a “secondary residential
road” for the EYA Park Potomac
development

WHEREAS, pursuant to Chapter 21, Section 21-42 of the Rockville City Code, EYA
Development, LLC has filed a written request for a waiver of the road construction requirements
for new secondary residential roads within the proposed EYA Park Potomac development,
located off of Fortune Terrace, to reduce the required right-of-way width and pavement width.
The right-of-way would be reduced to 56 feet and the pavement width will be reduced to 22 feet
in certain sections; and
WHEREAS, after consideration, the City Manager has recommended that it would be in
the public interest to grant this waiver so as to allow an adjustment in the requirements set forth
in Section 21-64 of Chapter 21 of the Rockville City Code for such construction.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND, that the subject waiver requested by EYA Development, LLC be,
and the same is hereby, approved.
***************************
I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of a resolution
adopted by the Mayor and Council at its meeting of July 12, 2021.

____________________________________
Sara Taylor-Ferrell
City Clerk/Director of Council Operation
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Attachment 5.B.a: Draft Resolution - Waiver [Revision 1] (3720 : Potomac Woods Road Code Waivers)

5.B.a

5.B.b
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STREET 'A'

17
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11'

Section C
Business District Class II
Design Exceptions
1. Reduced Travel Lane Width
Proposed 11' Width, Std. Det. 12'
2. No Street Parking
3. Additional Travel Lane

< 3%

TYPICAL ALLEY SECTION

I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THESE DOCUMENTS WERE
PREPARED OR APPROVED BY ME, AND THAT I AM A
DULY LICENSED, PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER UNDER
THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF MARYLAND.
WILLIAM D. ROBINSON
LICENSE No. 43113
EXPIRATION DATE: DECEMBER 19, 2022
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2% >

WIDTH
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20'
11'
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1'

5'
WIDTH WIDTH
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11'-16.8' 7'-12.5'
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2% > -0.42'
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14'
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16.
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'
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15
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15'

FORTUNE TERRACE

56'

H

SIDEWALK

SEVEN

10' PUE

SLOPE DN
EX. GROU . TO
ND >

+0.28'
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Section H
Secondary Residential Road Section Parking on One Side
Design Exceptions
1. Reduced Planting Strip
Proposed 7' Width, Std. Det.
9.5'
2. Reduced Right of Way Width
Proposed 56' Width, Std. Det.
60'
3. No Street Parking

Section I
Secondary Residential Road Section Parking on One Side
Design Exceptions
1. Reduced Planting Strip
Proposed varies 4.6' to 15'
Width, Std. Det. 9.5'
2. Reduced Right of Way Width
Proposed 56' Width, Std. Det.
60'
3. No Street Parking

4TH ELECTION DISTRICT
MONTGOMERY COUNTY,
MARYLAND
WSSC GRID: 216NW08
TAX MAP: GQ23
LOT 23, BLOCK A

STREET
SECTION
EXHIBIT

LIMITS OF RIGHT OF WAY

STP2020-00399
LIMITS OF REDUCED
PAVING WIDTHS

SMP
DRAWN BY:
SMP
DESIGNED BY:
DATE ISSUED: 06/14/2021

VIKA
PROJECT VM6601AZ
DRAWING
NO.
SHEET NO.

1 of 1
Packet Pg. 16

Attachment 5.B.b: Exhibit (3720 : Potomac Woods Road Code Waivers)

36
37

95

96
97
98

99

DN

ADA PARKING

11'

~8'

ES)
AN

ADA PARKING

5'

DL

ADA PARKING

7'

D

MPDU

20'

EXISTING
LIFETIME FITNESS
BUILDING
(TO REMAIN)

EXISTING R/W

10'

2.2'

25 26

24

23

22

21

20
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PAVEMENT. FINAL PAVEMENT MARKING WILL BE DETERMINED
PRIOR TO PERMIT.
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Mayor & Council Meeting Date: July 12, 2021
Agenda Item Type: Consent
Department: PW - Fleet Services
Responsible Staff: Keith Vogel

Subject
Award of Sourcewell Rider Contract #041217-PII, Petersen Lightning Loader Grapple Truck, to
Infrastructure Solutions Group, in the Amount of $155,000.00

Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Mayor and Council award a contract to Infrastructure Solutions
Group of Mechanicsville, VA, in the amount of $155,000 for the purchase of one (1) Petersen
Lightning Loader Grapple Truck in accordance with Sourcewell Rider Contract #041217-PII.

Discussion
The replacement of one Peterson Grapple Truck was approved in the FY 2022 Adopted
Operating Budget. The new truck will replace Unit #457 (2008 Ford F750 with a Peterson
Lightning Loader), which has met the replacement criteria for age (12 years old) and condition
due to increased operational costs. Unit #457 will be disposed of in accordance with City
standard procedures via online auction.
The grapple truck is the main vehicle used in the collection of bulk refuse, bulk yard waste and
large metal recycling products by the City’s Recycling and Refuse Division. This vehicle also is
used during inclement weather events for hauling snow from the downtown area and during
other storm events for hauling debris.

Mayor and Council History
This is the first time this item has been brought before the Mayor and Council.

Procurement
This is a rider contract award through SourceWell (NJPA), which serves as a municipal
contracting agency throughout the nation, with competitively solicited and awarded contracts.
The City’s Procurement Division has used NJPA contracts previously. In addition, this contract
has been utilized by other agencies, including City of Gaithersburg, Maryland; City of
Charlottesville, Virginia; City of Poquoson, Virginia; and the City of Newport News, Virginia.
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By riding a SourceWell (NJPA) contract, the City of Rockville receives the best pricing, as these
contracts are for a large number of vehicles that are purchased nationwide. By using the
SourceWell (NJPA) contract, the City is able to benefit from the volume pricing that is offered
instead of issuing our own competitive solicitation.
In accordance with Rockville City Code Section 17-71(b) Cooperative Procurement, the City may
contract with any Contractor who offers goods, services, insurance, or construction on the
same terms as provided to other state or local governments or agencies thereof, who have
arrived at those terms through a competitive procurement similar to the procedure used by the
City.
Infrastructure Solutions Group is a non-Minority, Female, or Disabled (non-MFD) business.

Fiscal Impact
There is sufficient funding available for this award in the FY 2022 Adopted Refuse Fund
operating budget in the Department of Public Works, Fleet Services Division.

Next Steps
Upon Mayor and Council approval, the Procurement Division will issue a purchase order to
Infrastructure Solutions Group.

Attachments
Attachment 5.C.a:

FY2022_Fleet Replacement (PDF)
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Fleet Replacement Schedule
The city's Fleet Services Division continually monitors and maintains the city's fleet to ensure maximum useful life. Staff
review the fleet each year and recommend replacement for vehicles meeting specific age, mileage, meter hours,
condition, and usefulness criteria. When possible, vehicles will be reassigned within or between departments in order to
maximize full unit life under the replacement criteria. Factors such as serviceability and technological life are also taken
into consideration when making recommendations for replacement. The vehicles shown below are scheduled for
replacement in FY 2022. The FY 2022 budget also includes funding to lease (in lieu of replacing) an additional 32 vehicles
as part of the lease program that began in FY 2020.

Fund

Dept

Unit

Est. Cost

General

R&P

02 Cargomate Trailer

$7,500

General

R&P

02 Cargomate Trailer

$7,500

General

PW

07 Chevrolet C8500 DT

$157,650

General

PW

HD Saltbox (HD Dumps)

$15,000

General

PW

HD Plow (Dumps)

Water

PW

07 John Deere 310SJ Backhoe

$170,000

Refuse

PW

2008 Crane LET2-26

$269,000

Refuse

PW

2008 Crane LET2-26

$269,000

Refuse

PW

08 Ford F750 Petersen GH

$183,930

Refuse

PW

SWM

PW

2004 ODB Leafer Collectore
Elkin Hi-Tech LP-8 Concrete Mixer

361

$7,000

$84,500
$98,900

Return to Table of Contents
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City of Rockville, Maryland
FY 2022 Proposed Budget
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Mayor & Council Meeting Date: July 12, 2021
Agenda Item Type: Consent
Department: PW - Engineering
Responsible Staff: David Waterman

Subject
Authorization to Approve a Revocable License and Maintenance Agreement and an Air Rights
Easement for Private Amenities in the Public Rights-Of-Way Associated with Twinbrook Quarter
Phase I

Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Mayor and Council authorize the City Manager to approve a
Revocable License and Maintenance Agreement and an Air Rights Easement between the
Mayor and Council of Rockville and Twinbrook Quarter LLC, in a form acceptable to the City
Attorney for private amenities in City rights-of-way associated with Twinbrook Quarter Phase 1.

Discussion
This item authorizes the City Manager to approve a Revocable License and Maintenance
Agreement for installing and maintaining Private Amenities in City rights-of-way and an Air
Rights Easement, to allow encroachments of architectural features of a combined multi-family
and retail building with possible future commercial office space located on Lot 1, Block A of The
Pike subdivision, associated with the implementation of the Twinbrook Quarter Project Plan,
Phase 1. The owner of the property has requested the use of the adjacent Chapman Avenue,
Halpine Road, and Rockville Pike rights-of-way (ROW). The portion of the Rockville Pike ROW is
being dedicated by the developer to the City as the State Highway Administration (SHA) will not
take responsibility for the area adjacent to the building at this time. The City will be responsible
for this portion of the ROW until such time as the Route 355 road improvements are
accomplished for the Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) and SHA then takes responsibility for the area.
The Revocable License and Maintenance Agreement will allow removable private amenities
(including but not limited to canopies, outdoor dining and seating, planters, and fences) to be
placed in the rights-of-way. The proposed canopies do not conflict with infrastructure and are
the responsibility of the owner to remove if the need arises. All private amenities are the
owner’s responsibility to maintain and the City will only maintain the ROW to normal standards,
which is consistent with the approved Project Plan and Site Plan. The Air Rights Easement is
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necessary to allow permanent building features, such as architectural elements and light
fixtures, to encroach into City ROW.
An exhibit showing proposed private amenities related to the Revocable License and
Maintenance Agreement (Exhibit A) and features within the Air Rights Easement (Exhibit B) are
provided. Amenities within the property are also shown on the exhibits. All of the
encroachments are six inches or less.
Twinbrook Quarter and its successors and assigns, will maintain all required insurance policies
as approved by the City’s Risk Manager. The agreement indicates that Twinbrook Quarter LLC
will indemnify and hold the City harmless against any claim of liability or loss from personal
injury or property damage.

Mayor and Council History
This is the first time that item has been brought before the Mayor and Council.

Next Steps
The City Manager will execute, on behalf of the Mayor and Council of Rockville, a document
entitled “Revocable License and Maintenance Agreement – Non-Standard Materials in City
Rights-of-Way” and “Grant of Air Rights Easement” in a form acceptable to the City
Attorney. The executed Agreement and Easement will be recorded in the Land Records of
Montgomery County prior to the issuance of the permit that allows construction in the public
ROW.

Attachments
Attachment 5.D.a:
Attachment 5.D.b:

Exhibit A
Exhibit B

(PDF)
(PDF)
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BIKE RACKS (2)
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LITTER RECEPTACLE. TYP.
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Outdoor Seating and Dining

Ave.

10’ Sidewalk
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A
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Rockville Pike

GROUND LEVEL KEY PLAN
Outdoor dining areas shown adjacent to storefront
are illustrative. Outdoor dining is permitted anywhere
between building storefront and the 10’ Sidewalk Zone
in Chapman Avenue.
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NOTES:
1) CANOPY ELEVATIONS AND MASSING ARE ILLUSTRATIVE. CANOPY DIMENSIONS AND LOCATIONS ARE APPROXIMATE AS SHOWN, AND SUBJECT TO FINAL DESIGN.
2) CANOPY-MOUNTED SIGNS ARE SUBJECT TO ALL APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS FOR BUILDING-MOUNTED SIGNS IN THE ZONING ORDINANCE AND ANY COMPREHENSIVE SIGN PLAN APPROVALS.
3) CANOPIES AND CANOPY-MOUNTED SIGNS MUST BE REMOVABLE.
4) INSTALLATION OF ANY CANOPY WITH CLEAR HEIGHT <15’ IS SUBJECT TO CONCURRENCE BY ANY DRY UTILITY PROVIDER WITH UNDERGROUND FACILITIES DIRECTLY BENEATH THAT CANOPY.

RESIDENTIAL LOBBY

ROCKVILLE PIKE / MD - 355

ROCKVILLE PIKE / MD - 355

June 21, 2021
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NOTES:
1) CANOPY ELEVATIONS AND MASSING ARE ILLUSTRATIVE. CANOPY DIMENSIONS AND LOCATIONS ARE APPROXIMATE AS SHOWN, AND SUBJECT TO FINAL DESIGN.
2) CANOPY-MOUNTED SIGNS ARE SUBJECT TO ALL APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS FOR BUILDING-MOUNTED SIGNS IN THE ZONING ORDINANCE AND ANY COMPREHENSIVE SIGN PLAN APPROVALS.
3) CANOPIES AND CANOPY-MOUNTED SIGNS MUST BE REMOVABLE.
4) INSTALLATION OF ANY CANOPY WITH CLEAR HEIGHT <15’ IS SUBJECT TO CONCURRENCE BY ANY DRY UTILITY PROVIDER WITH UNDERGROUND FACILITIES DIRECTLY BENEATH THAT CANOPY.
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Mayor & Council Meeting Date: July 12, 2021
Agenda Item Type: Discussion and Instructions
Department: PDS - Zoning Review & Other
Responsible Staff: Jim Wasilak

Subject
Discussion and Instructions to Staff on Zoning Text Amendment TXT2021-00260, to Modify the
Requirements for Project Plans, Roadway Classifications in Mixed Use Zones, Minor and Major
Site Plan Amendments, Development Approval Abandonment, the Definition of Demolition,
and the Addition of Research and Development Use and Related Parking Standard

Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Mayor and Council discuss the aspects of the text amendment
application and provide direction on preparation of an ordinance to take action on the
application.

Change in Law or Policy
The purpose and intent of this application is to amend Chapter 25 of the Rockville City Code
entitled “Zoning” by amending Sections 25.01, 25.03.02, 25.04.04, 25.05.07, 25.07, 25.13.03,
25.13.06, and 25.16.03 to modify the following: requirements for Project Plans, roadway
classifications in mixed use zones, minor and major site plan amendments, and the definition of
demolition; allow for development approval abandonment; and add research and development
use as a permitted use in certain zones, including an associated parking standard.

Discussion
The text amendment as authorized by the Mayor and Council includes the following proposed
categories of changes to the Zoning Ordinance that implement our FAST program (improving
our development review process) by providing clarifications related to certain processes,
addressing issues that have arisen during the review of recent development applications or
proposals; and enhancing the City’s ability to encourage economic recovery and attract
businesses and major companies to the city.
Staff notes that written public input was received from Barbara Sears and Phillip Hummel,
attorneys at Miles & Stockbridge, on behalf of Lantian, which owns the property known as the
Shady Grove Neighborhood Center. This report includes potential options to address the issues
and concerns raised in the letter, if desired.
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Project Plan and Site Plan Review during Review of Pending Annexation Petition
In recent years, the City has received site and project plans to be reviewed concurrently with an
Annexation petition that includes all or a portion of the proposed development. While
concurrent review of such development applications on properties that are also the subject of
pending Annexation petitions is desirable from a procedural and competitive viewpoint, there
may be instances when the development plan that is under review could have a different
Approving Authority than an Annexation petition, which is ultimately approved by the Mayor
and Council. The text amendment proposes that development applications that are submitted
while an annexation is pending be processed as Project Plans, which are also approved by the
Mayor and Council. This would allow the Mayor and Council to understand the proposed
development on the property and how it relates to the decision to annex. This proposed change
provides for more public review because Level 2 Site Plans, which are reviewed and approved
by the Planning Commission, would be elevated to Project Plans which requires a public hearing
and a final decision by the Mayor and Council.
Public Comment Received: The letter received on behalf of Lantian suggests that this provision
would add process for small projects that would be inappropriate in relation to the scale of the
project, adding unnecessary time and cost to the development process.
Option to Consider: Staff recognizes that the intent of the amendment is to streamline the
development review process. However, in this instance, there are good reasons to add process
when related to an annexation, as articulated above. Staff further notes that any application
that is filed after the annexation process has concluded would follow the process required by
code. Staff provides the following option for consideration, in response to the concern raised:
•

Clarify that only concurrent applications that would otherwise be a Level 2 Site Plan
would become Project Plans. All other types of applications would be processed as per
requirements;

Abandonment of an Approved Development Plan
The proposed text amendment includes a provision that permits an applicant to abandon an
approved Project Plan, Site Plan or Special Exception that has not been implemented. This
might occur as market or other conditions change such that the originally-approved plan is no
longer feasible or desirable from the applicant’s perspective. This also avoids the inherent
conflict when redevelopment is approved for land that contains existing approved development
that remains viable. An applicant could decide that the next best course of action is to proceed
with reuse of structures per the previous approvals, and not implement the newly approved
development plan. In this case, it is in the City’s best interest that the newly-approved
entitlement that has not been implemented be abandoned so its future impacts will not need
to be accounted for in addressing future transportation mitigation, forestry and stormwater
management, as well as sewer and water upgrades for other proposed developments.
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This aspect of the amendment is recommended, in part, to address the possibility of having
major headquarters locate in Rockville. These headquarters would be located on property that
already has a project plan approval, primarily for a townhome development. These new
headquarters will occupy existing/modified office buildings and a substantially large new office
building and as such, would not follow the approved project plan. By allowing the owner to
abandon the project plan, the new headquarters could move forward through an expedited site
plan process, thus improving Rockville’s ability to land these new headquarters.
Public Comment Received: Comments from Lantian indicates that they do not think that a
provision to allow for project abandonment is needed, and that the right to do so exists. In
addition, the requirement that the abandonment be agreed upon by all parties having a legal
interest in the property is onerous and puts the City in the role of determining who has legal
interest in the property. Lantian also suggests wording changes to indicate that no new
additional uses exist and construction has not commenced, rather than when the building
permit is issued.
Options to Consider: Staff continues to believe that the ability for a developer to abandon a
project should be included in the Zoning Ordinance, as it provides for a transparent process. If
such a provision is not added to the code, there is a possibility that the abandonment might not
be accepted, for whatever reason. The option to consider is to retain the provision or not, and
staff finds that retaining the provision has merit.
If the provision is retained, staff supports the text changes suggested by Lantian. They provide
more clarity to the situation, clearly indicating that new additional uses must not exist on the
site, and no vesting of the development to be abandoned has occurred, which happens at the
commencement of construction, per Maryland law.
Approval of Alternate Site Plans
The text amendment recognizes the need for approval of alternate site plans, or site plans that
deviate from an approved project plan, as an alternative to abandonment of an approved plan
discussed previously. Currently, only site plans that are in conformance with an approved
project plan may be approved. However, there may be circumstances when the developer
wants a different type of project in the near term, due to unexpected circumstances, such as an
economic opportunity that presents itself with a short timeline. This amendment would allow
entirely new site plans or site plan amendments to be approved that deviate from the approved
project plan, provided that subsequent amendments be made to achieve compliance with the
previously-approved site plan. Alternate site plans must meet all development requirements,
including zoning, but would not be required to meet the requirements of the previouslyapproved project plan, and would stand on their own merit until the project plan is amended,
per below.
No site plan approvals made in compliance with the project plan would be allowed to continue,
and the project plan itself would have to be amended within 18 months of the approval date of
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the alternate site plan. This would allow the remainder of the project plan to be adjusted so
that compliance with all City requirements could be reviewed and evaluated for the larger
project plan. The proposed amendment could apply to the proposed new headquarters or
other development proposals to allow them to move forward in an expedited manner.
Public Comment Received: Lantian has noted that there are no criteria for what is not consistent
with the approved project plan. Staff responds that criteria could be added to include type of
use, location of use in the project plan, type of residential unit or project phasing, among other
aspects that would indicate that a site plan proposal was not consistent with the approved site
plan. Lantian also suggests the clarifying language be added to state that an alternate site plan
is not required when the first site plan is consistent with the project plan, but the remaining
phases are not. Lantian also suggests that the period by which the project plan must be
extended to two years, with two six-month extensions possible.
Options to Consider: Staff notes that criteria defining inconsistency with a project plan could be
easily developed if the Mayor and Council agree that this is needed. Staff does not support
adding language allowing a site plan that is inconsistent with later phases of a project plan to
proceed under the normal site plan approval process. Currently, the zoning ordinance requires
site plans to be consistent with project plan approvals, and a site plan that is inconsistent with
certain phases of an approved project plan is generally not approvable by the Planning
Commission. It could also be inconsistent with stormwater management and adequate public
facilities approvals associated with the project plan. Such a site plan would likely be a good
candidate for the alternate site plan process. Staff is exploring options on how to address
concerns regarding the use of vehicular trip generation analyzed as part of the project plan
approval for alternative site plan approvals. Regarding extending the modification period, the
two-year period with the possibility of two six-month extensions is consistent with other time
period extensions. Staff recommends that the Mayor and Council discuss and provide direction
on each of these items.
Reuse/Redevelopment for Non-residential Development
With the potential to attract three new company headquarters and the future need to bring
about commercial recovery from the effects of the pandemic, staff is recommending that the
Mayor and Council consider a more streamlined process to administratively amend site plans in
specific areas within Rockville’s main non-residential corridors and growth areas, and away
from our existing residential communities. These proposed amendments would allow for minor
expansions to existing buildings and minor modifications to existing sites if they meet all of
Rockville’s development requirements, via the minor site plan amendment process. These
changes do not apply to properties within a historic district and within 300 feet of a residential
area that is not separated by a significant right-of-way or open space areas. This applicability
standard should protect the integrity of our residential communities through the Planning
Commission’s review and approval of projects located in these areas. With this condition, the
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minor reuse/redevelopment modifications that would be approved by staff will typically be
located on older non-residential properties surrounded by other non-residential uses.
Specifically, this provision would apply mainly in the MXTD (Mixed-Use Transit District), MXCD
(Mixed-Use Corridor District), MXE (Mixed-Use Employment) and I-L (Light Industrial) zones. It
would encourage the reuse of existing vacant or under-utilized commercial buildings to the
extent practical. This would increase the City’s competitive advantage and ability to attract
innovative users on sites throughout the city.
As a specific example, the applicant for the proposed major headquarter prospects desires to
modify the existing out-of-date office buildings to increase the open space on site, reface the
exterior, and reconfigure the parking lot and loading areas. Under our current ordinance, these
relatively minor changes would require a lengthy process for a major site plan amendment.
Due to the length of this process, we may be significantly challenged to meet the schedule
needed, which would create uncertainty that could reduce our ability to attract these
headquarters when compared with similar jurisdictions. Staff review and approval is only
allowed if these minor changes meet all of Rockville’s development requirements. These
changes are important for Rockville to attract sources of employment, such as headquarters
and other economic development opportunities.
The proposed modifications to Sec. 25.05.07. Amendments to Approved Development, will
expand the parameters for minor site plan amendments for reuse/redevelopment areas to
include limited building additions and changes to the mix of uses on the site that have minimal
effect in terms of traffic impact and the function of the use. The amendment will create
a process that allows owners to make improvements to existing commercial structures without
having to go through a lengthy major site plan amendment review process and produce a
detailed site and/or project plan. The outcome will remain the same, achieving compliance with
all provisions of our City’s code. Allowing for limited building additions will be a benefit to nonresidential property owners, as it would provide for greater flexibility to reuse/revitalize
underused buildings, while reducing their costs and time.
Currently, the ordinance requires that any building addition or expansion be considered a major
amendment, and the same review process as completed for the original site plan approval,
even though only a small addition or reconfiguration is proposed. Staff recommends that small
additions that would generate less than 30 peak hour trips (threshold for traffic studies per the
Comprehensive Transportation Review (CTR)), be processed as Minor Site Plan Amendments
approved by staff only when compliant with all code requirements. This change should provide
incentive to commercial property owners in the listed zones to make their properties more
attractive, marketable and useable, while helping the City overcome setbacks caused by
economic conditions with the advent of the coronavirus.
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Public Comment Received: Lantian proposes that valid use permits and project plans be
included in this section, in addition to site plans. Also, they had concerns about the 300 foot
separation distance and offered some solutions to that problem. They suggested that new
buildings should be permitted to be added in this category, up to a certain size limit. They also
suggested that the new R&D use be added to the office use category.
Options to Consider: Staff recommends that use permits be added to the text, as this was the
terminology used prior to the adoption of the new Zoning Ordinance in 2009, and the terms
mean the same in Rockville, but refer to different time periods. Staff does support minor
administrative amendments to project plans and Planned Developments provided that these
changes do not result in:
1. An increase in overall project density;
2. A change in permitted uses or mix of uses; and
3. A deviation from any of the required conditions.
Staff notes that this section was recommended for modification to the Planning Commission to
include properties separated from single family homes by major rights-of-way such as I-270 and
the CSX/Metro tracks, properties that are separated by open space such that a buffer exists
between the properties, and measuring the distance between the actual change and the
dwellings to be at least 300 feet. As an example, there are common area parcels that separate
the property owned by Lantian and the adjacent residential properties in King Farm that would
qualify for this requirement. The intent is to provide for a maximum of qualifying properties
while retaining the integrity of residential neighborhoods, and staff believes that these
recommendations will address most of Lantian’s concerns. With regard to the allowance of
new buildings, staff believes if additional new buildings or accessory buildings do not generate
30 additional peak hour trips, then they should be considered for administrative approval.
Minor Site Plan Amendments, Generally
As a corollary to the above, the text amendment proposes that certain types of common site
improvements do not require a site plan amendment. Currently, the Zoning Ordinance permits
landscape maintenance and the addition of site appurtenances such as benches, pergolas and
other small structures to be installed on property without site plan approval. Staff recommends
that other site improvements, such as emergency generators, transformers and dumpsters also
be permitted without site plan approval. To be clear, site review would still occur at the permit
level to ensure that all such installations met code requirements.
Staff undertook a review of similar and adjacent jurisdictions, including the cities of Frederick
and Gaithersburg, as well as Montgomery County, to compare requirements for minor site plan
amendments in those jurisdictions. While each has a unique process, staff found that the
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recommendations would provide more flexibility and a timelier process in Rockville by
comparison.
Public Comment Received: Lantian suggests that limited building additions should be allowed,
up to certain limits, in those areas not covered by the commercial redevelopment provisions
above, and further recommends that changes in use that do not increase the parking
requirement not require a site plan amendment. Lantian also suggested that the zoning use
categories noted in Sec. 25.05.07.c.1.(d.) reflect the categories in the code, and further
suggested that language that would limit potential changes under this procedure to 20 percent
of the site area, and not otherwise change the essential character of the development, is too
vague.
Options to Consider: The Mayor and Council could impose the same limits (up to 30 peak hour
trips) to allow for minor building additions in all zones of the city, but it would seem that some
zones, particularly those on close proximity to and within residential zones, should receive the
deserved scrutiny by the Planning Commission. Staff supports Lantian’s proposal that changes
in uses that do not create the need for additional parking should not require a site plan
amendment. Staff supports the suggested changes to Sec. 25.05.07.c.1(d) to reflect the code
categories, but recommends retaining the criteria for this process by limiting changes to 20
percent and not changing the essential character, in order to be consistent with other code
sections.
Addition of Research and Development Use and Parking Requirement
The City’s Zoning Ordinance specifies which uses are permitted in each of the zones listed in the
Zoning Ordinance. However, the current ordinance does not include research and development
as a permitted use in the code. To date, these types of uses have been identified by their
component uses, which may include office, lab or manufacturing uses in combination. Staff
recommends that this use be added to the ordinance as permitted in the MXTD (Mixed-Use
Transit District), MXCD (Mixed-Use Corridor District), MXE (Mixed-Use Employment) and I-L
(Light Industrial) Districts. Due to the city’s proximity to the Great Seneca Life Sciences Corridor,
the City could signal that it is welcoming to this use, and would make it clear to property and
business owners alike that their uses are permitted in Rockville. Staff therefore recommends
the use be added to the code, which closely follows the definition in Montgomery County’s
ordinance:
With the introduction of a new use to the code, a corresponding parking requirement is in
order. Staff recommends that this also match that of Montgomery County at 1.5 parking spaces
per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area. This requirement represents a significant reduction
from general office, but is in line with current requirements for manufacturing and lab space, at
2 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet. Staff notes that the parking requirements in the County
were reviewed as part of the recent ordinance update, and this change will provide us equal
footing with Montgomery County to make Rockville an attractive location for life science and
research-related companies – a goal for the Mayor and Council.
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Public Comment Received: Lantian suggests that the City also add a definition for “Life Sciences”
that likewise mimics the County definition and provides more specificity on what life sciences
are. Lantian also supports a parking requirement of 1.0 space per 1,000 square feet.
Options to Consider: Although the City’s recommended definition for Research and
Development use also included life science use, staff supports adding life science as a separate
use.
As for required parking, the text amendment relied on Montgomery County standards, and was
authorized for 1.0 spaces per 1,000 square feet. The County requires 1.0 spaces per 1,000
square feet for life sciences as well as research and development uses within parking districts
and other reduced parking areas, and 1.5 spaces per 1,000 square feet for those areas outside
of a reduced parking area. Staff is supportive of this change to be consistent with Montgomery
County standards.
Street Connections Required by Mixed Use Design Guidelines
Section 25.13.06, which contains design guidelines for applications in the City’s mixed-use
zones, requires that development projects in the City’s MXTD (Mixed-Use Transit District),
MXCD (Mixed-Use Corridor District) and MXE (Mixed-use Employment) zones connect to an
arterial, major or business district roadway, and not to streets classified as residential. These
zones are generally located near Metro stations (MXTD); highway corridors such as MD 355 and
I-270 (MXCD); and employment areas along Piccard Drive and Research Boulevard, among
others in the MXE Zone. There are times when projects in these districts are less intense and
would not demand this type of connection. In lieu of a mandate in the Zoning Ordinance, this
type of road classification and connection should be based upon the City’s Transportation
Standards; therefore, the text amendment shows this guideline removed because it is already
addressed through other City standards.
Public Comment Received: Lantian supports the text amendment as drafted.
Options to Consider: Retain or delete the text. The amendment would delete it, for reasons
described above.
Modifications to the Definition of Demolition
During previous discussions with the Mayor and Council, it was identified that the City’s
definition of demolition needed to be updated. The current definition for demolition is the
complete razing of a building or structure. However, this does not address situations where a
portion of the structure is retained, however small. This definition is important because the
code requires an Evaluation for Historic Significance when demolition, as currently defined, is
proposed. Staff recommends that the definition be modified to read that if more than 50
percent of the floor area of a building is removed, it is considered demolition, and the
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requirements for an evaluation would be triggered. Staff recommends the following modified
definition:
Demolition means the complete razing or removal of more than 50 percent of the floor area
of a building or structure, or substantial reconstruction that removes more than 50 percent
of the building floor area, as defined in Chapter 5.
Staff notes that Montgomery County’s definition is like the City’s current definition, which is a
complete razing.
Public Comment Received: Lantian suggests that the City incorporate the County’s policy, which
requires that a building to be demolished be published for 30 days prior to issuance of a
demolition permit. Alternatively, Lantian suggests that owners provide information to the City
in support of demolition from a qualified source in historic preservation.
Options to Consider: The City’s current process regarding redevelopment allows for review of
potential significance for designation to occur early in the review process, for buildings
proposed to be demolished through staff review and evaluation of the required Natural
Resources Inventory. Staff finds that the 50% threshold would be effective in closing the
loophole that exists for both residential and nonresidential projects.

Mayor and Council History
The Mayor and Council authorized the filing of this application on April 12, 2021. A public
hearing was conducted on June 21, 2021. Two speakers addressed the Mayor and Council at
the public hearing: Barbara Sears and Bob Elliott, both representing Lantian. They also
submitted a letter into the public record (See attachment).

Public Notification and Engagement
This public hearing was advertised in the Washington Post on June 5 and June 12, 2021. It was
posted to the City of Rockville's website, the City of Rockville Nextdoor account, and the cable
channel 11 bulletin board. It was also sent to Community Homeowner and Civic Associations.

Boards and Commissions Review
The application was referred to the Planning Commission for a recommendation in advance of
the Mayor and Council’s public hearing. The Planning Commission considered the application at
its May 14th and May 28th meetings. At the May 14th briefing, the Commission asked for more
information on the research and development parking requirements in the County, as well as
the definition of demolition found in other jurisdictions. At the May 28th meeting, the
Commission was satisfied with the responses provided and unanimously recommended
approval of all aspects of the text amendment. See attached memo.
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Next Steps
Based on the Mayor and Council’s direction, staff will prepare an ordinance for consideration by
the Mayor and Council.

Attachments
Attachment 6.a:
Attachment 6.b:
Attachment 6.c:
Attachment 6.d:

Draft Text Amendment
(PDF)
Impacted Properties of Prosepctive TXT for Site Plan Amendments (PDF)
Lantian Letter to Mayor and Council TXT2021-00260 6-21-21
(PDF)
PC Recommendation TXT2021-00260 Final (PDF)
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ATTACHMENT TO APPLICATION
TO THE CITY OF ROCKVILLE FOR A
TEXT AMENDMENT TO THE ZONING ORDINANCE

Applicant: Mayor and Council of the City of Rockville
The applicant proposes to amend the zoning ordinance adopted on December 15, 2008, and with
an effective date of March 16, 2009, by inserting and replacing the following text (underlining
indicates text to be added; strikethroughs indicate text to be deleted; * * * indicates text not
affected by the proposed amendment). Further amendments may be made following citizen
input, Planning Commission review and Mayor and Council review.
Amend Article 1, “General Information” as follows:
Sec. 25.01.10 – Abandonment of development approval,
The owner or owners of property subject to a valid and approved project plan, site plan, or special
exception may seek to abandon such approval by filing a letter of abandonment with the Chief of
Zoning. A letter of abandonment must include an affidavit signed by all property owners stating
that all parties having a legal interest in the property subject to the approval consent to the
abandonment. An approval may only be abandoned if no uses exist that are subject to the approval
and no building permits have been issued implementing the approval. Upon receipt of a letter of
abandonment of an eligible approval, the Chief of Zoning must confirm the abandonment in
writing.
Amend Article 3, “Definitions; Terms of Measurement and Calculations”, as follows:
***
25.03.02 – Words and Terms Defined
* * *
Demolition means the: The complete razing or removal of more than 50 percent of the floor
area of a building or structure, or substantial reconstruction that removes more than 50
percent of the building floor area, as defined in Chapter 5.
* * *
Research and Development means study, research, or experimentation in one or more
scientific fields such as life sciences, biomedical research, communications, chemistry,
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April 12, 2021

computer science, electronics, medicine, and physics. Research and Development also
includes the development of prototypes and the marketing of resultant products and related
activities and may include the use of administrative offices, educational facilities, libraries,
and data services, and the manufacturing, mixing, fermentation, treatment, assembly,
packaging, and servicing of products.
* * *
Amend Article 4, “Approving Authorities”, as follows:
***
Sec. 25.04.04. - Historic District Commission.
a. Established. There is established an Historic District Commission for the City.
b. Powers and duties.
1.Generally. The Historic District Commission has all those powers and duties conferred
and imposed upon it by this chapter and the provisions of State law, including but not
limited to:
(a)Identifying and recommending to the Mayor and Council properties and/or areas
deemed eligible for historic designation due to their historic, archaeological, or
architectural significance;
(b)Reviewing applications for certificates of approval for sites, buildings or structures
within a historic district zone;
(c)Evaluating eligibility for historic designation of any sites, buildings or structures located
outside a historic district zone which are proposed for demolition, as defined in this
Chapter, or substantial reconstruction, as defined in Chapter 5;
(d)Providing courtesy review to the Planning Commission and Mayor and Council as
requested, for projects within or adjacent to historic resources.
***
Amend Article 5, “Application and Notification Generally”
***
Sec. 25.05.07. Amendments to approved development.
a.

b.

Application required. Except as otherwise provided, an application to amend any previously
approved development must be filed with the Chief of ZoningPlanning in accordance with
the provisions of this article.
Minor amendments to approved development.
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1.

Any application for an amendment which does not significantly deviate from the terms
and conditions of the original approval and would effectively carry out the intent of the
Approving Authority's original approval may be considered and acted upon by the
Chief of Zoning Planning under the provisions for a level 1 site plan as set forth in
section 25.07.04.
(a) Such application may be approved if it results in a minimal effect on the overall
design, layout, quality, or intent of the plan and is limited to minor adjustments to
site engineering, parking or loading areas, landscaping, sidewalks, recreational
facilities, recreational areas, public use space, or open area in a manner that does
not alter basic elements of the site plan nor cause a safety hazard. Landscaping
maintenance does not require an amendment application under this section. The
addition or relocation of minor appurtenances such as, but not limited to, bicycle
racks, seating benches, and pergolas, emergency generators, transformers,
refrigeration equipment, trash enclosures, and small storage sheds, does not
require an amendment application, but must not alter the basic elements of the site
plan nor cause a safety hazard.

2.

An amendmentModifications that results in a reduction of floor area or other
development intensity may be approved by the Chief of Planning as a minor
amendment.

32. A change in the types of uses on the site that is in conformance with the findings of the
initial approval and does not increase the parking requirement may also be approved as
a minor amendment.
43. Minor amendments changes are not subject to the provisions for pre-application staff
meetings, area meetings, and the notice provisions of section 25.05.03 or article 7.
54. Where the Chief of ZoningPlanning determines that the proposed amendment change
is not minor, it is classified as a major amendment change and the application is
reviewed and acted on by referred to the Approving Authority as an amendment to the
original development approval for review.
65. Implementation period. The approval of a minor amendment is subject to the
implementation provisions of section 25.07.06.
c.

Minor amendments for commercial redevelopment.
1. To encourage and expedite the re-use and redevelopment of existing commercial
structures subject to approved site plans, the Chief of Zoning may accept an application
for a minor amendment for commercial redevelopment under the provisions for a level
1 site plan as set forth in section 25.07.04., subject to the following requirements.
(a)

The property must be in the I-L, MXTD, MXCD, or MXE zone and must be
subject to a valid and approved site plan.

(b)

The property must be at least 300 feet from the nearest single-family attached
residential use, as measured from the nearest property line.

(c)

The property must not be in a historic district.

(d)

The application may only include commercial, office, or industrial uses.
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The application must not include any new buildings.

2. The Chief of Zoning may approve a minor site plan for commercial redevelopment if
the application meets the site plan approval findings in Section 25.07.01.a.3(a); the
requirements of subsection c.1, above; and the following additional findings:
(a)

The application does not result in a comprehensive change to more than twenty
(20) percent of the project area or otherwise change the essential character and
impact of the development.

(b)

The application does not generate more than twenty-nine (29) additional peak
hour trips.

(c)

The application does not expand any existing zoning nonconformity.

dc. Major amendments to approved development.
1.

Where the Chief of ZoningPlanning determines that a requested change is too
significant to be a minor change but is not so substantial as to require an entirely new
application for approval, the requested change must be reviewed and approved by the
original Approving Authority as an amendment to the original development approval.
Major amendments may include:
(a) An increase in the height of any building;
(b) An increase in the floor area of any non-residential portion of a building;
(c) An increase in the number of dwelling units; or
(d) Any other significant change to the site that results in an increase in the parking
requirement and requires the construction of additional parking spaces.

2.

An application for a major amendment is subject to the notice and procedural
requirements as set forth in section 25.07.03. The application will be processed under
the procedures for either a level 1 or a level 2 site plan, depending on the initial
Approving Authority.

3.

Reserved.

4.

Implementation period. The approval of a major amendment is subject to the
implementation provisions of section 25.07.06.

ed. Substantial changes requiring a new application. Where, in the opinion of the Chief of
ZoningPlanning, the requested change to an approved development is so extensive as to
amount to a comprehensive change to more than fifty (50) percent of the project area or to
otherwise change the essential character and impact of the development, such change may
not be made by way of an amendment to the original approval, but rather requires the filing
of an entirely new application for approval.
Amend Article 7, “Procedures for Site Plans and Project Plans, Special Exceptions, and Other
Permits”, as follows:
Sec. 25.07.02, Application Procedure for Site Plans, Project Plans, and Special Exceptions
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b. Application Procedure, in General –
***
4. For any application that includes property that is the subject of a pending Annexation
petition, the application must be processed as a Project Plan application subject to Mayor
and Council review and approval.
***
Sec. 25.07.07, Project Plan Review
An application for a site plan review with 16 or more points, as determined in Section 25.07.02.b
above, an application qualifying as a Project Plan under Section 25.07.02.b.4 above, or an
application for a Champion Project as defined in Article 3, is processed as a Project Plan review
and is subject to the following provisions:
* * *
Sec. 25.07.16 – Alternate site plan approval.
An applicant for development on property subject to an approved project plan may elect to pursue
approval of an alternate site plan for development inconsistent with the approved project plan
subject to the following:
a. The development proposed by the alternate site plan application must qualify as a Level 1 or
Level 2 site plan under Section 25.07.02.b.
b. An alternate site plan application must be made or authorized by all property owners or other
parties subject to or having a legal interest in the approved project plan.
c. No site plans implementing the approved project plan may be valid at the time the alternate site
plan application is filed.
d. Upon the filing of an application for an alternate site plan, any pending site plan applications
implementing the approved project plan are deemed withdrawn, and no site plan applications
implementing the approved project plan may be filed.
e. Approval of an alternate site plan must be made under Section 25.07.01.3(a).
f. Upon approval of an alternate site plan, no site plan implementing the approved project plan
may be approved unless the project plan is amended to be consistent with the alternate site plan.
If the Mayor and Council does not approve such an amendment to the project plan within eighteen
(18) months of approval of the alternate site plan, the project plan is deemed abandoned.
* * *

Packet Pg. 55

Attachment 6.a: Draft Text Amendment (3677 : Discussion and Instructions to Staff on Zoning Text Amendment TXT2021-00260)

***

6.a

* * *
Sec. 25.13.03, Land Use Tables
* * *
Zones
Uses

Mixed-use
Transit
District
(MXTD)

MixedUse
Corridor
District
(MXCD)

Mixed-Use
Employment
(MXE)

MixedUse
Business
(MXB)

MixedUse
Corridor
transition
(MXCT)

Mixed-Use
Neighborhood
Commercial
(MXNC)

Mixed Use
Commercial
(MXC)

MixedUse
Transition
(MXT)

P

P

P

P

P

N

N

N

* * *
Research and
Development

* * *

Sec. 25.13.06, Additional Design Guidelines
* * *
Sec. 25.13.06.c, Site Design and Relationship to Surrounding Community
1. Vehicular Access – In the MXTD, MXCD, and MXE zones, each site must provide
safety and protection to adjacent residential uses by having motor vehicle access only
from an arterial, major, or business district road as designated in the Plan.
12. Buffers….
Amend Article 16, Parking and Loading
Sec. 25.16.03 – Number of Spaces Required

Use Category

Commercial
(cont.)

Use

***
Research
and
Development

Auto Parking Spaces
Unit
Base
Measure
Number
Required
Per 1,000
gross SF

1

Bicycle Parking Spaces
Unit
Short
Long
Measure
Term
Term
Space
Space
Square feet
of gross
floor area

2 per
40,000
SF

Additional
Requirements

2 per
10,000
SF

***
* * *
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Amend Article 13, “Mixed Use Zones”, as follows:
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Revising the Site Plan Amendment Process
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MILES &
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Barbara ,{- Sears

June 21. 2021

phummel@milesstockbridge.com
(301) 517-4812

Phillip A Hummel
phummell@milesstockbridge.com
(301) 517.,r81.1

Mayor Bridget Donnell Newton
and City Councilmembers
City of Rockville
Mayor and Council Chambers
111 Maryland Avenue
Rockville, MD 20850
Re

Zoning Text Amendment TXT202l-00260

Testimony

of

Lantran

Development
Dear Mayor Newton and City Councilmembers:
We are submitting this written testimony regarding Zoning Text Amendment
TXT202l-00260 (the "ZTA") on behalfofour client. Lantian Development ("Lantian").
Lantian is the owner of 2 and 4 Choke Cherry Road, 2092 - 2098 Gaither Road, and
15825 Shady Grove Road in the City of Rockville (the "City"). Lantian appreciates
the diligent work of the Mayor and Council, the Planning Commission, and City staff
on the ZTA to date. Lantian has closely reviewed tli'.e ZTA and offers the attached
comments and proposed modifications for the Mayor and Council's consideration.
Lantian strongly supports the ZTA's intent and believes these enclosed comrnents
advance the City's goals of improving the development review process, enhancing the
ability to promote economic grorvth, and attracting businesses.
We request that this ietter be made a part of the public hearing r€cord and look
forward to working with the Mayor and Council and City staff during review of the
ZTA. Thank you for your consideration of our comments.
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Mayor Bridget Donnell Newton
and City Councilmembers
June 21, 2021

MILES &
STOCKBRIDCE

Page 2

Very truly yours,

NIILES & STOCKBRIDGE P.C.
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Barbara A. Sears
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Phillip A. Hummel
Bob Elliott, Lantian Development
Jim Wasilak, City of Rockvilie
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Comments on Zoning Text Amendment TXT2021-00260
Abandonment of development approval (25.01.10) – New section


Initially, it does not seem necessary to have a provision in the Zoning
Ordinance to abandon a prior approval. This right inherently exists if the
owner relinquishes the approval in writing to the City. Further, in justifying
the need for a formal abandonment process, it is unclear what staff means by
citing the situation where buildings that existed when the new development
approval was given, were not “measured during the review of impacts of the
new development.” Packet Pg. 18. If the buildings existed when the new
development approval was given and the owner decides not to implement the
new approval, but rather continue to use the existing buildings, we believe the
owner has the right to re-tenant the existing buildings under the prior
development approval(s). Under such circumstances, if no changes are made
to the prior approval(s), there would be no future impacts that haven’t been
accounted for.



If new Section 25.01.10 is retained, then the letter withdrawing and
abandoning the approval should only need to be signed by the owner of record
of the subject property and the original applicant for the approval if that
applicant still has a legal interest in the property. Requiring an affidavit from
the owner(s) stating that all parties having a legal interest in the property
subject to the approval consent to the abandonment places an unnecessary
burden on the property owner(s). The City should not place itself in the
position of being an arbiter of who or what entity may have a legal interest in
the subject property and compelling the property owner to obtain consents. A
letter requesting abandonment by the owner of record and original applicant
(if that applicant still has a legal interest) is all that should be required.



The second to last sentence reads: “An approval may only be abandoned if no
uses exist that are subject to the approval and no building permits have been
issued implementing the approval.” This language should be edited to clarify
that no “new additional” uses existing that are subject to the development
approval to be abandoned, as well as acknowledge that vesting rights in
Maryland does not occur until construction actually begins:
o An approval may only be abandoned if no new additional uses exist that
are subject to the approval and no building permits have been issued
implementing the approval construction has commenced under the
approval.

WA0179\000004\4833-7822-7695.v2
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Research and Development (25.03.02) – Words and Terms Defined.- New
definitions


Definition of “Demolition” – Maintain the definition as is and instead provide
for a similar process used in Montgomery County whereby at least 30 days
before DPS issues a permit to demolish or remove a building (other than a
single-family dwelling) that will be more than 25 years old when it is
demolished or removed, DPS must list the address of the property on a properly
designated website or other widely available form of electronic notice. See
Section 8-27(c) of the Montgomery County Code. Such a process in Rockville
could also provide for a commercial property owner to consult with City historic
staff prior to applying for a demolition permit, and if appropriate, obtain a
report from a qualified professional analyzing potential historic or
architectural significance.



Definition of “Research and Development” – Montgomery County’s Zoning
Ordinance also includes a separate “Life Sciences” use, which is defined as “the
research, development, and manufacturing activities in one or more of the
following scientific fields: biology, biophysics, biochemistry, bioelectronics,
biotechnology, biomedical engineering, bioinformatics, medicine, immunology,
embryology, clinical engineering, diagnostics, therapeutics, nutraceuticals,
pharmacogenomics, drug production, genetic testing, or gene therapy
activities. Life Sciences also includes a Hospital and uses accessory to a
Hospital, other than medical/dental clinic. For a business, institution, or
government agency conducting such activities in a Life Sciences Center, Life
Sciences also includes related activities and supporting services, such as
administrative offices, educational facilities, libraries, data services,
nanotechnology, informational technology, and robotics.”
See Section
59.3.5.8.A of the Montgomery County Zoning Ordinance.



If Rockville’s definition of research and development in Section 25.03.02 is
intended to include “life sciences,” it should also incorporate all the uses
included in Montgomery County’s definition of “Life Sciences,” with the
possible exception of hospitals and uses accessory to a hospital. This is
consistent with staff’s intent for the City to “signal that it is welcoming to this
use and would make it clear to property and business owners alike that their
uses are permitted in Rockville.” Packet Pg. 21.

Amendments to approved development (25.05.07) – Minor site plan
amendment


Existing Section 25.05.07.b.1(b)
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o Section 25.05.07.b.1(b) of Rockville’s Zoning Ordinance (to be changed
to Section 25.05.07.b.2) is proposed to be changed so that an amendment
that results in a reduction of floor area or other development intensity
may be approved as a minor amendment.
o We would further recommend that this section should also allow minor
increases of square footage to be approved under the minor amendment
procedure. For example, the City of Gaithersburg’s Zoning Ordinance
only requires amendments to concept plans, sketch plans, or schematic
development plans when nonresidential building floor area increases by
more than 10% or 5,000 square feet, whichever is greater or when
residential dwelling units increase by more than 10% or five units,
whichever is greater. See Section 24-198(c)(1)(ii) of the Gaithersburg
Zoning Ordinance.
o This is intended to allow minor amendments that do not meet the
standards of the new minor amendments for commercial redevelopment
section of 25.05.07.c in the ZTA.


Existing Section 25.05.07.b.2
o Section 25.05.07.b.2 of Rockville’s Zoning Ordinance (to be changed to
Section 25.05.07.b.3) currently provides:

o We would recommend this provision be amended to state that a change
in use does not require a minor amendment. It would appear the
change in use is appropriately handled through the existing procedures
for the issuance of a new occupancy permit and should not require a
minor amendment. See Section 25.07.11 of the Zoning Ordinance.


New Section 25.05.07.c – Minor amendments for commercial redevelopment
o Section 25.05.07.c.1 - This language only references “valid and approved
site plans.” This language should be modified to include valid use permits
and project plans as well.
o Section 25.05.07.c.1(b) - We do not believe that Lantian’s property is at least
300 feet from the nearest single-family attached residential use, as
measured from the nearest property line. This would exclude Lantian’s
property from obtaining a minor amendment for commercial
redevelopment, and contradict the express intent of the pending ZTA.
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o We would recommend modifying this language to expand the eligibility for
obtaining a minor amendment for commercial development. This should be
achieved by eliminating the 300 foot restriction from this section. With the
deletion of the 300 foot restriction, any development application that
establishes compliance with the remaining criteria in the ZTA for a minor
amendment for commercial development does not threaten the “integrity of
[the] residential community” and should be able to be approved by the Chief
of Zoning. Packet Pg. 19. Projects that do not comply with the remaining
criteria will not be eligible for approval as a minor amendment and require
Planning Commission or Mayor and Council review.
o In the alternative, we would recommend:
o Grandfathering properties from the 300 foot restriction seeking to
amend development approvals that were approved prior to the date
of ZTA adoption. In such situations, the adjacency is already known
and considered in the underlying approval.
o Exclude application of the 300 foot restriction where the abutting
property is zoned or is recommended in a master plan to be zoned
with a mixed-use zone or a Planned Development zone. Given the
intensity and uses permitted in mixed-use and Planned Development
zones, a development application that otherwise meets the minor
amendment for commercial redevelopment standards should be
eligible for approval by the Chief of Zoning.
o Section 25.05.07.c.1(d) - The proposed language does not seem to track the
use categories from the Zoning Ordinance, which are “commercial and office
uses” and “industrial and service uses.”
o Section 25.05.07.c.1(e) – The language states the application “must not
include any new buildings.” We would recommend that minor amendments
for commercial redevelopment allow certain increases of square footage
under a certain thresholds. As noted above, the City of Gaithersburg’s
Zoning Ordinance only requires amendments to concept plans, sketch
plans, or schematic development plans when nonresidential building floor
area increases by more than 10% or 5,000 square feet, whichever is greater
or when residential dwelling units increase by more than 10% or five units,
whichever is greater. See Section 24-198(c)(1)(ii) of the Gaithersburg
Zoning Ordinance.
o Section 25.05.07.c.2(a) – This language seems to allow a change to more
than 20% of the project area “or otherwise change the essential character
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and impact of the development.” This language is vague and should be
deleted.
Application Procedure for Site Plans and Project Plans, Special Exceptions,
and Other Permits (25.07.02.b.4) – New Section


Although not a Lantian issue, this section would require that when any
development application being is being considered concurrently with an
annexation petition, the development application must be processed as a
project plan, regardless of scale or impact. This is burdensome for smaller
projects.



This could be avoided in several ways. For example, a clear density or intensity
threshold could be added to state when project plan review is required.
Another option would be to use a “courtesy review” process that would allow
the Mayor and Council to delegate approval authority to the Planning
Commission if appropriate. This is similar to the process in the Gaithersburg
Zoning Ordinance for certain amendments to concept plans, sketch plans, and
schematic development plans.
See Section 24-198(c)(2)(iii)(b) of the
Gaithersburg Zoning Ordinance.

Alternate site plan approval (25.07.16) – New Section


This new section would allow for approval of an “alternate site plan” for
development “inconsistent with the approved project plan.” There is no
guidance given on what would be considered “inconsistent.” This same issue
arose where a contract purchaser believed a new headquarters building at the
Lantian property was not inconsistent with a previously approved project plan
and could move forward, but the City disagreed.



This language should be clarified by stating an alternate site plan is not
required to implement a multi-phased project plan when proposed
development is consistent with the first project plan phase but not subsequent
phases. In such situations, the first phase can commence without an alternate
site plan as long as the project plan is amended before the next phase proceeds.



Section 25.07.16.f – This new provision would prohibit the approval of any site
plan implementing a project plan after an approved “alternative site plan”
unless the project plan is amended to be consistent with the alternative site
plan. If the Mayor and Council does not approve such an amendment to the
project plan within 18 months of approval of the alternative site plan, the
project plan is deemed abandoned. Given the lengthy project plan review times
experienced in Rockville, a two year deadline with two six month extensions is
more reasonable.

WA0179\000004\4833-7822-7695.v2

Packet Pg. 64

Attachment 6.c: Lantian Letter to Mayor and Council TXT2021-00260 6-21-21 (3677 : Discussion and Instructions to Staff on Zoning Text

6.c

Site Design and Relationship to Surrounding Community (25.13.06.c)


Lantian supports deleting this provision.

Number of Parking Spaces Required (25.16.03)


Lantian supports a vehicle parking ratio of 1 space per 1,000 GFA for the
research and development use.



Regarding bicycle spaces, Montgomery County provides for a maximum of 100
spaces. The City should as well.
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City of Rockville

MEMORANDUM
June 16, 2021
TO:

Mayor and Council

FROM:

Planning Commission

SUBJECT:

Planning Commission Recommendation on Zoning Text Amendment Application
TXT2021-00260, To modify the requirements for Project Plans, roadway
classifications in Mixed Use Zones, Minor and Major Site Plan Amendments,
development approval abandonment, the definition of demolition, and the
addition of Research and Development use and associated parking standard;
Mayor and Council of Rockville, Applicants
______________________________________________________________________________
At its meetings on May 12 and May 26, 2021, the Planning Commission reviewed and discussed
Zoning Text Amendment (ZTA) Application TXT2021-00260, which would implement several
elements of the FAST Program. The Planning Commission discussed each aspect of the text
amendment individually and took straw votes for each one. After the discussion and deliberation,
the Planning Commission voted to recommend approval of each of the aspects of the Text
Amendment to the Mayor and Council.
SUMMARY OF PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS
Project Plan and Site Plan Review during Review of Annexation Petition
This aspect of the amendment would require that a site plan submitted while an Annexation
petition is pending would be processed as a Project Plan, to be approved by the Mayor and
Council. The Commission had concerns regarding the change in Approving Authority, while
recognizing the value of having the Mayor and Council approve both applications, as the
proposed development could factor into the decision to annex. The Commission would retain
authority for the Annexation Plan, to be adopted by Mayor and Council, as well as make
recommendations on the Project Plan. The amendment would not result in less public process,
but would actually require more process, given that a Project Plan would be followed by a
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subsequent Site Plan review. The Commission also notes that a Site Plan submitted once an
Annexation process is complete would be processed as it is currently.
Street Connections Required by Mixed Use Design Guidelines
Section 25.13.06, which contain design guidelines for development in the City’s mixed-use
zones, requires that development projects in the City’s MXTD (Mixed-Use Transit District),
MXCD (Mixed-Use Corridor District) and MXE (Mixed-use Employment) zones connect to an
arterial, major or business district roadway, and not to residential streets. However, there are
times when projects in these districts are less intense and would not demand this type of
connection. The Commission concurred with staff’s recommendation that the type of road
classifications should be based on the City’s Transportation Standards and not the Zoning
Ordinance and that this guideline should be deleted because is already addressed through
other City standards.
Abandonment of Approved Development Plan
The Commission discussed this provision at length, as it is not initially clear why an applicant
would abandon an approved development plan. Staff explained the need for such a provision
might occur as market forces or other conditions change such that the originally approved plan
is no longer feasible or desirable from the applicant’s perspective, and also avoids the inherent
conflict when redevelopment of property is approved for land that contains existing approved
development. An applicant could decide that the best course of action is to reuse existing
structures per the existing site approvals and not implement the new approval immediately. In
this case it is in the City’s best interest that the approved entitlement that has not been
implemented be allowed to be abandoned.
The Commission supports this amendment, as it addresses the possibility of having major
headquarters locate in Rockville on property that already has a Project Plan approval. This
would allow for new headquarters to occupy existing/modified office buildings and a
substantially larger new office building. By allowing the owner to abandon the previous project
plan, the new headquarters could move forward through a more expedited site plan process,
thus improving Rockville’s ability to land these new headquarters.
Reuse/Redevelopment for Non-residential Development Within Commercial Corridors
The Commission supports a more streamlined process to administratively amend site plans in
specific areas within Rockville’s main non-residential corridors, away from existing residential
communities. These proposed amendments would allow for minor expansions to existing
buildings and minor modifications to existing sites if they meet all Rockville development
requirements. The Commission supports this clarification, while ensuring that minor
reuse/redevelopment modifications that are approved by staff will be typically those older nonresidential properties completely surrounded by other non-residential uses. Staff’s
recommendation that the 300 feet should not apply when the area for the site plan changes is
separated from existing single family residential by an arterial or major highway roadway,
Page 2 of 5
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railroad/rail right-of-way, open space/buffer or when the additions to buildings are more than
300 feet away. The amendment will create a process that allows owners to make
improvements to existing commercial structures without having to go through a lengthy major
site plan amendment review process and produce a detailed site and/or project plan. The
outcome will remain the same, achieving compliance with all provisions of City code. The
Commission recommends this aspect, as it amounts to an incentive to commercial property
owners in the listed zones to make their properties more attractive, marketable, and useable,
while helping the City overcome setbacks caused by economic conditions with the advent of
the coronavirus while upholding zoning and related requirements.
Minor Site Plan Amendments, Generally
As a corollary to the above, the Commission concurs with the proposed text amendment that
certain types of common site improvements not require a site plan amendment. This would
include improvements, such as emergency generators, transformers and dumpsters also be
able to be installed without site plan approval, while site review would still occur at the permit
level to ensure that all such installations meet code requirements.
The Commission appreciated that staff undertook a review of similar and adjacent jurisdictions,
including the cities of Frederick and Gaithersburg, as well as Montgomery County, to compare
requirements for minor site plan amendments in those jurisdictions. While each has a unique
process, staff found that the recommendations would provide more flexibility and a timelier
process in Rockville in comparison.
Approval of Alternate Site Plans
The text amendment proposes that there is a the need for approval of alternate site plans, or
site plans that deviate from an approved Project Plan. Currently, only site plans that are in
conformance with an approved project plan may be approved within a project plan area.
However, there may be circumstances when the developer wants to move forward with a
different type of development in the near term, due to circumstances beyond anyone’s control,
such as an economic opportunity that presents itself with a short timeline. This would allow
either entirely new site plans or site plan amendments to be approved that deviate from the
project plan and allow for subsequent amendments to the approved Project Plan to bring it into
compliance with the site plan previously approved. The Commission supports this aspect,
provided that the Project Plan itself would have to be amended within 18 months of the date of
the alternate site plan. This would allow the remainder of the project plan to be adjusted so
that compliance with all City requirements could be reviewed and evaluated comprehensively,
while also allowing for flexibility in the near term.
Addition of Research and Development Use and Parking Requirement
The City’s Zoning Ordinance does not include research and development use as a permitted use
in the code. According to staff, these types of uses have been identified by their component
uses, which may include office, lab or manufacturing uses in combination. The amendment
Page 3 of 5
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proposes that this use be added to the ordinance as permitted in the MXTD (Mixed-Use Transit
District), MXCD (Mixed-Use Corridor District), MXE (Mixed-Use Employment) and I-L (Light
Industrial) uses. Due to the City’s proximity to the Shady Grove Life Sciences Center, the City
would show that it is welcoming to this use and provide clarity to property and business owners
alike that their uses are permitted in Rockville. The Commission supports the staff
recommendation that the use be added to the code, in the same form as in Montgomery
County’s ordinance.
Based on staff’s recommendation, the Commission supports adding this use to the “Office”
category in the use charts in the Zoning Ordinance, which already includes like uses such as
research lab.
With the introduction of a new use to the code, a corresponding parking requirement is in
order. The text amendment proposes that this also match that of Montgomery County at 1.5
parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area. This requirement represents a
significant reduction from general office but is in line with current requirements for
manufacturing and lab space, at 2 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet.
At the Commission’s request, staff researched the County’s Zoning Ordinance rewrite process,
which resulted in a new code becoming effective in October 2014. One of the requirements of
the code rewrite was to ensure that the appropriate amount of parking is provided for
developments in the County. This includes different parking standards for certain areas of the
County, including designated parking districts and reduced parking areas, as well as standards
for commercial uses based on the zoning district of the property. As part of that process, the
County also implemented parking standards for both office and life sciences/research and
development uses. The requirement of 1.5 spaces per 1,000 square feet of R&D space applies
across different parking categories and may be reduced to 1.0 space per 1,000 square feet in
designated parking districts and reduced parking areas. In developing these standards, the
County relied on a consultant team, comparisons with ITE (Institute for Transportation
Engineering) standards and public input. Staff found that that the parking requirements in the
2014 County Zoning Ordinance were sufficiently researched, vetted, and considered throughout
the process and the Commission was satisfied with this result.
Modifications to the Definition of Demolition
During previous discussions with the Mayor and Council, it was identified that the City’s
definition of demolition needed to be updated. The current definition for demolition is the
complete razing of a building or structure. However, this does not address situations where a
portion of the structure is retained, however small. In Rockville, this can be significant in that
the code requires an Evaluation for Historic Significance when demolition, as currently defined,
is proposed. The text amendment recommends that the definition be modified to read that if
more than 50 percent of floor area of a building is removed, it is considered demolition, and the
requirements for an evaluation would be triggered, as follows:
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Demolition means the complete razing or removal of more than 50 percent of the floor
area of a building or structure, or substantial reconstruction that removes more than 50
percent of the building floor area, as defined in Chapter 5.
Commissioners asked how this recommendation compares with other peer jurisdictions. Staff
responded that most jurisdictions follow the International Building Code (IBC) to define
demolition and do not define it in the zoning code. However, some jurisdictions have their own
definitions of demolition, including:
Montgomery County: demolish means to tear down or destroy an entire building or
structure, or all of a building or structure except a single wall or facade.
City of Frederick: Frederick City ties historic evaluation to demolition, and establishes
criteria in its code for what triggers historic review: demolition of an entire structure;
removal of a roof for the purposes of raising the overall height of the roof, rebuilding
the roof to a different pitch, or adding another story to a structure; removal of one or
more exterior walls or partitions of a structure; removal of more than 25 percent of a
structure's overall gross square footage; or relocation or moving of a structure from its
existing location.
The Commission recommended that the proposed change to the definition be considered by
the Historic District Commission (HDC).
After reviewing all aspects of the text amendment, the Commission also reviewed the proposed
text. Chair Pitman raised a concern regarding the language for amendments to approved
development being too subjective. After discussion, the Commissioners agreed that the
retention of the language referencing, “a comprehensive change to more than twenty (20)
percent of the project area,” would be suitable.
Therefore, on a motion by Commissioner Littlefield, seconded by Commissioner Nunez, the
Commission voted unanimously to recommend approval of Text Amendment TXT2021-00260,
with the comments and recommendations noted.
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Mayor & Council Meeting Date: July 12, 2021
Agenda Item Type: Work Session
Department: PDS - Comprehensive Planning
Responsible Staff: Clark Larson

Subject
Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session - Planning Areas: Montgomery College Area
(7), Woodley Gardens and College Gardens (5), Rockshire and Fallsmead (14), Fallsgrove and
Research Boulevard (15), and King Farm and Shady Grove (16).

Recommendation
The Mayor and Council have indicated their desire to review the following sections of the draft
Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan: Planning Areas 7 (Montgomery College Area), 5 (Woodley
Gardens and College Gardens), 14 (Rockshire and Fallsmead), 15 (Fallsgrove and Research
Boulevard), and 16 (King Farm and Shady Grove). Staff recommends that the Mayor and Council
provide direction to staff on edits that it wishes to make to these sections.

Attachments
Attachment 7.a:
Attachment 7.b:
Attachment 7.c:

Matrix of Testimony to the Mayor and Council
(DOCX)
Matrix of Mayor and Council Comments with Staff Responses
Harpswell Report on Research Boulevard 6-30-21 (PDF)

(DOCX)
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Complete Summary of Written and Oral Testimony, received between March 15 and July 1, 2021

WRITTEN TESTIMONY EXHIBITS
Testimony
Source

Element(s)

Planning
Area(s)

Public
Hearing
Speaker

For Environment Element Goal 6, Policy 6, testimony would like to see the city lead the region on
creating a biophilic environment. Refers to commitments by nearby cities (e.g., Arlington and
Richmond, VA, and Washington, D.C.) and the website www.biophiliccities.org/partner-cities.

Monica Berger
1

(Rockville
Resident)

Suggests Rockville provide incentives for public, commercial, and residential buildings to be built or
retrofitted to coexist with nature (e.g., reduce bird collisions, green roofs). Provides a link to a
YouTube video in the testimony that offers specific ideas to reduce bird death from transparent
building windows and glazing. Calls for specific mention of ‘green roofs’ in Policy 6 addition to ‘green
building’. Provides a link to a YouTube video on green roofs.

Environment

Kap Kapastin
2

Summary of Testimony

(General Counsel,
Shellhorn
Rockville LLC)

PA 9

Testimony expresses appreciation for Planning Commission retaining Cambridge Walk townhouse
communities in Planning Area 8 (instead of PA 9 as was proposed by initial draft) and the support for
retaining the 5900 block of Halpine Road for residential character.

1) The existing forest conservation easement (FCE) referred to in
testimony as the ‘TPA’ will be retained and protected as part of any
future development of the adjacent property. Protection of the FCE
will also be ensured as part of the development review process for
any proposed development of the adjacent site.

1) Future development should not impinge on the Tree Protection Area (TPA) located at the boundary
of 5906 Halpine Rd and the Cambridge Walk II community. Any redevelopment of the property at
5906 Halpine Rd should be located at a sufficient distance from the TPA so as not to negatively affect
the health and viability of the resource.

3

(President,
Cambridge Walk II
HOA)

Recreation and
Parks

PA 8

Yes
April 12

Instead of recommending specific programs or incentives, the plan
could include a new action that directs the city to develop a strategy
for encouraging ‘green’ and biophilic building design.

Testimony is supportive of the Planning Commission’s
recommended draft plan.

Statement of Priorities from residents of Cambridge Walk I & II:

2) The scale, design, materials, and architecture of the 5900 block of Halpine Rd should be preserved
and protected in any future development. Facades of new buildings fronting onto Halpine Rd should
be set back appropriately and scaled to match the neighborhood’s “traditional” character and
infrastructure. The property at 5946 Halpine Rd should not be approved for multi-family dwellings until
a future extension of Lewis Avenue is completed to provide access to the property. The height and
scale of buildings on the property at 5946 Halpine Rd should be appropriate for the small lot size and
should not exceed the height of the adjacent townhomes.
3) The City of Rockville should address the “serious lack of public amenities” in the areas adjacent to
the 5900 Halpine Rd communities. Past requests for a ‘tot lot’, dog park, and trash receptacles in the
immediate vicinity have gone unanswered. Future development review for proposed developments in
the vicinity of these communities should study: (a) traffic impacts on Ardennes Ave, Halpine Rd, and
adjacent roadways; (b) impacts on local infrastructure and facilities; and (c) population impacts on
schools. The city should also limit concentration of certain housing types in the [Twinbrook]
neighborhood to avoid economic and social segregation by better transitioning land use character
between “mega-blocks” of apartment buildings and single-family homes.

Rockville Comprehensive Plan, Planning Commission Recommended Draft

Summary of Testimony to the Mayor and Council

Mayor and Council
Direction

Staff supports the testimony’s request to promote biophilic built
environments in the Plan.

Testimony pertains to property at 1460 and 1488 Rockville Pike (Shellhorn Pike Properties).
Expresses satisfaction with Planning Commission’s revisions to the plan per their earlier testimony
requesting flexibility in the evaluation of a proposed new road connection through the subject
properties at the time of a development application. See language on page 342, ‘Other Policy
Recommendations’, ‘Transportation’. Urges the Mayor and Council to adopt the language as
recommended by the Planning Commission.

Expresses concern over recommended zoning on adjacent properties on 5900 block of Halpine Road
(Focus Areas A8 and A9) that could lead to “a serious degrading of our immediate neighborhood.”

Joe McClane

Staff Comments and Recommendations

Attachment 7.a: Matrix of Testimony to the Mayor and Council (3496 : Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session)
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2) The south side of the 5900 block of Halpine is proposed for
medium density residential development such as townhomes and
small multi-unit buildings. The plan’s land use designation and
recommended zoning districts do reflect a transition of building
setback and height between the existing residential neighborhood
and larger-scale development farther to the south at the Twinbrook
Metro Station and along Twinbrook Parkway.
While staff does not recommend requiring a road connection
between Lewis Avenue and Fishers Lane prior to any multi-unit
residential building development, the Planning Commission draft
plan does recommend that the city study the feasibility of such a
connection (City Project P3 of Planning Area 8). The draft plan also
recommends for the property at 5946 Halpine Road that, “any
redevelopment of the site should limit the height and massing
impacts on the sides of the property facing the adjacent townhomes
and single-unit detached residential homes, through step-downs,
massing articulation, and landscaping,” without specifying a specific
height limit (Focus Area A10 of Planning Area 8).
3) Staff acknowledges that there is a need for new public parks and
open space in the area described by the testimony. The Planning
Commission did not recommend specific new park or open space
locations for this portion of the neighborhood in their recommended
draft plan largely due to the lack of publicly-owned open space to
accommodate it. However, the Recreation and Parks Element does
include actions to identify, fund, and create new parks in areas of
the city that do not meet the city’s standards for parks and open
spaces (Policies 1, 5, 6, 7). The impacts on other public
infrastructure/ facilities are considered during the city’s development
review process, and the draft plan references the need for
strengthened inter-agency coordination and advocacy in several
areas.
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Summary of Testimony
Testimony supports allowing the property at 5906 Halpine Road (Twinbrook Community Church) to
redevelop into a new multi-unit residential building. Cites several benefits of an expected proposed
project.

(Pastor, Twinbrook
Community
Church)

Mayor and Council
Direction

Testimony is supportive of the Planning Commission’s
recommended draft plan.

Suggests that a new multi-unit residential building will meet the city’s desire to building more transitaccessible housing. States that the plan’s recommended maximum allowable height of 50 feet is
consistent with adjacent properties to the south, east, and west, including the adjacent Cambridge Cluster
townhome community.

John L. Bayles
4

Staff Comments and Recommendations

PA 8

Attachment 7.a: Matrix of Testimony to the Mayor and Council (3496 : Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session)

#

States that future redevelopment of existing church site as residential use would result in reduced ‘spillover’ parking and less traffic volume in this portion of the Twinbrook neighborhood compared to the
vehicles that currently visit the church and day care.
Comments that redevelopment as a residential condominium project would convert a tax-free church
use to a residential condominium use subject to city property taxes, adding to the city’s tax revenue
base.
Testimony is supportive of the Planning Commission’s recommended draft plan’s general vision and
specific recommendations for the property at 1800 and 1818 Chapman Ave and a portion of WMATAowned property at 1700 Chapman Ave.

5

Heather
Dlhopolsky
(Wire Gill LLP, on
behalf of Hines)

Land Use
Transportation

Specifically, the testimony supports the land use designation of OCRM (Office, Commercial and
Residential Mix) for the subject properties, Policy 10 and 11 of the Land Use Element, Policy 10, 15,
16, and 17 of the Transportation Element, Policy 10 of the Housing Element, and a decision by the
Planning Commission to relocate an asterisk on the Land Use Policy Map that indicates the location
of a proposed future park to a more general location rather than directly on the subject properties.

PA 9

Housing

Testimony supports the plan’s move, “away from single use zoning” and embrace of mixed-use
zoning, allowance for greater density (particularly near transit stations), and the overall goal of
enhancing walkability in the city.

Michael Dutka
6

(Rockville
Resident)

Land Use

Recommends allowing even greater density and height near the Rockville Metro Station and more
ambitious ‘missing middle’ zoning in single family neighborhoods, both citywide and directly across
from the Rockville Metro Station in East Rockville, where the city should be pursuing zoning that
allows for apartment buildings in current single-family only zones.

PA 2

Testimony discusses definitions of “comprehensive” and “resilience” as it applies to federal, state, and
local government and the interrelatedness of human society.
Chuck Woolery
7

(Rockville
Resident)

Yes

Environment

April 12

Offers a draft resolution for consideration that encourages Rockville residents to voluntarily transform
their yards to foster and all-volunteer-run, city-wide network of wildlife corridors between Rockville’s
65 city parks.

Testimony is supportive of the Planning Commission’s
recommended draft plan.
Staff also supports a minor amendment to Action 10.1 (page 202) as
follows, with the suggested addition shown underlined and in italics:
“10.1 Continue to monitor and adjust income requirements and
other aspects of the MPDU program to encourage the
production and preservation of affordable units, and the longterm viability of the program.”

The Planning Commission recommended moderate changes to the
existing land use plan that would allow a greater diversity of housing
types in certain areas of the city, including on the edges of traditionally
single-unit detached residential neighborhoods near Metro stations and
along roadways with existing or planned high-frequency transit options.
The Mayor and Council may choose to revisit the topic and discuss
whether to expand the areas where these ‘missing middle’ housing
types would be allowed as well as discuss whether to allow greater
density on or adjacent to Metro station properties.
Staff supports adding new actions under Policy 10 to help educate
and promote wildlife habitats in residential yards and on the roofs of
high-rise buildings.

Provides a link to view a 60-min. YouTube video featuring Doug Tallamy, author of the book, Bringing
Nature Home.

Ethan Goffman
8

9

(Rockville
Resident)

Jonathan
Robinson
(Rockville
Resident)

Land Use
Transportation

1) Commends the city for the Planning Commission’s recommended draft plan’s focus on pedestrian
and bicycle safety initiatives and increased density near transit.
PA 2

Land Use

PA 2

Transportation

PA 3

2) Expresses concern that proposed density around transit stations in the draft plan does not go far
enough to encourage public transit and walkable areas and offer adequate housing options for
current and future residents, particularly on the east side of the Rockville Metro Station.
Supports the plan’s move, “away from single use zoning” and embrace of mixed-use zoning,
allowance of greater density near transit stations and the overall goal of enhancing walkability in the
city.
Suggests that the amount of allowed density and diversity of housing types should be increased near
and in areas where there is single-family zoning, such as near Rockville Metro Station and in the
Hungerford neighborhood, ranging from ADUs to small apartments. For instance, testimony states

Rockville Comprehensive Plan, Planning Commission Recommended Draft

Summary of Testimony to the Mayor and Council

1) Testimony is supportive of the Planning Commission’s
recommended draft plan.
2) See staff comments from Exhibit #6

See staff comments from Exhibit #6
The Planning Commission’s recommended draft plan does not
recommend specific bicycle measures and protections, though it
does recommend that future updates to the Bikeways Master Plan
consider the addition of various measures (e.g., analysis of roadway
stress to prioritize bicycle improvements, consideration of new
bicycle connections and facilities).
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Staff Comments and Recommendations

Mayor and Council
Direction

that apartments should be allowed in current single-family-only zoned areas east of Rockville Metro
Station.
Would like to see more bicycle measures and protections in the plan.

Patricia Harris
10

(Lerch, Early &
Brewer, on behalf
of James Policaro
of Lerner
Enterprises)

Land Use

PA 15

Yes
April 12

Testimony concurs with the Planning Commission’s recommended draft plan’s land use designation
of OCRM (Office, Commercial and Residential Mix) for a 6.5-acre vacant site located at the southwest
quadrant of West Gude Drive and Research Boulevard (Parcel 37).

11

(Coalition for
Smarter Growth)

Land Use
Transportation

Especially supports Policy 3 and 4 of the Land Use Element and the plan’s attention to Rockville
Town Center and Twinbrook Metro Station and embrace of walking, biking, and transit as key to
community health and sustainable living.
PA 2

Suggests that the plan should, “go further and think more ambitiously about allowing more types of
housing in neighborhoods that currently only allow single family homes,” especially across from the
Rockville Metro Station in East Rockville and at Rockshire Village Center.
Cautions against including language that would potentially lead to new highways and road widenings,
such as Policies 5, 7, and 8 of the Transportation Element, that, “could induce more driving and traffic
and make streets less safe for all users.”
Encourages Mayor & Council to approve the Planning Commission’s recommended draft Plan, noting
that TCA agrees with all recommendations for Twinbrook and Twinbrook Forest (PA 8). The plan
reflects the wishes of the community.

Mike Stein
12

(Twinbrook
Community
Association)

Transportation

PA 8

Yes
April 12

Testimony is supportive of the Planning Commission’s
recommended draft plan.

Pleased that the Planning Commission’s recommended plan includes a revision previously requested
via testimony not to require retail uses along the property’s West Gude Drive frontage and northern
portion of the Research Boulevard frontage, but instead identifies the intersection as a “potential
community node” that is recommended for open space.
Testimony expresses general support for the Planning Commission’s recommended plan since it
embraces a vision for a “vibrant, multicultural, and socio-economically inclusive city.”

Jane Lyons

Attachment 7.a: Matrix of Testimony to the Mayor and Council (3496 : Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session)

Provides a link to an article from Greater Greater Washington that explains why he and his family left
the 16th Street Heights neighborhood of D.C.

1) Requests further traffic calming measures, including speed cameras, as a mandatory component
of the recommended opening of Lewis Avenue to Ardennes Avenue (through the WMATA-owned
property), from Project 3. Also requests that the city study other streets near Lewis Avenue to identify
and implement traffic calming measures to alleviate the impact of traffic on those streets.

Staff worked closely with residents in the Planning Area to develop
the land use recommendations reflected in the draft Plan and
supported by the Planning Commission. Land Use Plans serve as a
guide for future development; however, they do not implement
zoning. Generally, a comprehensive zoning update follows the
adoption of a comprehensive plan. Zoning Authority makes
exclusionary zoning illegal. Comprehensive Plans can designate
areas that are primarily for existing and new single-family
development, as well as other specific land uses. If desired, the
Mayor and Council could consider adjustments to the recommended
land uses.
See also responses to Exhibit #6
Regarding the first issue, the Planning Commission’s recommended
draft plan refers to traffic calming measures in relation to a future
vehicle connection between Lewis Avenue and Fishers Lane (PA 8,
p.334). There are currently city procedures for neighborhoods and
city residents to consider new traffic calming measures. Staff does
not recommend identifying specific treatments or locations in the
Comprehensive Plan. The other issues raised by the testimony are
supported by recommendations included within Planning Area 8.

2) Planning Area 8, Project 6 (pedestrian bridge crossing of CSX tracks north of Twinbrook Metro
Station), remains a top priority of the neighborhood.
3) Requests addition of signage to mark historic significance of Twinbrook neighborhood & others
throughout the city.
4) Requests addition of placemaking efforts in the community through neighborhood welcome signs
at key entry points and public art in the city projects section.
5) Requests investment and expansion of Rockcrest Community Center

Tyler Abrams
13

(Rockville
Resident)

14

Patrick Reed

Land Use

PA 8

Transportation

PA 13

Testimony opposes the land use designation of Residential Attached at their property on Grandin Road,
east of First Street, and its recommended zoning changes (see Policy 14 of the Land Use Element and
Focus Area A1 of Planning Area 8) because of perceived threat to their street and the sense of
neighborhood and community. States current density and house/lot sizes should remain consistent from
block to block. Testimony states that higher density dwellings would bring additional traffic and cars
moving at excessive speeds and is opposed to the proposed re-zoning.

The Residential Attached (RA) land use designation recommends a
zoning district that would accommodate a moderate increase in
residential density, compatible in scale with single-unit detached
homes. For focus area 1, only up to a 4-plex would be permitted, and 4plexes are recommended only on corner lots. The Plan also provides
design guidance to facilitate more appropriate transitions between new
and existing homes. The Planning Commission extensively discussed
these issues and related testimony for the extent of the Veirs Mill
Corridor as well as other areas of the city adjacent to transit and highcapacity transit corridors and recommended the modest increase in
allowable residential housing types as reflected in their draft Plan.

Testimony does not support the recommendation for a study of potential vehicular capacity
improvements on Wootton Parkway as described in Policy 7.2 of the Transportation Element and a
Transportation policy recommendation for Planning Areas 13 and 14. Explains that what some

During Listening Sessions and subsequent conversations with
community members, many expressed concerns about the high
level of traffic congestion on Wootton Parkway but also the desire

Rockville Comprehensive Plan, Planning Commission Recommended Draft

Summary of Testimony to the Mayor and Council
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perceive as, “inconvenient congestion,” can bring benefits to safer and more comfortable bike and
pedestrian travel through and across the road. Any additional turn lanes would increase crossing
distances and time spent in roadway by bikes and pedestrians and would be inconsistent with the
city’s Vision Zero policy. Vehicle capacity enhancements may also induce greater vehicle demand
and resulting traffic volumes in the longer term.

(Rockville
Resident)

Offers alternative language to the policies referenced above (see testimony).
1) Testimony requests more bike-friendly lights, walkways, paths, and access between the Carl Henn
Millennium Trail and Rock Creek Park.
Offers specific ideas for bike/pedestrian improvements:
•
•

15

Martine Palmiter

Transportation

•

(Rockville
business owner
and nearby
resident)

Housing

•
•

Economic
Development

•
•

Add a ped/bike light crossing Maryland Route 28 (First St.) at Grandin Avenue that enhances
the existing unsignalized crosswalk.
Continue paved hiker-biker trail on north side of Route 28 (Norbeck Rd.) past Avery Road to
connect with Rock Creek Trail.
Consider use of a part of RedGate Park for a, “nice outside perimeter for bike access to other
parts of Rockville.”
Add a designated bikeway on Southlawn, from E Gude to Rock Creek Trail.
Provide more bike access on Route 28 between Avery Road and Norbeck Shopping Center,
such as a paved path on the north side.
Expand the use of bike signage throughout Rockville
Consider adding bike-safe lanes on Crabbs Branch Pkwy approaching Redland Rd.

2) Testimony also requests that the plan consider the city’s diverse populations and acknowledges
historically Black communities, such as Lincoln Park and David Scull Apartments, as well as the
Hispanic communities in Twinbrook, through, “more money and resources for those communities in
general---safety, housing, groceries, etc.” Make sure that Rockville’s plans do not,” run out local small
businesses but make it affordable for the small businesses to stay and thrive.”
Testimony supports the Planning Commission’s use of the term “significant” in reference to
recommended gathering space under the Land Use Policy Map heading of Focus Area A1 (Rockshire
Village Center) for Planning Area 14.
Does not support the use of the “and/or” clause in this statement. Recommends that, “the language
be specific as it relates to all possible scenarios that are intended as an amenity.”

Randy Alton
16

PA 14

(Rockville
Resident)

Yes
April 12

Calls for concrete solutions to address the current use of parking spaces and “ADA concerns” from
the Rockshire HOA, Korean Presbyterian Church of Rockville, and Wootton High School campus
prior to any zoning changes in Focus Area A1. Offers related text edits to several sections of Planning
Area 14 (see testimony)

Staff Comments and Recommendations

Mayor and Council
Direction

not to expand the overall right of way. Planning Area 14 has a brief
discussion of the topic, under the heading Transportation (p. 365).
The Planning Commission elected to include language that would,
again, not involve a broad expansion but would leave open the
possibility of relieving pressure through creative solutions at specific
intersections.

Attachment 7.a: Matrix of Testimony to the Mayor and Council (3496 : Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session)

#

1) The Planning Commission’s recommended draft plan does not
recommend specific bicycle measures and protections, though it
does recommend that future updates to the Bikeways Master Plan
consider the addition of various measures (e.g., analysis of roadway
stress to prioritize bicycle improvements, consideration of new
bicycle connections and facilities).
The Comprehensive Plan could add more specific direction for
future BMP updates, such as:
•

•

Improve bicycle connections between the Carl Henn Millennium
Trail and Rock Creek Park Trail system (Note: Action 18.6 calls
for finding opportunities to connect Rockville bicycle routes and
lanes to the Montgomery County trail system without calling out
this particular connection); and
Expand the use of bicycle signage and wayfinding throughout
Rockville (Note: Action 18.8 calls for the city to “improve”
bicycle wayfinding and signage rather than its expansion).

2) Over the past year, the city has further emphasized its strong
stance on the importance of diversity and equity. The M&C recently
approved funding for a new full-time Diversity, Equity and Inclusion
position, to be hired in the next FY to focus on these issues.
The Planning Commission carefully considered the relevant
language in Focus Area 1 and other portions of this section,
attempting to find a policy approach that would help to resolve the
long-term vacancy while ensuring that there will also be a
community-gathering amenity on this site that is so central to the
nearby neighborhoods. Staff supports the Planning Commission’s
language as currently written.

Does not support changing the PRU (Planned Residential Unit) zoning for the property in Focus Area
A1 since the site is considered “the only land area where an amenity can be provided for this side of
I-270,” by the 2018 Eureka Study.
Recommends that the city should consider purchasing the property of the former Rockshire Village
Center, “similar to what was done for the Chestnut Lodge Property.”
Advocates for “date-driven decisions for [Planning Area 14] and for our City at-large,” specifically
through the use of ‘evolving technology’ and a city-sponsored retail study of Rockshire Village Center
Testimony is opposed to land use designation of RA (Residential Attached) and its related
recommended zoning along the south side of Grandin Ave (Focus Area A1 in Planning Area 8).

Aleks Flaks
17

(Rockville
Resident)

18

Aleks Flaks

Land Use

PA 8

n/a

n/a

See staff comments from Exhibit #13

Concern that allowing multi-family dwellings in property designated RA would be “permanently set
aside for renters, would negatively impact the tight knit community,” and would boost the percent of
transient residents in the neighborhood. Expresses concern that, “the profitability of RA housing will
incentivize developers to buy and demolish existing houses,” and would, “further destroy the tight knit
community, aesthetics, and the feel of this neighborhood.” Believes rezoning will, “significantly impact
our already overcrowded street parking, … significantly increase traffic on our narrow street and
make it more dangerous, … and will ultimately hurt the value of our home/property.”
[duplicate of Exhibit 17]

Rockville Comprehensive Plan, Planning Commission Recommended Draft

Summary of Testimony to the Mayor and Council
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(Rockville
Resident)

(Rockville
Resident)

Transportation

PA 8

Recommends a plan for traffic overflow from Veirs Mill Road on neighborhood streets, such as speed
bumps or one-way-only streets.
1) Testimony supports adoption of the Planning Commission’s recommended draft plan, yet states
that the city’s master plan and zoning code, “still frequently evoke a much more homogenous city,
made for car-owning, middle-class white nuclear families in single-family homes,” than is the city’s
actual diversity, “be it racially/ethnically, in terms of renter/homeowner occupancy, housing
arrangements and household sizes, or age.”
2) Supports the Planning Commission’s recommended draft plan’s priorities for, “a more sustainable,
equitable model of growth, centered around the city’s transit corridors and welcoming new types of
housing.” Particularly supports allowance for “missing middle” housing along the Veirs Mill Road
corridor and portions of East Rockville. Would like to see more residential density allowed on
Stonestreet Avenue corridor and along North Horners Lane, north to Crabb Avenue.

Leo Wagner
20

(Rockville
Resident)

Land Use

PA 2

Transportation

PA 4

Housing

PA 8

3) Recommends consideration of anti-displacement measures, particularly in neighborhoods with,
“many ‘informal SROs’ [Single Room Occupancy units], or houses rented by a contingent of unrelated
individuals (like East Rockville) due to a dearth of multifamily and affordable housing in the region.”
4) Expresses disappointment by the “continued preservation of exclusionary zoning in the West End,”
and, “exclusive single-family zoning,” while higher residential density is recommended in the eastern
half of the city. Calls for the RA (Residential Attached) land use designation on the West Montgomery
Avenue corridor and the blocks bounded by Van Buren Street, West Jefferson Street, and Beall
Avenue.
5) Recommends stronger transportation measures, such as the opening of streets connecting
neighborhoods with accompanying traffic calming measures, wider sidewalks, painted parking lanes,
roadway redesign consistent with Vision Zero principles, and prioritized transit infrastructure,
particularly along Baltimore Road, between South Stonestreet Avenue to First Street (MD 28).

The Comprehensive Plan does not recommend elimination of lanes
on Veirs Mill Road. The testimony may be referring to some
alternatives proposed by the Montgomery County Bus Rapid Transit
route on Veirs Mill Road, however, the county and state (as a state
highway) is managing the BRT project. Testimony recommending a
plan for traffic on neighborhood streets can be addressed through
the city’s current Neighborhood Management Guidelines.

Attachment 7.a: Matrix of Testimony to the Mayor and Council (3496 : Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session)

Jessica Meade
19

Testimony expresses support for the overall plans for the Twinbrook neighborhood yet is concerned
by the potential for overflow traffic from Veirs Mill Road into surrounding neighborhoods due to the
plan to eliminate a lane from Veirs Mill Road. Believes that a “great deal of traffic” from westbound
Veirs Mill Road diverts onto Woodburn and Grandin Avenue to avoid the intersection of Viers Mill
Road and First Street (despite a sign prohibiting such movements). Concern for safety of residents,
children, and parked cars on Grandin Avenue.

1/2/4) The draft Plan reflects the results of extensive public input
regarding these areas and issues, and the Planning Commission
discussed the proposals in great detail prior to arriving at their
recommendations. The draft Plan provides options for more housing
in designated areas as discussed with the community during the
plan development process.
3) The Planning Commission did not discuss including these
measures in the Housing Element. Given that shared housing is an
affordable option for a segment of the population, especially for
those below or at 50% of the Area Median Income (50%), the Mayor
and Council could consider including a policy in the Housing
Element that would support liberalizing the regulations on shared
housing. Any changes called for in the Plan would need to be
followed by changes in the Zoning Ordinance.
5) The Planning Commission’s recommended draft plan intentionally
does not recommend new street connections between
neighborhoods, as explained by Policy 4 of the Transportation
Element that seeks to, “protect neighborhoods from outside traffic.”
However, Policy 4 does recommend that pedestrian or bicycle paths
be considered where vehicular connections are not acceptable.
Policy 6 of the Transportation Element encourages the city to,
“design new neighborhoods and major developments with internally
connected streets and ensure connectivity to the broader roadway
network.” [emphasis added]
Transportation safety and infrastructure improvements are included
in the Comprehensive Plan without identifying specific roads where
such improvements should be made. These roads will be identified
and studied in future city efforts to implement the guiding policies of
the Plan.

Testimony supports the Planning Commission’s recommended draft plan’s “aims of placing greater
residential density adjacent to our Metro stations and transit corridors like Rockville Pike and Viers
Mill Road.”
Would like to see more walkable amenities and destinations in the Twinbrook neighborhood as
recommended in Policy Actions 14.1 and 15.2 of the Land Use Element.
Vincent Russo
21

(Rockville
Resident)

Land Use

PA 8

Encourages the plan to recommend, “straightening of Edmonston Drive so that it intersects Veirs Mill
Road at a single location instead of the current two.” Cites benefits of enhancement of pedestrian
convenience and safety, better traffic flow, and support of a new community node.
Recommends that the plan allow for opening Hillcrest Park to Veirs Mill Road to, “provide an
aesthetically pleasing entrée into the neighborhood and promote utilization of this park.”
Supports greater housing density along Veirs Mill Road corridor as proposed by the RA (Residential
Attached) land use designation in Focus Area A1 and mix of commercial and residential in Focus
Areas A2 and A3 in Planning Area 8 to, “help preserve the predominant character of Twinbrook as an
affordable single-family home neighborhood by reducing the pressure for turning the existing singlefamily homes into boarding houses.”

Rockville Comprehensive Plan, Planning Commission Recommended Draft

Summary of Testimony to the Mayor and Council

Testimony is generally supportive of the Planning Commission’s
recommended draft plan. Regarding the ‘straightening of
Edmonston Drive’, Project 1 of Planning Area 8 states that, “if
Edmonston Drive is selected as a BRT [Bus Rapid Transit] station,
its intersection with Veirs Mill Road should be realigned to create a
single, four-way intersection…” Staff has concerns with the
testimony regarding opening Hillcrest Park to Veirs Mill Road since it
would result in displacement of 6 to 10 existing residential
properties. However, if the Mayor and Council were to endorse the
long-term goal of opening the park to Veirs Mill, the City could
develop a program to purchase the properties when they became
available, thereby avoiding displacement of residents. This option
may be considered in the future, depending on any changes to Veirs
Mill Road as a result of the county’s proposed BRT route and/or
establishment of the intersection of Edmonston Drive and Veirs Mill
Road as a community node.
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William Kominers
22

(Lerch, Early &
Brewer on behalf
of Twinbrook
Shopping Center
Joint Venture)

Land Use

PA 8

(Lerch, Early &
Brewer on behalf
of Tower-Dawson
LLC)

(Lerch, Early &
Brewer on behalf
of the property
owner of 5946
Halpine Road)

(Rockville
Resident)

Land Use

PA 12

PA 8

Testimony supports the plan’s designation of Residential Attached (RA) for the property at 5946
Halpine Road but would prefer a designation included in an earlier draft of the plan, Residential
Flexible (RF), that would allow for greater residential density and a small-scale commercial
component.

The Planning Commission carefully considered all testimony received
concerning the property at 5946 Halpine Road and approved as part
of its recommended draft Plan a land use designation and zoning
recommendation for the property that struck a balance between the
interests of the property owner and the Twinbrook community. The
recommendations in the draft plan would allow greater flexibility on
the property, if redeveloped, than what is currently permitted.

Land Use

Requests that the zoning recommendation for the subject property allow for the inclusion of, “a limited
amount of ground-floor retail in a residential development.” Testimony offers specific zoning
standards that could apply to a new zoning classification that could be applied to the property.
Testimony requests that the plan recommend installation of more benches to support a more
walkable city and accommodate older residents and visitors, both in commercial areas and residential
areas.
Transportation

PA 5

(Rockville
Resident)

(Rockville
Resident)

Testimony recommends a news article that discusses a component of President Biden’s proposed
American Jobs Act that seeks to reduce housing segregation and its contribution to inequality in the
United States through a competitive grant program that would push jurisdictions to eliminate
“exclusionary zoning and harmful land use policies,” by voluntarily abandoning minimum lot sizes,
mandatory parking requirements, and prohibitions on multi-family housing.

Land Use

(Lerch, Early &
Brewer on behalf
of Eldridge, Inc.)

It is staff’s understanding that the property was recently sold and
that the new owners will continue the pool use and potentially the
preschool. The current land use recommendation is for Open Space
Private, which reaffirms the continued use of the site as a
pool/institutional use. Because the property is privately held, staff
recommends keeping the language that provides guidance for a
future use, should the pool/institutional use be re-contemplated
again in the future.
Staff thanks the submitter for the timely news article. The Planning
Commission’s recommended draft Plan does not incorporate the
voluntary actions encouraged by the federal grant. The Mayor and
Council could elect to take steps to adopt more inclusionary
residential policies in the Plan.
Staff is in the process of developing a new infill zone for certain
residential areas that takes some of these opportunities into
account.

Testimony supports land use designation of OCRM (Office, Commercial and Residential Mix) and
recommended zoning for the properties at 255 Rockville Pike and 41 Maryland Avenue. Also
supports Focus Area A2 and City Projects 2 and 3 of Planning Area 1.

William Kominers
28

Testimony requests text changes for Focus Area A1 of Planning Area 5 (Woodley Gardens) that
would encourage continued use of the Woodley Gardens Swim Club property (850 Nelson Street) as
an institutional use and delete a second option that would encourage a residential use. Also
recommends other language revisions to support the changed reference above.
Testimony also discusses historical context for the swim club property for context of the importance of
the property to remain for use as a community amenity.

Michael Dutka
27

The Planning Commission’s recommended draft plan includes an
implementation action, 17.6 in the Transportation Element, to,
“expand ADA-compliant seating areas and other amenities,”
throughout the city, though does not mention benches specifically
(p. 81).
Staff suggests that benches could be identified as a specific amenity
in the action and that commercial and residential areas could be
included in the statement for clarity.

Ken Hoffman
26

Mayor and Council
Direction

Testimony is generally supportive of the Planning Commission’s
recommended draft plan, and it is not the intent of the draft plan to
prevent upgrades to the property or maintenance.

Testimony is supportive of the Planning Commission’s
recommended draft plan.

Nancy McIntyre
25

Testimony is supportive of the land use designation of CRM (Commercial and Residential Mix) for the
properties at 1920 and 2000 Veirs Mill Road (a.k.a. Twinbrook Shopping Center), though cautions
that the plan should not prevent, “incremental and ongoing upgrades for the Shopping Center,
including maintenance, enhancements, re-tenanting, etc.”

Staff Comments and Recommendations

Testimony supports the plan recommendations and Land Use Policy Map designations as they relate
to the properties within the Tower Oaks Comprehensive Planned Development, a subarea of
Planning Area 12.

William Kominers
24

Summary of Testimony

Supports the caveats in City Projects 1 and 5 of Planning Area 8 that recognize the need to assess
impacts on the property’s access and functionality at a time when the projects are considered and/or
implemented.

William Kominers
23

Public
Hearing
Speaker

Attachment 7.a: Matrix of Testimony to the Mayor and Council (3496 : Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session)
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Land Use

PA 1

Requests that the plan allows for and encourages flexibility in the allowable uses and building
redevelopment of 255 Rockville, “so that the property can respond to market forces,” in the short-term
and long-term. Suggests the city should support ‘interim uses’ for the property until such time as a
final redevelopment concept can be accomplished and supported by prospective tenants.

Rockville Comprehensive Plan, Planning Commission Recommended Draft

Summary of Testimony to the Mayor and Council

Regarding the flexible/interim use of 255 Rockville Pike - Staff does
not support adding specific language in the Comprehensive Plan
that recommends flexible or interim use of a particular property. The
land use and zoning both currently allow a large range of use
options. The property should either continue to be occupied and
utilized in its current form or be considered for redevelopment.

Page 6

Packet Pg. 77

7.a

#
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Planning
Area(s)

Public
Hearing
Speaker

Summary of Testimony

Staff Comments and Recommendations

Mayor and Council
Direction

Supports recommendations of Project 6 of Planning Area 1 as it relates to the property at 41
Maryland Avenue (‘Lot 4’), but requests that it should not be a constraint to short-term uses.

1) Requests that the goals of the Transportation Element be re-ordered as follows:
•
•
•
•
•
•
29

Traffic and
Transportation
Commission

Goal 1 - Complete Streets and Vision Zero (no change)
Goal 2 - Improve and Promote Pedestrian and Bicycle Planning and Infrastructure (originally
Goal 5)
Goal 3 - Maximize the Use and Value of Transit Service and Assets (originally Goal 4)
Goal 4 - Update Development Review Standards to reduce vehicle miles traveled and
promote alternative modes of travel (originally Goal 3)
Goal 5 - Plan for New Mobility and Climate Change (originally Goal 6)
Goal 6 - Manage & Improve Rockville’s Roadway Network (Originally Goal 2)

2) Recommends adopting new development review standards, including the Comprehensive
Transportation Review (CTR), to focus more on moving people than cars. Standards should be
adjusted especially in areas around Rockville’s current and future high-capacity transit sites, to
promote non-vehicular travel and maximize current and future transit use.

Transportation

3) Recommends that the plan better emphasize climate change and its potential impact to the city.
Suggests adding environment as an area on which the city, county and state can partner under Policy
3 or Policy 20.
4) Recommends a new Action Item 20.7 that encourages the city to become an electric car-friendly
city, such as from issuing parking placards to electric car owners that are Rockville residents.

Requests a planning area boundary change, and related text changes, to include Yale Village and
Scarborough Square residential communities in Planning Area 5 instead of the Planning
Commission’s recommended draft plan’s location in Planning Area 7.
Strongly supports fully reopening the existing walking/biking pathway between Princeton Place and
Montgomery College.
John Hayes
30

PA 5

(College Gardens
Civic Association)

PA 7

Supports no mention of a planned roadway connection between W. Gude Drive and Yale Place for
vehicles and would oppose any future plan for this vehicular connection.

Attachment 7.a: Matrix of Testimony to the Mayor and Council (3496 : Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session)

Supports Policies 23 and 26 of the Land Use Element as supportive of amending existing approved
Planned Developments and consideration of the potential to reduce minimum parking requirements in
the city, respectively.
Staff agrees with the recommendations and proposes the following
for M&C discussion.
1) Transportation Element goals could be re-ordered to indicate
the city’s intended priorities;
2) Actions 9.2 and 9.3 generally address the testimony’s
recommendation to change the city’s approach to measuring trip
generation as a basis for development review approval,
however, the actions could address more specifically
consideration for adopting new development standards,
including modifications to the CTR, to focus on moving people
rather than vehicles. The Mayor and Council could amend 9.3 to
add, “…within the CTR…”;
3) The Mayor and Council could consider amending Policy 3 to
include climate change as an aspect of partnership or add more
explanation; add an action to work with partners on climate
change mitigation; include a new action under Policy 20 that
cross-references Policy 3 focused on reduction of climate
pollution as a context for its implementation.
4) Rather than add a new action under Policy 20, staff suggests
that an intention to become an “electric car-friendly city” with an
example of issuing parking placards to electric car owners be
added to Action 20.3, which currently recommends that the city
create a plan for the transition to electric cars and trucks.
Staff recommends accommodating the wishes reflected in this
testimony. With respect to the interchange of I-270 with W. Gude
Drive, the Planning Commission’s recommendation reflected the
input from other portions of the city, including Fallsgrove, the West
End and Southlawn. The Mayor and Council considered the
question and these factors during the discussions of both the
Transportation Element and Planning Area 4 and decided to remove
this recommendation from those sections.

Opposed to the policy recommendation to advocate for MCDOT/MDOT to fund/study an interchange
of I-270 with W. Gude Drive (p. 306 and 370)
Recommends a city project to install a path (similar to existing paths) between the College Gardens
and Woodley Gardens neighborhoods
Requests that the plan call for a sound wall on the east side of I-270 in the western side of the
Woodley Gardens neighborhood (between W. Montgomery Avenue and the Woodley Gardens
Shopping Center).

Sara Moline
31

(Rockville
Resident)

Economic
Development
Environment

1) Appreciates recognition of the economic benefits of the arts and encourages the city to continue
to embrace and support “creative economy” workers. Suggests support of affordable housing as
one way to accomplish this, such as through investigation of more affordable housing options by
a housing consultant.
2) Suggests a survey of local high school and Montgomery College students to understand types of
jobs graduates are seeking vs. what is available in the city.
Suggests more can be done to remove Non-Native Invasive (NNI) plant species from private
properties (in addition to current volunteer efforts to remove NNI species in local parks).
Recommends an incentive program for the private sector to eliminate use and/or growth of NNIs on
private property.

Rockville Comprehensive Plan, Planning Commission Recommended Draft

Summary of Testimony to the Mayor and Council

1/2) These issues are addressed as part of the Planning
Commissions draft plan in the ED and Housing elements. The M&C
could consider a survey as part of a department/coordinating
agency work program.
The city’s Rainscape Rewards program currently provides incentives
to remove NNI on private properties through a rebate on the costs
for removal of turf grass and NNIs species and replacement with
native plant species. Staff recommends that the plan include a new
action to specifically mention the reduction of Non-Native Invasive
(NNI) species under Policy 13 that supports a program of education,
encouragement, and incentives to eliminate NNIs.
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Summary of Testimony
1) Requests the plan remove the recommendation for a conceptual master plan to be prepared, “…if any
part of the country club property, or its entirety, is proposed for development as anything other than its
current use.” (p. 350). Instead, requests that, “in the event all or a substantial amount of the Property
becomes available for development in the future, a PD Zone (or equivalent zone),” is recommended for
the property instead of a master plan amendment. See Exhibit A of the testimony for proposed language.
Provides separate testimony for a portion of the country club property along Wootton Parkway with
specific recommendations and designations for its approximately 27 acres. See Exhibit B of testimony
for a concept sketch as reference.
2) Requests that the plan include a statement that the need, size, and location of land for park use
should be determined, “as part of a plan review process if redevelopment of all or a substantial
portion of the property is proposed.”
3) Requests that the plan’s recommendations regarding tree canopy preservation be modified to
provide that proposed development utilize, “site and architectural design to preserve forest stands
and/or significant tree canopy where feasible and consistent with permitted development.”

32

Barbara Sears
(Miles &
Stockbridge on
behalf of
Woodmont
Country Club)

PA 11

4) Requests that the plan include text from the 2016 Rockville Pike Plan that requires any future
extension of E. Jefferson Street consider impacts to the country club and protects existing residential
uses.
5) Requests that the plan not include a recommendation that, “a large-scale community amenity, such
as an education, sports, or cultural facility,” (p. 350) be considered in future master plans for the
country club property.
6) Requests that the plan’s recommendation for preservation of the Lyddane-Bradley House be
revised to state that, “any property redevelopment or construction that impacts the House should
seek to preserve the House and an appropriate environmental setting for the House.”

Staff Comments and Recommendations

Mayor and Council
Direction

1) In approving this language about the conceptual master plan, it
was the intent of the Planning Commission to avoid uncoordinated,
piece-meal development of the country club property through a
series of small actions over time. Staff agrees with this goal and
believes that it can be achieved through either the retention of the
Planning Commission’s language, or by requiring that any
development be implemented through a Planned Development (PD)
in which the Mayor and Council has the authority to determine the
components of the plan.

Attachment 7.a: Matrix of Testimony to the Mayor and Council (3496 : Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session)

#

However, staff supports adjustment of the language for when a
conceptual master plan may be required, from “any part” to “a
substantial amount” of the property, as requested by the testimony.
This change in scope under which a property-wide design effort
would be required would be consistent with the Planning
Commission’s interest in coordinating development of the property
over time while avoiding unintended consequences of requiring
even small amounts of redevelopment to create a plan for the entire
property.
2) Staff is comfortable with amending the language that states that
the park should be “in the general location where a green asterisk is
placed.” (P. 350 and Figure 77). Staff agrees that the location of the
park should be determined through the planning process for the site.
3) The current draft language (p. 350) provides direction and
flexibility.
4) Staff agrees with this addition.
5) Should the golf function cease to exist in the future, this very
large parcel of more than 400 acres would represent an unusual
opportunity for such a facility. The Planning Commission did not
contemplate pursuing a facility of this sort while the country club and
its golf function is in operation, but if it closes. Staff supports
retaining the existing language.
6) Staff supports the current language in the Planning Commission’s
draft.

1) Supports a variety of housing types that meet a variety of needs and affordability levels beyond
single-family housing, especially in Lincoln Park and near transit; Supports increasing commercial
and residential mixed zoning areas so that citizens can access necessary goods and services without
needing to rely on a car.
2) Housing that is accessible and affordable for disabled people is the only way to serve all residents
of Rockville equitably; Supports continued assistance to low-income residents to rehabilitate their
houses. as well as direct funding for low-income renters.

Land Use
Housing
Transportation

33

Shannon Brescher
Shea
(Rockville
Resident)

Recreation and
Parks
Community
Facilities
Environment
Economic
Development

Multiple

3) Supports implementing Complete Streets with community input. Recommends consulting with
organization and individuals who bike, walk, roll not by choice; supports minimizing traffic through
multi-modal transportation that does not increase space for vehicles; supports improving bicycle and
pedestrian connectivity at Twinbrook and Shady Grove Metro Stations, in residential neighborhoods,
and between Montgomery College and Town Center; supports expanding hours and travel direction
of MARC commuter rail service and capital improvement projects at Metro stations.
4) Support walkable access to parks, especially in neighborhoods where residents have small or no
yards (e.g., Town Center, Twinbrook, etc.); supports connection and maintenance of the city’s trail
system; encourages the city to expand environmental education at all parks and community centers,
not just the Croydon Nature Center.
5) Does NOT support increases in support for policing or policing technology and recommends
funding for other community investments instead, such as housing, non-police emergency services &
educational support; supports working with MCPS to rezone and renovate the MCPS facility on N.
Stonestreet Ave. to be more useful to the neighborhood and generate less traffic; encourages

Rockville Comprehensive Plan, Planning Commission Recommended Draft

Summary of Testimony to the Mayor and Council

The testimony reflects support for many of the existing policies and
actions in the draft plan.
1) The policies in the Land Use Element and Planning Area 6
(Lincoln Park) address the first point; and the Land Use Element
addresses the second point.
2) Housing for those with disabilities is addressed in Policy 5 of the
Housing Element. The Mayor and Council may wish to review this
policy to ensure that it is sufficient. Staff suggests adding a new
action to this policy, to support continued funding of housing
rehabilitation to assist those with disabilities who are low-income.
The City already administers a Community Development Block
Grant (CDBG) Rehabilitation program that has provided funds to
support such projects, such as reconfiguration of bathrooms and
installation of ramps. The new action could be:
5.4 Continue and, when possible, expand programs that assist
low-income residents with needed accessibility renovations to
their homes.
Staff suggests that an action of this nature could also be added to
Policy 4, which would address housing for seniors. The new action
could be:
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Element(s)

Planning
Area(s)

Public
Hearing
Speaker

Summary of Testimony
continued support for the library and Rockville Science Center, especially for young children
programming.

Staff Comments and Recommendations

Mayor and Council
Direction

4.6 Continue and, when possible, expand programs that assist
low-income seniors with needed accessibility renovations to their
homes.

Attachment 7.a: Matrix of Testimony to the Mayor and Council (3496 : Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session)

3) The Transportation Element includes policies that address the
testimony recommendations. The Mayor and Council could provide
direction to provide more attention to the issues recommended.
4) Policy 11, Action 11.3 in the Rec and Parks element (pg. 103)
points to parks education and stewardship city-wide.
5) The M&C could further discuss funding for policing (as part of the
community facilities element) as referenced in the testimony.

34

Seth Wernick
(President,
Woodmont
Country Club)

See testimony summary from Exhibit 32.

See staff responses to Exhibit 32

Generally, in agreement with the Planning Commission’s recommended draft Plan with suggestions
for the Land Use, Transportation, and Economic Development Elements.

Staff supports many of these recommendations. The Mayor and
Council could further discuss each of these points during the
applicable work sessions.

PA 11

Land Use Element
1) Recommends that Land Use Goal 4 (p. 18) emphasize a walkable city rather than individual
walkable neighborhoods by changing the title of the goal in the initial list of element goals to,
“Promote a Walkable City and Walkable Neighborhoods.”
2) Suggests adding actions to Land Use Policies 5-7 (p. 27) that promote the elements of walkability
and decreasing these neighborhood’s reliance on short-trip vehicle travel through revising parking
standards, upgrading existing pedestrian infrastructure, and ensuring a full mix of land uses in
proposed development.
3) Recommends adding an additional Land Use action item (8.4, p. 31) that prioritizes pedestrian
access to the Rockville Metro Station from all sides and explores upgrades to the existing
infrastructure to encourage more walking and rolling to and through the station.
4) Recommends that the pedestrian-friendly elements Transit Oriented Development (TOD) in Land
Use Policy 10 (p. 34) be similarly listed in all TOD areas mentioned in the plan.

35

Rockville
Pedestrian
Advisory
Committee
(RPAC)

Land Use
Transportation

5) Recommends addressing connectivity between the existing and potential community nodes.
Consider including referencing or including language from Transportation Action 16.1.
6) Recommends adding an action item in Policy 19 (p. 47) specifically addressing the importance of
(and need for a safe and comfortable pedestrian experience to fully promote) Town Center and other
retail areas in the city.
7) Recommends that the plan state that any intended future use of the former RedGate Park address
the access and needs of pedestrians, as well as other non-vehicle users of the park (see Policy 25,
p. 54).

Transportation Element
8) Agrees with Traffic and Transportation Commission’s (TTC) recommendation to re-order the
Transportation Element goals:
• Goal 1 - Complete Streets and Vision Zero (no change)
• Goal 2 - Improve and Promote Pedestrian and Bicycle Planning and Infrastructure (originally
Goal 5)
• Goal 3 - Maximize the Use and Value of Transit Service and Assets (originally Goal 4)
• Goal 4 - Update Development Review Standards to reduce vehicle miles traveled and promote
alternative modes of travel (originally Goal 3)
• Goal 5 - Plan for New Mobility and Climate Change (originally Goal 6)
• Goal 6 - Manage and Improve Rockville’s Roadway Network (Originally Goal 2)

Rockville Comprehensive Plan, Planning Commission Recommended Draft

Summary of Testimony to the Mayor and Council
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Summary of Testimony

Staff Comments and Recommendations

Mayor and Council
Direction

9) Agrees with TTC recommendation for the plan to call for an update to the city’s development
review standards, including the Comprehensive Transportation Review, to focus more on moving
people than cars.

Attachment 7.a: Matrix of Testimony to the Mayor and Council (3496 : Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session)

10) Recommends that the section on Vision Zero address the challenges of working with the
Maryland Department of Transportation State Highway Administration (MDOT SHA) and Montgomery
County Department of Transportation (MCDOT) in the introductory text and include action items to
strengthen coordination and collaboration between the city and these agencies.
11) Recommends that the plan acknowledge that pedestrians have the right-of-way on sidewalks
when encountering a bicycle.
12) Recommends that Transportation Policy 8 (p. 66) include action items that specifically address
advocacy and coordination with MDOT SHA and MCDOT on pedestrian safety and comfort.
13) Recommends revising the phrase in Transportation Policy 16 (p. 79) from, “those who choose to
walk are at a disadvantage,” to, “walking is a disadvantage”.
Economic Development (ED) Element
14) Recommends changing, “must be maintained,” in second paragraph of ED Policy 4 (p. 181) to,
“must be continually improved and maintained,” to stress the importance that pedestrian
infrastructure has on economic development and vitality in urban areas.
Glossary
15) Recommends the glossary entry for “Pedestrian” be added that addresses the full spectrum of
who is considered a pedestrian for planning and pedestrian purposes (i.e., those who travel by foot,
wheelchair, white cane, mobility devices, etc.)
Carol Blundell
36

(Rockville
Resident)

(Rockville
Resident)

Environment

PA 8

William Nickel
38

PA 8

(Rockville
Resident)

Patrick Woodward
39

(Rockville
Resident)

Yes,
April 12

Land Use

Bryan Shipley
40

(President, West
End Citizens
Association)

The Planning Commission’s draft plan addresses this issue in the
Rec and Parks and Land Use elements.

Requests that the city preserve and improve protection of existing green spaces, specifically the Tree
Protection Area (TPA) of Cambridge Walk Townhomes.

Development is not permitted in Forest Conservation Easements (the
referred to Tree Protection Area).

States the need to protect and preserve the tree protection area surrounding the Cambridge Walk II
townhome community as a result of any redevelopment of the neighboring property at 5906 Halpine
Rd.

Development is not permitted in Forest Conservation Easements (the
referred to Tree Protection Area).

Requests that the Mayor and Council remove the policy language in the draft Comprehensive Plan
permitting freestanding Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) throughout the city and instead require
ADUs to be considered as allowed on a neighborhood-by-neighborhood basis. Provides results from
a neighborhood survey indicating a preference for, “maintaining the single-family residential character
of the neighborhood.”

Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) are supported by the Planning
Commission as a way to introduce additional housing options within
existing residential neighborhoods without compromising the
character of the neighborhood with significantly increased density or
incompatible building designs. Staff does not recommend
eliminating the policy of allowing ADUs in existing residential
neighborhoods as a citywide policy. Details of how such a policy
would be implemented would be the subject of a subsequent Zoning
Ordinance text amendment.

States that the West End Citizens Association fully supports the Planning Area 4 section as
recommended by the Planning Commission.

Testimony is supportive of the Planning Commission’s
recommended draft plan.

Environment

Christine Manor
37

Requests that the city preserve and improve protection of existing green spaces.

PA 4

Yes,
April 12

Yes,
April 12

Noreen Bryan
41

(Rockville
Resident)

PA 1

42

John Hayes

PA 5

Encourages the city to implement the plan’s policies through zoning revisions and design guidelines
without delay.
Opposes increasing maximum allowable height on west side of N. Washington St. to 75 feet [Staff:
due to recommended change in zoning from MXT to MXCD]. Town Center is very important to WestEnders. Wants rowhouses in Focus Area A1, not buildings up to 75 feet.
Requests the following changes (see also exhibit attachment for detailed recommendations):

Rockville Comprehensive Plan, Planning Commission Recommended Draft

Summary of Testimony to the Mayor and Council

See staff comments to Exhibit #30
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(President,
College Gardens
Civic Association)

Public
Hearing
Speaker

Summary of Testimony

Staff Comments and Recommendations

Mayor and Council
Direction

1. Change the boundaries between Planning Areas 5 and 7 (see more details below and suggested
revised wording), in a manner that supports the creation of Planning Area 7 with a western
boundary along Rutgers Ave (not Yale Place) and the property line between Scarborough Square,
retaining Yale Village and Scarborough Square within Planning Area 5.

Attachment 7.a: Matrix of Testimony to the Mayor and Council (3496 : Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session)

2. Change the boundary between Planning Areas 7 and 16 in a manner that creates a designation of
OCRM (Office Commercial Residential Mix) on both sides of the intersection West Gude Drive
and Route 355 within the same planning area. This would facilitate a potential environmentally
and community-friendly state-of-the-art business/residential/transit corridor that would alleviate the
traffic congestion across the four intersections from Mannakee Street through Gude Drive and
enhance the quality of life for City residents and both College employees and students.
3. CGCA strongly supports fully reopening the existing public pedestrian-bike walkway between
Princeton Place and Montgomery College.
4. CGCA appreciates there has been no mention of any plan to connect Gude Drive to Yale Place,
and would strongly oppose any future plan for this connection. This would greatly increase the
traffic hazards and noise in the College Gardens neighborhood and in front of the elementary
school.
5. DO NOT connect Gude Drive to 270 (see page 306), as this would greatly increase the traffic and
noise on Gude and not be welcomed by any of the neighborhoods (King Farm, College Gardens,
Woodley Gardens) that back to Gude.
6. Any proposed changes to the current path structure of the Watts Branch Nature Preserve will be
designed in consultation with College Gardens and Woodley Gardens neighborhoods.
7. DO install a sound-wall that will decrease 270 traffic noise in the West End of the Woodley
Gardens neighborhood.

Leo Wagner
43

(Rockville
Resident)

1) Supports the RA (Residential Attached) designation in portions of Planning Area 2 and would like
to see them extend further into the neighborhood.
Economic
Development

PA 2

2) Would like to see the addition of more anti-displacement language, including for businesses. Steps
should be taken to preserve the retail diversity at existing car-oriented shopping centers in the city's
east (e.g. Twinbrook Center) and along Rockville Pike (e.g. Ritchie Plaza) as those areas redevelop
and become more walkable.
Does not support increased density in Planning Area 2, such as apartments, since it would “override
or undo” the efforts of the Stonestreet Corridor Plan Amendment and East Rockville Design
Guidelines.

John Klima
44

(Rockville
Resident)

2) Staff supports the recommendation and is open to Mayor and
Council direction, potentially as an addition in the Economic
Development Element

The Planning Commission’s draft plan incorporates the policies
adopted as part of the two Comprehensive Master Plan
Amendments (the 2019 North Stonestreet Corridor Ave for the
MCPS/Board of Education/County properties and the 2020 Park Rd
and N/S Stonestreet Ave Area) that resulted from the 2018
Stonestreet Corridor Study. In addition to the two plan amendments,
the city also worked with the neighborhood to develop the East
Rockville Design Guidelines, adopted in February 2021. The Design
Guidelines remain in effect and will not be changed by the Rockville
2040 plan. The Rockville 2040 plan was discussed in parallel with
each of those other planning efforts, but it is understandable that
there may be confusion about which plan addresses which issues.
In an effort to help clarify Planning Area recommendations, and on
direction from the Mayor and Council, staff held a virtual meeting on
June 22 to answer questions about the draft plan and provide
information about the how the different plans work together. Seven
residents, including the President of the East Rockville Civic
Association, logged on to the meeting. Some of the comments
received included concern about high-density development on the
Rockville Metro Station property, concern that more emphasis was
not being placed on the East Rockville Design Guidelines, and
general support for the recommendations in the plan. No concern
was expressed regarding the number of units that could be in a
multi-plex building once it was clarified and affirmed that the
maximum would be a 4-plex in these transition areas, both within the
Stonestreet corridor (Area 4 in the plan) and just beyond (Area 5).

PA 2

Rockville Comprehensive Plan, Planning Commission Recommended Draft

1) See staff comments in Exhibit #6

Summary of Testimony to the Mayor and Council
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Staff Comments and Recommendations

Mayor and Council
Direction

Attachment 7.a: Matrix of Testimony to the Mayor and Council (3496 : Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session)

Considering that amount of community engagement that has been
involved throughout this process and the other related ones, staff is
not recommending any changes from what was approved by the
Planning Commission. New testimony has been received by
community members (both residents and non-residents of East
Rockville), some calling for higher density and others for lower
density, than what is currently recommended in the draft plan at and
near the Rockville Metro Station The current draft represents the
Planning Commission’s attempt to find a balance that would permit
the positive impacts of moderate transition while not permitting so
much that it would have a negative impact on the community.
The WMATA Rockville Metro Station community visioning and
concept design study pertains only to property owned by WMATA
that surrounds the Rockville Metro Station. The study was just
recently kicked off with community visioning sessions in May.
Additional community meetings will be held in the fall to gather input
on preliminary concepts design for the station and the public will be
invited to participate and provide feedback.
See staff response to Exhibit #44

PA 2

Does not support increased density in Planning Area 2, such as apartments, since it would “override
or undo” the efforts of the Stonestreet Corridor Plan Amendment and East Rockville Design
Guidelines.

PA 8

States the need to protect and preserve the tree protection area surrounding the Cambridge Walk II
townhome community as a result of any redevelopment of the neighboring property at 5906 Halpine
Rd.

Development is not permitted in Forest Conservation Easements (the
referred to Tree Protection Area).

Does not support increased density in Planning Area 2, such as apartments, beyond what is
considered by the Stonestreet Corridor Plan Amendment and forthcoming WMATA Rockville Station
Visioning Study.

See staff response to Exhibit #44

Chas Hausheer
45

(Rockville
Resident)
Jonathan Muller

46

47

48

49

(Rockville
Resident)

Michael and
Wendy Sparks
(Rockville
Residents)

Janet and Tom
McCool
(Rockville
Residents)
Alice and Robert
Sobsey
(Rockville
Residents)

PA 2

Suggests the city should consider repurposing various commercial real estate properties in Rockville
for high density housing.

PA 2

PA 8

Joan Garg
50

(Rockville
Residents)

States that introducing apartments into East Rockville would require re-doing the East Rockville
Design Guidelines.

PA 2

Does not support allowing apartment buildings in East Rockville. Recommends considering
alternatives to apartment buildings, such as small additional dwelling units.

See staff response to Exhibit #44

States the need to protect and preserve the tree protection area surrounding the Cambridge Walk II
townhome community as a result of any redevelopment of the neighboring property at 5906 Halpine
Rd.

Development is not permitted in Forest Conservation Easements (the
referred to Tree Protection Area).

Does not support increased density in Planning Area 2, such as apartments, beyond what is
considered by the Stonestreet Corridor Plan Amendment and forthcoming WMATA Rockville Station
Visioning Study.

See staff response to Exhibit #44

States that introducing apartments into East Rockville would require re-doing the East Rockville
Design Guidelines.
Suggests the city should consider repurposing various commercial real estate properties in Rockville
for high density housing.

51

Christopher
Dunlap

PA 2

Does not support increased density in Planning Area 2 beyond what is considered by the Stonestreet
Corridor Plan Amendment and forthcoming WMATA Rockville Station Visioning Study.

Rockville Comprehensive Plan, Planning Commission Recommended Draft

Summary of Testimony to the Mayor and Council

See staff response to Exhibit #44
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Planning
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Public
Hearing
Speaker

(Rockville
Resident)

States that introducing apartments into East Rockville would require re-doing the East Rockville
Design Guidelines.

Melissa Golliday

Does not support allowing apartments in Planning Area 2 beyond what is considered by the
Stonestreet Corridor Plan Amendment and forthcoming WMATA Rockville Station Visioning Study.

PA 2

(Rockville
Resident)

PA 2

(Rockville
Resident)
Alexandra Bell

54

PA 2

(Rockville
Resident)

56

Suzan and David
Pitman

See staff response to Exhibit #44

Does not support allowing apartments in Planning Area 2 beyond what is considered by the
Stonestreet Corridor Plan Amendment and forthcoming WMATA Rockville Station Visioning Study.

See staff response to Exhibit #44

See staff response to Exhibit #44

States that introducing apartments into East Rockville would require re-doing the East Rockville
Design Guidelines.
Supports the Planning Area 2 (East Rockville) draft as it was recommended by the Planning
Commission. Does not support allowing greater density in Planning Area 2 as suggested by some
testimony.

PA 2

(Rockville
Residents)

See staff response to Exhibit #44

Does not support allowing apartments in Planning Area 2 beyond what is considered by the
Stonestreet Corridor Plan Amendment and forthcoming WMATA Rockville Station Visioning Study.

Does not support allowing apartments in Planning Area 2 beyond what is considered by the
Stonestreet Corridor Plan Amendment and forthcoming WMATA Rockville Station Visioning Study.

PA 2

(Rockville
Resident)

Mayor and Council
Direction

States that introducing apartments into East Rockville would require re-doing the East Rockville
Design Guidelines.

Fred Evans
55

Staff Comments and Recommendations

States that introducing apartments into East Rockville would require re-doing the East Rockville
Design Guidelines.

Trish Evans
53

Summary of Testimony

Attachment 7.a: Matrix of Testimony to the Mayor and Council (3496 : Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session)

#

Testimony is supportive of the Planning Commission’s
recommended draft plan as it is written.

Supports the draft Historic Preservation Element and suggests several revisions for more specific actions
and additional goals to increase equity, inclusion of historic sites that represent the city’s diversity, and
encourage preservation initiatives and planning for city-owned historic resources. Specific
recommendations are included below:
1) Policy 1 should be written as “improving and strengthening” the city’s historic preservation
program.
2) Suggests the addition of two goals with accompanying policies and actions:
• “Pursuit of an equity and inclusion framework to recognize the diversity of Rockville’s history and
historic resources.”
• “Acting as strong stewards of city owned historic sites, structures, parks and other properties.”
Nancy Pickard
57

(Executive
Director, Peerless
Rockville)

Historic
Preservation

Yes
April 12

3) Covert Action 2.3 into its own policy with specific actions, such as surveying, targeted research,
development of context statements, and other steps.
4) Suggests two new actions under Policy 1 (see testimony)
5) Suggests expanding Action 2.4, with the addition of considering the underrepresented people,
places, and time periods of development in Rockville.
6) Edit Policy 3 to read: “Seek to protect Rockville’s historic, architectural, archeological, and cultural
resources against the pressures of development and rising land values.” Remove paragraph two.
7) Edit Action 3.2 to read: “Enact strong demolition by neglect regulations to protect sites and
structures from loss of integrity.” Or remove the action entirely.
8) Add a new Action 3.4 to read: “Seek community and HDC comments for new developments
adjacent to or adjoining historic districts.”
9) Include action steps under Policy 4.
10) Add an action step to consider local designation or tools to specifically protect National Register
listed sites and districts.

Rockville Comprehensive Plan, Planning Commission Recommended Draft

Summary of Testimony to the Mayor and Council
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Testimony
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Element(s)

Planning
Area(s)

Public
Hearing
Speaker

Summary of Testimony

Staff Comments and Recommendations

Mayor and Council
Direction

11) Strongly supports Policy 5, though suggests Action 5.5 needs its own action step under a new policy
of increased stewardship, with underlying actions addressing the King Farm Farmstead, as well as other
significant city-owned properties, such as Glenview, Chestnut Lodge Park, Dawson Farm Park, BeallDawson House, & RedGate Park.

Attachment 7.a: Matrix of Testimony to the Mayor and Council (3496 : Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session)

12) Encourages the city to consider acquisition of property that represents Rockville’s diversity,
including the African-American or Asian-American experience, such as the former Lincoln High
School.
13) Strongly supports Action 5.10, yet suggests it should be a policy in and of itself with appropriate
actions.
Kathryn Scalzi
58

(Rockville
Resident)

59

Nancy Pickard
(Executive
Director, Peerless
Rockville)

60

PA 8

n/a

Holly Woodson
(Rockville
Resident)

61

(Rockville
Resident)
63

PA 2

Opposes the city replacing the policies adopted by the Stonestreet Corridor Plan Amendment with the
2020 Plan.

PA 1

Expresses concern with the potential development on the west side of North Washington Street in
Focus Area A1 due to its proximity to the ‘small-scale character’ of nearby historic districts and
detached residential homes

Lukas Wagner
(Rockville
Resident)

65

PA 6

[Note: follow-up email to Exhibit #60]
In relation to the closure of Westmore Road to North Horners Lane, encourages the city to, “monitor
and improve Lincoln Park for all – not just the business community.”

Nancy Pickard
(Executive
Director, Peerless
Rockville)

64

Encourages the city to close the entrance to Westmore Road from N. Horners Lane to reduce traffic
noise and volume from ‘muscle cars’, dump trucks and 18 wheelers, etc. Instead suggests that
Westmore Road should be opened for access from Rockville Pike.

Ushani Zebooker

Barbara Sears and
Phillip Hummel

Proposes two minor modifications to the draft plan:
PA 16

(Rockville
Resident)

Staff supports the testimony’s recommendations

1) confirm Montgomery County’s recent adoption of the Shady Grove Sector Plan Minor Master Plan
Amendment; and
2) acknowledge that EYA’s proposed redevelopment of 16160 and 16200 Frederick Road and Parcel
P170 would support the nearby King Farm Village Center.

66
Temperance
Blalock

See staff response to Exhibit #44

Supports the mixed use and multi-unit zoning recommendations in the Land Use Element. Also
supports proposed changes t,o “slow down cars and to make walking and transit use more
appealing.”

Land Use

(Miles &
Stockbridge on
behalf of EYA,
LLC)

Development is not permitted in Forest Conservation Easements (the
referred to Tree Protection Area).

[Note: Exhibit incorrectly added to Rockville 2040 testimony record; instead intended for consideration
of historic designation of 203 Forest Avenue]

PA 6

Holly Woodson
(Rockville
Resident)

62

n/a

States the need to protect and preserve the tree protection area surrounding the Cambridge Walk II
townhome community as a result of any redevelopment of the neighboring property at 5906 Halpine
Rd.

Concerned with the high cost of housing in Rockville and encourages the city to implement plans that
support housing access and homeownership for those with limited financial means.
Housing

Rockville Comprehensive Plan, Planning Commission Recommended Draft

Summary of Testimony to the Mayor and Council

Various policies in the draft Plan address the need for additional
housing, including increased diversification of housing types. Policy
2 in the Housing Element most directly addresses the supply of
housing for those with a wide range of household incomes, and all
the policies within Goal 2 address affordability, with Policies 9 and
10 addressing different components of homeownership goals,
including referencing existing programs. The Mayor and Council
could discuss whether any additions would strengthen that
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Planning
Area(s)

Public
Hearing
Speaker

Summary of Testimony

Staff Comments and Recommendations

Mayor and Council
Direction

discussion, including from its prior discussions of potentially funding
first-time homebuyer assistance.
EYA is encouraged by the Plan's overall direction and appreciates its emphases on promoting
housing diversification and planning for changes in land uses from commercial to residential at
strategic locations where such opportunities are likely to emerge. Supports the recommended land
use designation of Residential Flexible (RF) for the Rockshire Village Center property.
Proposes minor modifications related to the Village Center property:
1) Recommends revisions to the description of the parking issue at Focus Area A1 (PA 14) on page
362 to correct the parking conditions and agreements on the site (see testimony for proposed
language).

Bob Youngentob
(EYA LLC on
behalf of owners
of Rockshire
Village Center)

PA 14

Yes
June 14

2) Recommends revising the "Urban Design Recommendations" on page 362 to confirm that waivers
from standards of the Mixed Use Neighborhood Commercial (MXNC) zone may be appropriate if
otherwise applicable Zoning Ordinance provisions for waiver approval are satisfied (see testimony for
proposed language).

1) Staff has discussed this matter with property owner
representatives and suggests the following language to replace the
existing language:

Attachment 7.a: Matrix of Testimony to the Mayor and Council (3496 : Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session)

67

“Parking for the Rockshire swimming pool and clubhouse is provided
under a license agreement that is binding on the current and future
owners of the land, as long as the Rockshire swimming pool and
community room exist and are owned and operated by the
Rockshire community. Parking for the adjacent church and Wootton
High School have been shared through terminable agreements with
Giant Food and the property owner. The high school's use of the
parking spaces was to accommodate overflow parking for students,
but recently has been terminated. In conjunction with any
redevelopment proposal for the site, the property must incorporate
the parking for the swimming pool and clubhouse, while the church
and school will need to determine how to address their own parking
needs.”
2) Waivers to provisions of the MXNC zone may be warranted on
the site, depending on the proposed development. Staff suggests
that such waivers may be discussed during the process of amending
the Planned Development (PD-RS) and does not need to be
specifically stated within the Comprehensive Plan.

68

Robert R. Harris

Discusses the history and current context for the Rockshire Village Center property and includes a
copy of a 2015 study of retail supply and demand by Streetsense.

(Lerch, Early &
Brewer on behalf
of owner of
Rockshire Village
Shopping Center)
69

PA 14

Christopher
Ruhlen

70

Recommends revised language for the second paragraph of Community Facilities Element Goal 2,
Policy 5 (Support Montgomery County’s Fire and Rescue Services to provide services to meet the
city’s current and future needs) on page 114.
Community
Facilities

Also recommends revised language to Community Facilities Element Action 5.3 on page 114
(see testimony for proposed language)

Supports the draft plan’s recognition of the preservation of RedGate Park for park use. Encourages
the plan includes the protection and expansion of natural green spaces and wildlife corridors, the
trees in our communities, and the planting of native species.

71
Rachel Kramer
(Rockville
Resident)

The current language reflects an extensive community conversation
and careful consideration by the Planning Commission.

PA 14

Melissa A.
Schulze
(Manager,
Planning &
Accreditation
Section
Montgomery
County Fire &
Rescue Service)

Indicates that previous studies and planning for parks and open space have not shown an
unproportionate lack of such amenities in and around the Rockshire Village Center site. States that a
‘major amenity space’ on the subject property is therefore not warranted.
Cites the high demand for housing in the Washington DC region and the city in explaining why a
primarily residential development, part of the city’s policy to diversify its housing sector, is more
appropriate on the Rockshire Village Center site than a retail center.

(Lerch, Early &
Brewer on behalf
of owner of
Rockshire Village
Shopping Center)

The current language reflects an extensive community conversation
and careful consideration by the Planning Commission.

PA 17

Rockville Comprehensive Plan, Planning Commission Recommended Draft

Summary of Testimony to the Mayor and Council

The city is currently engaged in a public outreach initiative to develop
a plan for RedGate Park that follows the Mayor and Council’s
direction for use of the property as a park. The Planning
Commission’s recommended draft acknowledged the Mayor and
Council’s recent decision for the former municipal golf course while
leaving the determination of its future to the ongoing public process.
Staff supports the draft plan’s call for the completion of the public
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Summary of Testimony

Staff Comments and Recommendations

Mayor and Council
Direction

outreach initiative without specifying details of how RedGate Park
will be programmed and preserved.

Shweta Bansal
Khandelwal

Recommends an alternative in the Transportation Element’s Vision Statement to the term “differentlyabled”. Suggests instead, “persons of all abilities and mobilities.”

Staff recommends incorporating this recommended phrase

Transportation

Nancy Breen
(Chair, Rockville
Bicycle Advisory
Committee)

80

See staff comments on Exhibit #71

Eric Fulton
(Chair, Rockville
Pedestrian
Advocacy
Committee)

79

Supports the draft plan’s recognition of the preservation of RedGate Park for park use. Encourages
the plan includes the protection and expansion of natural green spaces and wildlife corridors, the
trees in our communities, and the planting of native species.

PA 17

(Rockville
Resident)
78

Supports the draft plan’s recognition of the preservation of RedGate Park for park use. Encourages
the plan includes the protection and expansion of natural green spaces and wildlife corridors, the
trees in our communities, and the planting of native species.

See staff comments on Exhibit #71

PA 17

Staci L Pies
(Rockville
Resident)

77

See staff comments on Exhibit #71

PA 17

Supports the draft plan’s recognition of the preservation of RedGate Park for park use. Encourages
the plan includes the protection and expansion of natural green spaces and wildlife corridors, the
trees in our communities, and the planting of native species.

Steven Bindman
(Rockville
Resident)

76

Supports retaining RedGate Park as a park use. Recommends that the plan support the planting of
indigenous trees and the preservation of green and open spaces.

See staff comments on Exhibit #71

PA 17

Sheila Cochran
(Rockville
Resident)

75

See staff comments on Exhibit #71

PA 17

Recommends that the plan consider maintaining RedGate park as a wild open space, without paved
area or park structures.

Deborah Tallman
(Rockville
Resident)

74

See staff comments on Exhibit #71

PA 17

(Rockville
Resident)
73

Supports the draft plan’s recognition of the preservation of RedGate Park for park use.

Tim Hale

Provides comments on behalf of the Rockville Bicycle Advisory Committee for revisions to the plan.
(see testimony for specific recommendations)

Transportation

Jessica Reynolds
(Rockville
Resident)

Environment

PA 8

Requests that the plan include protection of existing natural green spaces and tree canopy in the city,
including the Tree Protection Area at the Cambridge Walk townhome community on Halpine Drive.

Supports the draft plan’s recognition of the preservation of RedGate Park for park use. Encourages
the plan includes the protection and expansion of natural green spaces and wildlife corridors, the
trees in our communities, and the planting of native species.

81
The Belard Family
(Rockville
Residents)

Attachment 7.a: Matrix of Testimony to the Mayor and Council (3496 : Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session)

72

PA 17

See staff comments on Exhibit #71

Also recommends that the city consider collaborating with local nature centers and UMD Cooperative
Agricultural Extension to create a beautiful space with native species at RedGate Park, build a new
nature center, add signage for public education about the importance of the natural environment, and
recruit community volunteer gardeners to plant/donate native plants.

Rockville Comprehensive Plan, Planning Commission Recommended Draft

Summary of Testimony to the Mayor and Council
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Element(s)

Public
Hearing
Speaker

Stephanie Yoffee

Summary of Testimony
Opposes high density housing/apartments and/or multiple unit dwellings in the East Rockville
neighborhood that are in conflict with the Stonestreet Corridor Plan Amendment, East Rockville
Design Guidelines, and future plans for Rockville Metro Station.

PA 2

(Rockville
Resident)
83

Planning
Area(s)

Jennifer Khouri

Staff Comments and Recommendations

Mayor and Council
Direction

See staff response to Exhibit #44

[pending]

Attachment 7.a: Matrix of Testimony to the Mayor and Council (3496 : Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session)

#

(Rockville
Resident)
84

Mary Lee Hancock
PA 2

(Rockville
Resident)
85

Farhud
Batmanglich
(Rockville
Resident)

86

Land Use

87

PA 17

Michael Dutka
(Rockville
Resident)

88

Wendy Perry

William Rose
PA 17

Barbara Sears
PA 11

PA 8

Stephen Wang

Samuel Deutsch
(Rockville
Resident)

Requests that the plan maintain RedGate Park as, “an oasis for wildlife as well as plants and trees.”

See staff comments on Exhibit #71

Supports the draft plan’s recognition of the preservation of RedGate Park for park use. Encourages
the plan includes the protection and expansion of natural green spaces and wildlife corridors, the
trees in our communities, and the planting of native species.

See staff comments on Exhibit #71

[pending]
Yes
April 12

[pending]
PA 9

(Rockville
Resident)
93

See staff comments on Exhibit #71

Yes
June 14

Patricia Harris
(Lerch Early
Brewer on behalf
of Pulte Homes)

92

Supports the draft plan’s recognition of the preservation of RedGate Park for park use. Encourages
the plan includes the protection and expansion of natural green spaces and wildlife corridors, the
trees in our communities, and the planting of native species.

[pending]

(Miles &
Stockbridge on
behalf of
Woodmont
Country Club)
91

These properties are part of the historic African American
community of Haiti. They are surrounded on three sides by singleunit detached homes, and a townhome community is located to the
east of the property at 17 North Street. Staff supports the Planning
Commission’s recommendation to retain the residential detached
land use for the properties.

PA 17

(Rockville
Resident)
90

Proposes that the properties at 17, 19, and 21 North Street be designated as either RA or RF.

Suggests an article from the Journal of the American Planning Association regarding the benefits of
allowing a wider array of housing types on properties zoned exclusively for single-unit detached
homes, especially near mass transit stations.

Land Use

(Rockville
Resident)
89

See staff response to Exhibit #44

PA 4

Tracy Niebauer
(Rockville
Resident)

Opposes high density housing/apartments and/or multiple unit dwellings in the East Rockville
neighborhood that are in conflict with the Stonestreet Corridor Plan Amendment, East Rockville
Design Guidelines, and future plans for Rockville Metro Station.

Land Use

[pending]

Transportation

Rockville Comprehensive Plan, Planning Commission Recommended Draft

Summary of Testimony to the Mayor and Council
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Alan Bowser, et.
al.

William Clark

Carla Dinowitz

[pending]
PA 17

Eugene Amegash

[pending]
PA 4

Michael Dutka
(Rockville
Resident)

98

99

PA 8

[pending]
PA 10

[pending]
PA 2

Ethan Goffman
(Rockville
Resident)

101

Land Use

Deborah Landau
(President, East
Rockville Civic
Association)

100

[pending]

Natasha Hurwitz
(Montrose Civic
Association)

[pending]
PA 2

Christine Bozarth
(Rockville
Resident)

Mayor and Council
Direction

[pending]

(Rockville
Resident)
97

Staff Comments and Recommendations

PA 17

(Rockville
Resident)
96

Summary of Testimony

PA 8

(Rockville
Resident)
95

Public
Hearing
Speaker
[pending]

(Twinbrook
neighborhood
resident group)
94

Planning
Area(s)

Attachment 7.a: Matrix of Testimony to the Mayor and Council (3496 : Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session)
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Testimony
Source

Element(s)

Planning
Area(s)

Public
Hearing
Date

Summary of Testimony
Supports the Plan. Referring to the proposed RMD-Infill zone, suggested that the plan should
recommend relaxing parking standards for properties near metro stations and should include more
areas that require parking permits. Smaller unit homes should be allowed to accommodate people
of different incomes. Industrial properties should be banned within 1 mile of residential properties.

A

B

Alexandra Dace
Denito
(President, Lincoln
Park Civic Assoc)

Andrew McGeorge
(Hines)

Land Use
Housing

Land Use

PA 6

April 12

PA 9

April 12

PA 1

(Lerch, Early &
Brewer on behalf
of owner at 12 N.
Washington St.)

PA 9

April 12

(Lerch, Early, &
Brewer on behalf
of Pulte Homes)

PA 8

PA 15

(Lerner
Enterprises)

(President, West
End Citizens
Assoc [WECA])

PA 4

(Rockville
Resident, WECA)

Land Use

2) Wants a change to the road code: Proposes language that road code should be applied flexibly.

April 12

April 12

Supports the Planning Commission’s recommended draft plan not requiring retail for frontage of
property at SW corner of W. Gude Dr. and Research Blvd. Recommends Research and Gude Dr as
a potential community node. Recommends open space at the location, as draft suggests.

Testimony is supportive of the Planning Commission’s recommended
draft plan.

States that the West End Citizens Association fully supports the Planning Area 4 section as
recommended by the Planning Commission.

Testimony is supportive of the Planning Commission’s recommended
draft plan.

April 12

Encourages the city to implement the plan’s policies through zoning revisions and design guidelines
without delay.

City-wide zoning updates, consistent with plan recommendations, will
be pursued once the comprehensive plan is adopted. The city has
also committed to pursuing a residential design guidelines process
for Planning Area 4.
See response to Exhibit 39

April 12

Requests that the Mayor and Council remove the policy language in the draft Comprehensive Plan
permitting freestanding Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) throughout the city and instead require
ADUs to be considered as allowed on a neighborhood-by-neighborhood basis. Provides results from
a neighborhood survey indicating a preference for, “maintaining the single-family residential
character of the neighborhood.”

Patrick Woodward
G

Testimony is supportive of the Planning Commission’s recommended
draft plan.

Represents Pulte Homes, the contract purchaser of Twinbrook Community Church (5946 Halpine
Rd). Seeks to build multi-unit residential project. Planning Commission limited max. heights for 5946
Halpine Road to 50 feet, down from 65 feet from staff draft. Now recommends 60 feet, to allow smart
growth development. Furthers policies about adding additional housing near Metro. Product type is
geared toward empty nesters, limiting concern about pressure on schools and additional vehicles.

Brian Shipley
F

Spoke about properties at 1800 and 1818 Chapman Avenue. Directly adjacent to Twinbrook Metro
Station. Fully supportive of goals of metro station area in plan. Likes Policy 10. Supports OCRM land
use.

3) Note about Congressional Plaza – Most is zoned MXCD, but the very western portion of the
parking lot near E. Jefferson is zoned MXCT. Recently found that the split zoning cuts through one
of the buildings. Requests minor adjustment to zoning line so that it doesn’t slice through the
building.

James Policaro
E

The zoning text amendment currently under review, related to the
Stonestreet Corridor Plan, proposes to create a new residential infill
zone with standards that would allow reduced parking in areas
closest to Metro, as well as accommodate smaller unit types. The
draft Plan does not propose expanding areas where industrial
activities can take place in the city, but also does not prohibit them
where they currently exist.

1) On behalf of Federal Realty, regarding the property at 12 N. Washington Street - Supports
recommended heights of 75 feet stepping down to 45 feet on west side of N. Washington Street.
Additional housing in Town Center is needed to support retail.

Patricia Harris
D

Mayor and Council
Direction

The testimony’s suggestion is one reason that the Planning
Commission recommended allowing Accessory Dwelling Units
(ADUs) in certain areas of the city, as well as small-scale attached
residential housing types along specific corridors. The Mayor and
Council discussed policies on ADUs during the work session on Land
Use.

Patricia Harris
C

Staff Comments and Recommendations
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Summary of Testimony

April 12

Opposes increasing maximum allowable height on west side of N. Washington St. to 75 feet [Staff:
due to recommended change in zoning from MXT to MXCD]. Town Center is very important to WestEnders. Wants rowhouses in Focus Area A1, not buildings up to 75 feet.

Noreen Bryan
H

PA 1

(Rockville
Resident, WECA)

Supports the plan’s framework for a bicycling city. Encourages the city to give attention to bike
equity.
Suggests the city incorporate a bike stress assessment program for city streets, similar to
Montgomery County’s program.
Linda Honburg
I

(Rockville
Resident)

Transportation

Staff Comments and Recommendations

Mayor and Council
Direction

While the Planning Commission’s recommended draft plan’s overall
vision and principles seek to attain equity for the city’s residents,
workers, and visitors, in any form, the Transportation Element does
not specifically identify equity as a policy for bicycle planning and
improvements. However, such an approach could be strengthened in
the plan or as part of the next update for the Bikeways Master Plan.

Attachment 7.a: Matrix of Testimony to the Mayor and Council (3496 : Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session)

#

Staff recommends that the Plan include a new action calling for
equity in access, education, improvements, etc. as part of future
updates to the Pedestrian and Bikeways Master Plans under Action
17.1 and 18.2, respectively. The Mayor and Council may choose to
add more attention to travel by the differently-abled in the
Transportation Element’s Vision and Goals.

April 12

Action 18.2 of the Transportation Element mentions consideration of
comfort level as part of future updates to the Bikeways Master Plan,
which is a reference to the county bike stress assessment program.
Generally in agreement with goals/policies of plan. Fundamentally in agreement with Land Use
element. Recommends allowing missing middle housing on existing lots, especially near transit.
Seeks a city that is safe and comfortable to walk, ride a bike, and take transit. Bicycling should be
safe for all riders, from 8 to 80. Wants more protected bike infrastructure. BRT should be in
dedicated lanes.
Jake Jakubek
J

(Rockville
Resident)

Land Use

April 12

Transportation

The Planning Commission’s recommended draft plan is a
compromise between the retention of current land use patterns in the
city and allowing moderately higher residential density and a greater
diversity of housing types in certain areas of the city.
The draft plan does not recommend specific bicycle measures and
protections, though it does recommend that future updates to the
Bikeways Master Plan (BMP) consider the addition of various
measures (e.g., analysis of roadway stress to prioritize bicycle
improvements, consideration of new bicycle connections and
facilities).
The proposed Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) system in Montgomery
County is managed by Montgomery County, in partnership with the
Maryland Transit Administration. Actions 13.1 through 13.3 identify
the city’s support for the proposed BRT system, however the city is
not able to decide what sort of lane configurations will ultimately
result.

Deborah Landau
K

(President, East
Rockville Civic
Assoc)

PA 2

April 12

Eileen McGuckian
L

(Rockville
Resident)

PA 1

April 12

Support for the plan from many of those in East Rockville. City has been extremely responsive.
Seeks a well-designed and walkable Rockville. ERCA is having trouble keeping people engaged
given the length of the planning process. Proposes adopting the plan as soon as possible.

Testimony is supportive of the Planning Commission’s recommended
draft plan.

Concerned about Town Center planning area, Focus Area A1. (pg. 10) New development on west
side of N. Washington Street. Warrants special attention. Deserves carefully balanced approach.
These blocks provide physical evidence of the beginnings of Rockville. Key historic properties in this
area. Need to recognize how redevelopment plans in this area would impact the surrounding historic
properties and neighborhoods. Listed many of the oldest historic properties in Rockville.

Rockville Comprehensive Plan, Planning Commission Recommended Draft
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Summary of Testimony
Testimony seeks to ensure connections between City and County bike and pedestrian facilities.
Says a better trail is needed around RedGate park and a new trail and or bike path is needed along
Southlawn Lane, north of E. Gude Dr. Suggests a bike connection along Norbeck between Avery
and E. Gude Dr.

The Planning Commission’s draft plan does not recommend specific
bicycle measures and protections, though it does recommend that
future updates to the Bikeways Master Plan (BMP), which would be
adopted by reference into this new plan, consider the addition of
various measures (e.g., analysis of roadway stress to prioritize
bicycle improvements, consideration of new bicycle connections and
facilities). Furthermore, city staff is working with the county on
potential bike connections between the city and county bike networks
and trail systems. However, staff believes that the testimony certainly
has some merit and the Mayor and Council may wish to consider
whether to include such language, even though specific bicycle
routes are not comprehensively addressed elsewhere in this
document.

1) Opposed to ADUs on every lot – Action 2.3. Should be allowed by neighborhood.

1) Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) are supported by the Planning
Commission as a way to introduce additional housing options within
existing residential neighborhoods without compromising the
character of the neighborhood with significantly increased density or
incompatible building designs. Staff does not recommend eliminating
the policy of allowing ADUs in existing residential neighborhoods as
a citywide policy. Details of how such a policy would be implemented
would be the subject of a subsequent Zoning Ordinance text
amendment.

Martine Palmiter
M

(Rockville
Business Owner)

Transportation

PA 17

April 12

2) Concerned about increased building height along N. Washington St.
Nancy Pickard
N

(Executive
Director, Peerless
Rockville)

Land Use

PA 1

Staff Comments and Recommendations

April 12

Mayor and Council
Direction

Attachment 7.a: Matrix of Testimony to the Mayor and Council (3496 : Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session)
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2) The M&C has indicated a desire to further discuss this issue as
part of the PA 1 discussion.
Barbara A. Sears
O

(Miles &
Stockbridge on
behalf of
Woodmont
Country Club)

[pending]
PA 11

June 14

Andrew Issacson
P

(Woodmont
Country Club

[pending]
PA 11

June 14

Steven VanGrack
Q

(Steven VanGrack
Law on behalf of
owner of 110 N.
Washington St.)

[pending]
PA 1

June 14

Patricia Harris

R

(Lerch, Early &
Brewer, on behalf
of James Policaro
of Lerner
Enterprises)

[pending]

PA 8

June 14

Christine McGuirl
S

(Federal Realty on
behalf of owner of
12 N. Washington
St.)

[pending]
PA 1

June 14
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7.a
Testimony
Source

Element(s)

Planning
Area(s)

Public
Hearing
Date

Pavitra Srinivasan
T

(Commissioner,
Rockville
Environment
Commission)

(Rockville
Resident)

Environment

V

[pending]
PA 2

June 14

[pending]

PA 1

June 14

Joey Soleiman
W

(Rockville
Resident)

[pending]
PA 2

June 14

Bob Youngentob
X

(EYA LLC on
behalf of owners of
Rockshire Village
Center)

Mayor and Council
Direction

June 14

Soo Lee-Cho
(Miller, Miller
Canby on behalf of
CBT Associates,
owner of 200-A
and 200-B Monroe
St.)

Staff Comments and Recommendations

[pending]

Suzan Pitman
U

Summary of Testimony

Attachment 7.a: Matrix of Testimony to the Mayor and Council (3496 : Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session)

#

[pending]
PA 14

June 14
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7.b

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: Mayor and Council Review of Planning Commission Recommended Draft of the Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan – Updated June 21, 2021
Summary of Mayor and Council Comments and Direction from Previous Work Sessions – Staff comments are provided where email responses were given to questions from Councilmembers.
#

Mayor/Member

Element(s)

Planning
Area(s)

Source

Summary of Mayor and Council Comment/Question

PA 15
PA 16

April 19
Work Session

May need more input from King Farm and Fallsgrove concerning language about
reserved school sites in their neighborhoods

See direction from line 37.

Ashton

Community
Facilities

See comments from line 37.

1

Staff appreciates this comment and would welcome suggested language
for a revision. An option could be to amend the language from “system of
neighborhood schools” to “a system of supporting schools.”

The Mayor and Council supported this
revision.

Mayor and Council Direction

2

Myles

Community
Facilities

Email to staff

Be careful of the use of the term “neighborhood schools” as it has been
associated with negative connotations—particularly in the most recent school
board election. (Reference – the narrative within Policy 6 of the Community
Facilities Element)

3

Ashton

Economic
Development

April 19
Work Session

Economic Development Element should talk more about the need for business
marketing and service provision, in addition to redevelopment and density, in
seeking a stronger local economy.

The ED Element was discussed at the 5/17 work session. Staff will
update the element pursuant to M&C direction.

4

Myles

Economic
Development

Email to staff

Booz Allen is no longer in Rockville

Staff will update the text accordingly in the final document.

The Mayor and Council supported this
revision.

Consider incentivizing new office/retail buildings to get LEED certification (via tax
rebates or other such mechanisms)

The City’s building code currently includes a Green Building component,
meaning that there are a significant number of such requirements. These
requirements are not as comprehensive as LEED certification, though
LEED is offered as an alternative compliance mechanism within
Rockville’s code. The Mayor and Council may wish to revise the Plan to
add what is being suggested, which would be incentives for LEED
certification. Policy 3 of the Environment Element, on p. 128 of the
document, has a set of actions that are intended to implement these
goals. An amended or additional Action could achieve this purpose.

See direction from line 46.

Commented on COVID-19 pandemic and the potential short- and long-term
impacts. Suggestion to potentially acknowledge in a cover letter or addendum to
the plan the realities of new conditions and the related need for plan flexibility,
including on such matters as traffic and the markets for retail, office and housing.

Could be added to the Rockville 2040 Process section of the plan’s
introduction (p. 4). Discuss how the pandemic has effected Recognize
variables that are unpredictable. Short-term impacts should be
recognized and long-term impacts should be tracked to understand their
relationship to the plan.

How well did the city follow the 2002 masterplan? Background on Planning
Areas/Neighborhood Plan preparation.

Staff conducted a thorough review of the 2002 CMP issues and policies
when seeking public input and drafting the Elements and Planning Areas
sections of the draft Comprehensive Plan. For the Planning Areas in
particular, many Key Issues, City Projects, and Policies from the 2002
CMP were brought forward into the current draft where they were seen as
still relevant, unresolved, or supported by planning area stakeholders.

5

6

7

Myles

Newton, Ashton,
Myles,
Pierzchala

Myles

Environment

General

General

Email to staff

April 19
Work Session

Email to staff

Generally, neighborhood plans adopted in the 1980s were reviewed and
considered, but are now superseded by their respective planning areas in
the draft Plan. Planning Area 4 (West End and Woodley Gardens EastWest) is the only one of those 1980s plans for which a new neighborhood
plan has been developed. It was done because of a request of the
neighborhood association. The Planning Area 4 section of the draft
consists of this new neighborhood plan.
Neighborhood plans that were adopted more recently (such Town Center
Lincoln Park, East Rockville and Twinbrook and Rockville Pike) are
adopted by reference in the respective Planning Area section, meaning
that those plans will still be part of the overall plan when adopted even if
not physical attached to the overall plan. The Planning Area sections
cover only changes or additional policies/projects.
Staff plans to add electronic links connecting the new Comprehensive
Plan to and from the neighborhood plans and all other relevant plans,
such as the Bikeway Master Plan, to make it easy for readers to
understand the connections and to navigate among them.
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Attachment 7.b: Matrix of Mayor and Council Comments with Staff Responses (3496 : Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session)

Staff Comments

7.b
Mayor/Member

8

Myles

9

Pierzchala

Historic
Preservation

Myles

Historic
Preservation

10

Element(s)

Planning
Area(s)

General

PA 16

Source

Summary of Mayor and Council Comment/Question

Myles

Housing

Mayor and Council Direction

Email to staff

Consider blurring out addresses/license plates in photos for privacy reasons
(unless permission has been granted)

April 19
Work Session

Need a discussion of the King Farm Farmstead in the Historic Preservation
Element and more in Planning Area 16

See Mayor and Council direction below
for June 1 discussion on HP

April 19
Work Session

Need to ensure that historic designation does not displace long-time residents
because of an inability to fund the modifications needed to maintain that
designation

See Mayor and Council direction below
for June 1 discussion on HP

OK with a diversity of housing types but don’t want to lose focus on the need for a
large number of housing units—wouldn't want our focus to be exclusively on
“missing middle” when, in some instances, higher density housing would be more
beneficial and amenable to the local conditions.

11

Staff Comments

Email to staff

Staff will be sure to do so in the revised and final document.

Staff agrees with the importance of higher density housing in specified
areas as part of the housing solution for Rockville. The Land Use
Element does include higher density land use designations in and around
high-capacity transit facilities. The attention in the draft Comprehensive
Plan to ‘missing middle’, moderate density is not intended as an
alternative to higher density residential land uses but is a fairly novel
policy for the city that staff and the Planning Commission have carefully
considered in order to ensure the greatest compatibility with existing
Rockville neighborhoods.
Staff is open to direction from the Mayor and Council to ensure a balance
between moderate- and high-density residential development

12

13

Pierzchala

Ashton

The draft Plan seems to put too much emphasis on the success of commercial
properties and not enough on residential. The ULI TAP called for more residents
in Town Center, with limits on adding retail.

Staff is open to any suggestions the Mayor and Council may have that
might place more emphasis on the success and growth of residential
properties and to make the plan more welcoming to new people.

April 19
Work Session
and
Email to staff

Agrees with most zoning recommendations but thinks that the draft Plan,
textually, is not sufficiently welcoming of new people.

Staff agrees with the addition of “residential land use” in referenced
statement.

April 19
Work Session

Add more context for the need for higher density residential development in the
Land Use Element. See the Housing Element for language

Staff welcomes further discussion at the 5/24 work session.

Land Use

April 19
Work Session

Consider discussing all modes (e.g., complete streets) in Policy 15 of the Land
Use Element

Staff would like more clarification on how additional travel modes might
be discussed in Policy 15 of the Land Use Element (i.e., location of BRT
stations for the greatest ridership and economic development potential).

Update Policy 25 of the Land Use Element to reflect latest on RedGate Park

Staff will update and will check for any other references to RedGate in the
plan to ensure they are updated as well.

Land Use

14

Ashton

Land Use

15

Ashton

Land Use

PA 17

April 19
Work Session

Specific recommendation - Add reference to “residential land use” in first
paragraph of page 29, “For example, the high visibility and regional accessibility
of Rockville Pike makes commercial and residential land use a good match to the
highway context.”

Rockville Comprehensive Plan, Planning Commission Recommended Draft
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Attachment 7.b: Matrix of Mayor and Council Comments with Staff Responses (3496 : Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session)

#

7.b

16

Mayor/Member

Ashton

Element(s)

Land Use

Planning
Area(s)

PA 1

Source

Summary of Mayor and Council Comment/Question

Staff Comments

Return to Mayor and Council with background on conditional zoning regulations
(‘optional method’). What worked? What didn’t? Consider recommending
inclusion of conditions it to attain ‘workforce housing’, public use space, etc. in
exchange for greater density and/or building heights. Focus near metro stations,
Rockville Pike, and in transitional growth areas (e.g., west side of N. Washington
St.)

Conditional or Optional Method Development is a zoning procedure used
in certain zones, for example mixed-used or multi-unit residential zones,
to encourage mixed-use development and/or the fulfilment of specific
policy goals (such as affordable housing or public use space). Under the
previous zoning ordinance, the optional method was used to permit
higher densities in exchange for significant public amenities and/or
facilities. The additional density and the public benefit needed to be
consistent with the zoning ordinance and both the applicable master plan
and any design guidelines and needed to be appropriate for the particular
context.

April 19 Work
Session
and
Email to staff

Mayor and Council Direction

Attachment 7.b: Matrix of Mayor and Council Comments with Staff Responses (3496 : Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session)

#

Optional Method had been part of the city's code prior to the 2009 code
update but was removed with the new code. At present, the zoning
ordinance does permit added height in exchange for additional amenities
for developments that are deemed to be Champion projects, which are
projects of 5 acres or more in the MXTD areas near the Rockville Metro
Station and Twinbrook Metro Station.
If the Mayor and Council would like to amend or expand this option, to
make it applicable more broadly in the city, staff recommends a new
policy in the Land Use Element to recommend that optional method
procedures be added to the zoning ordinance, the details of which could
be developed as part of the zoning changes needed to implement the
newly adopted Plan. If added to the zoning ordinance, an applicant would
need to apply for conditional or optional method development and
demonstrate how their project meets the optional method standards.
Community nodes should address traffic calming, pedestrian experience, and
new/existing transit service.

17

Myles

April 19
Work Session

Land Use

Feinberg - Avoid competition of new community nodes with existing shopping
centers that could make them suffer; Avoid cumulative aspects of new community
nodes, primarily traffic volume.

Wants the Mayor and Council and the public to have a better understanding of
the interface between building heights along the west side of N. Washington
Street and the historic buildings that are immediately to the west, whose form
tends to be of single-family houses. Requested that staff return to the Mayor and
Council with 3-dimensional modeling of potential building heights and setbacks, to
show the impacts of various potential height limitations and the layback slope.

18

Ashton

Land Use

PA 1

Staff agrees with the need to include traffic calming and pedestrian
experience/comfort in the components of a Community Node (Land Use
Element, p. 39). Transit service is already listed.
Staff supports adding a discussion to page 39 of the Land Use Element
on the need to ensure that new community nodes do not result in unfair
competition with existing shopping centers, as well as an
acknowledgement that cumulative impacts (e.g., traffic, market
saturation, negative fiscal impacts, etc.) should be monitored and
inhibited.
Staff will work to develop models that show likely building massing under
the draft Plan’s recommendation to re-zone the properties in Focus Area
A1 to MXCD (height limit of 75’), but to limit heights to 45’ in the area
adjacent to the historic properties to the west.
Under the current MXCD (Mixed Use Corridor District) zone, the following
rules apply for rear and side setbacks for proposals abutting residential land:
Rear setbacks = 25’ or height of building, whichever is greater. That
is, if the building is 0-25’ tall, the setback would be 25’. if the building
is, for example, 40’ tall, the setback would be 40’. In addition, the 30degree layback slope would also apply, which could further limit the
permitted building height, depending on property conditions.

April 19
Work Session
and
Email to staff

Side setbacks = 25’ or height of building, whichever is greater. Same
as above.
Staff will bring visual representations of these limits, to help improve
understanding.
Another one of the city’s zones, MXCT (Mixed Use Corridor Transition),
would have the same setbacks as MXCD, including the layback slope,
and a maximum height of 75 feet. The main difference between the two
zones is that the commercial uses, and the scale of those uses, is more
limited in the MXCT zone.

19

Myles

Land Use

PA 14

Email to staff

What are Policy 12’s (Land Use Element) implications for the old Giant—housing
and a small grocery/convenience store, dry cleaners, bank branch?

Rockville Comprehensive Plan, Planning Commission Recommended Draft

A longer discussion of this topic is presented as part of the Planning Area
14 discussion of the Rockshire Village Center site, as Focus Area 1.
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7.b
Mayor/Member

Element(s)

Planning
Area(s)

Source

Summary of Mayor and Council Comment/Question

Staff Comments

There is a noticeable absence of public park density in Twinbrook between First,
Viers Mill Rd, Twinbrook Pkwy and Rockville Pike. Any consideration for more
green asterisks/parks for the future? Could buy a home for sale and/or
abandoned property and change that area into park land.

The Planning Commission and staff agree with the assessment of where
there are park deficits. Those areas have been identified in multiple
plans, including the 2009 Twinbrook Neighborhood Plan (NP), the 2016
Rockville Pike NP and the recently approved Recreation and Parks
Strategic Plan. Implementation is a challenge, especially where there are
homes or expensive properties. Purchasing property is an optional to
consider. The Recreation and Parks chapter, with policies 4, 5 and 6
addresses that issue. Additional potential park asterisks were considered
by the Planning Commission; but ultimately, locations were choses where
there was a high level of confidence that the nearby area was where the
parkland was needed. Staff suggests that if additional locations are
considered, there should be a high degree of confidence that the asterisk
location is where the Mayor and Council would like a park to exist.

Recognize the recently approved PROS plan (Recreation and Parks)

Staff will ensure that the recently adopted PROS plan is reflected as such
in the Comprehensive Plan.

20

Myles

Land Use,
Recreation
and Parks

21

Ashton

Recreation
and Parks

April 19
Work Session

April 19
Work Session

Concern about the lack of mention of the State I-270 P3 project. Also concerned
that indicating City advocacy for the State and County to study a potential
interchange at W. Gude and 270 would conflict with Mayor and Council’s stated
opposition to the State I-270 project.

Staff supports adding language on opposition to the I-270 P3 project and
removing the recommendation to study the W. Gude Dr. interchange

Email to staff

Policy 6; the plan should ensure that non-motorized forms of transit are given just
as much (if not more) priority as motorized vehicles

This could be implemented by reordering the policies as recommended
by the T&T Commission

Concerned about “capacity enhancement” along western part of Wootton—
residents already are concerned about the difficulty exiting their subdivisions; turn
lanes would help getting into (but not necessarily out of) the neighborhoods

During Listening Sessions and subsequent conversations with community
members, many expressed concerns about the high level of traffic
congestion on Wootton Parkway but also the desire not to expand the
overall right of way. P. 365 in the Planning Area 14 section has a brief
discussion of the topic, under Transportation. The Planning Commission
elected to include language that would, again, not involve a broad
expansion but would leave open the possibility of relieving pressure
through creative solutions at specific intersections. The text could be
modified as follows: “7.2 Study potential approaches to congestion on
Wootton Parkway west of I-270, focused on smaller-scale projects such
as additional turn lanes at specific intersections.”
This issue is traffic-operation related and could be reviewed separately by
the Traffic and Transportation Division.

22

Pierzchala

Transportation

23

Myles

Transportation

24

Myles

Transportation

PA 8

PA 5

PA 14

Email to staff

Email to staff

25

Myles

Transportation

Email to staff

The W. Edmonston Dr. intersection in question could also be striped with
designated lanes heading east. Would consider an alternative entrance/exit to the
Wintergreen shopping plaza off of Wootton parkway as there is significant
congestion getting into and out of that plaza onto W. Edmonston Dr.

26

Myles

Transportation

Email to staff

We should work with transit providers so that we locate bus shelters in areas
conducive and safe for crossing major streets (having bus stops at the end of the
block near crosswalks instead of the middle)

Staff agrees. This work is ongoing and does not necessarily require an
action in the Comprehensive Plan.

Pierzchala

Community
Facilities

May 3
Work Session

Need to emphasize that community facilities are more than just public services,
but can be commercial in nature, as well.

Where applicable, staff will add mention of this.

27

Pierzchala

May 3
Work Session

Pg. 117, Action 6.3. Remove action from plan. The city have very limited control
over school facilities and this policy pits two critical issues against each other:
schools and new housing, which is critically needed in the city.

Per Mayor and Council direction, Action 6.3 will remain in the plan.

Community
Facilities

Feinberg

Community
Facilities

May 3
Work Session

Coordination of the city with ‘external’ community facilities (e.g., MCPS,
Montgomery College, Montgomery County Fire and Rescue) should include the
court systems in downtown Rockville

Where applicable, staff will add the court system facilities as potential
partnering entities.

28

29

Rockville Comprehensive Plan, Planning Commission Recommended Draft
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The Mayor and Council supported this
revision.

A majority of the Mayor and Council
commented to keep Action 6.3 in the
plan.

Page 4

Packet Pg. 97

Attachment 7.b: Matrix of Mayor and Council Comments with Staff Responses (3496 : Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session)

#

7.b

30

31

Mayor/Member

Element(s)

Newton

Community
Facilities

Newton

Community
Facilities

Planning
Area(s)

Source
May 3
Work Session

May 3
Work Session

34

Pierzchala

Community
Facilities

May 3
Work Session

35

Feinberg

Community
Facilities

May 3
Work Session

36

Ashton

Community
Facilities

37

Ashton

Community
Facilities,
Recreation
and Parks

38

Ashton

Community
Facilities

May 3
Work Session

May 3
Work Session

May 3
Work Session

Summary of Mayor and Council Comment/Question

Staff Comments

Pg. 110, Community Facilities Goals. Add a 6th goal that addresses the need for
reconfiguring or adding community gathering spaces in City Hall and 6 Taft Court.

Staff will work on updated language as per Mayor and Council direction.

The Mayor and Council supported this
addition.

Pg. 117, Action 7.3 (Advocate that any MCPS bus depot location not negatively
impact city neighborhoods) should either state that the city is opposed to any
location in the city or remove the action.

Staff will work on updated language as per Mayor and Council direction.

The Mayor and Council agreed that a
statement should remain in the plan but
that it should be revised to state
opposition to locating a school bus
depot in the city.

Pg. 119, Policy 10. Add an Action 10.5 to work with Montgomery College to open
a pathway between the College Gardens neighborhood and the college (esp. at
Princeton Pl)

Staff will work on language for a new Action 10.5 as per Mayor and
Council direction.

The Mayor and Council agreed to add a
new Action 10.5 with the following
recommendations: Use softer language,
such as “engage” or “advocate”,
reference coordination with the college
and the neighborhood, include a
reference in Planning Area 5 and 7. The
Mayor and Council also agreed that a
reference to the Planning Area 7
section should be made in the
Montgomery College discussion in the
Community Facilities Element.

Pg. 112, Policy 2 (planning for future city facilities), discuss the need to conduct
facility safety and security assessments in addition to capacity assessments.

Where applicable, staff will add this language to Policy 2.

Pg. 119, Policy 11. Specify that this policy is primarily about advancements in
technology for city operations. Need to add more about cybersecurity, possibly as
a new Action 11.4

Staff will work on additional language as per Mayor and Council direction.

The Mayor and Council agreed to add
further emphasis to the policy, possibly
a new Action; and also to address the
provision of good broadband internet
access for city residents/businesses

Pg. 117, Policy 6. Should language be adjusted regarding the reserved school
sites in King Farm and Fallsgrove?

Staff does not recommend changes to the existing policy, but crossreferences can be made in the Community Facilities Element with the
relevant Planning Areas.

The Mayor and Council discussed
several options and concluded that
retroactively addressing the issue for
these areas would not be appropriate
through the Comprehensive Plan.
Moving forward, the city should very
carefully consider the conditions
established for future sites, including
the potential to include sunset
provisions on reserved school sites.

Pg. 117, Policy 6. Add Wootton HS to the 2nd paragraph under Policy 6.

Staff will add Wootton HS.

The Mayor and Council supported this
addition.

Pg. 115-116, Goal 3, Policy 6. Add in writing that the city should share information
about development review projects with the school district to help support
facilities planning.

Staff will work on additional language as per Mayor and Council direction.

The Mayor and Council supported this
addition.

The Mayor and Council supported this
addition.

Ashton

Community
Facilities

May 3
Work Session

40

Ashton/Feinberg

May 3
Work Session

Pg. 115-117, Goal 3. Need to consider the city’s policy on the future of the
MCPS-owned Carl Sandburg Learning Center property and the Mark Twain
School (now the Blair G. Ewing Center @ Avery Rd.)

Staff will work on additional language as per Mayor and Council direction.

Community
Facilities

41

Newton

Community
Facilities

May 3
Work Session

Pg. 117, Policy 7, 2nd paragraph. Change reference to Stonestreet Corridor study
to the past tense since the zoning amendment has been approved.

Staff will make this revision and will review the plan for other such
instances of out-of-date information.

39

Mayor and Council Direction

Rockville Comprehensive Plan, Planning Commission Recommended Draft
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Attachment 7.b: Matrix of Mayor and Council Comments with Staff Responses (3496 : Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session)

#

7.b
Mayor/Member

Element(s)

Planning
Area(s)

Source

42

Ashton

Community
Facilities

May 3
Work Session

45

Newton

Environment

May 3
Work Session

46

47

48

50

Myles/Ashton/
Feinberg

Pierzchala

Pierzchala

Feinberg

Environment

Environment

May 3
Work Session

May 3
Work Session

Environment

May 3
Work Session

Environment

May 3
Work Session

51

Ashton

Environment

May 3
Work Session

52

Ashton

Environment

May 3
Work Session

53

Myles

Water

May 3
Work Session

54

Ashton

Water

May 3
Work Session

55

Ashton

Recreation
and Parks

May 17 Work
Session

Summary of Mayor and Council Comment/Question

Staff Comments

Mayor and Council Direction

Add a policy/action that seeks to increase the city’s Electric Vehicle (EV) fleet and
facilities, including purchasing EVs and specific goals for city fleet electrification.

Staff will work on additional language as per Mayor and Council direction.

The Mayor and Council supported this
addition.

Pg. 122, Goal 5. Add “Reuse” to the goal. The 3 ‘Rs’.

Staff will make this revision as per Mayor and Council direction.

The Mayor and Council supported this
addition.

Pg. 131, Policy 6. Add language about incentivizing LEED-certified buildings.

(see previous PDS staff comments from line 5) DPW staff commented on
May 3 that due to the many types of green building rating systems,
specifying just one version (LEED is administered by the US Green
Building Council) may limit or outdate the universe of options. PDS and
DPW staff will coordinate on a revision to address Mayor and Council
direction.

The Mayor and Council supported
these additions.

Add a Policy or Action that recognizes that redevelopment of outdated, large
commercial properties (plazas, parking) is a key way to support the environment
by greening and adding stormwater management treatments that don’t currently
exist on-site. Reference in the Environment Element should be more than just a
cross-reference to Land Use Element because of its holistic benefits.

Staff will work on additional language as per Mayor and Council direction.
This is currently addressed on a broader level as part of Goal 4 and more
specifically Policy 11 in the Water Resources Element.

The Mayor and Council supports this
addition with added language that
points to smart growth principles and,
also, cautionary language that
acknowledges not wanting to price out
or eliminate older shopping centers that
provide affordable commercial space
for many local businesses.

Add mention to the Environment Element about the city’s stated opposition to the
proposed I-270 expansion. Include language about the need for transit and a
bike-ped path along I-270.

Staff will work on additional language as per Mayor and Council direction.
Staff recommends that a policy also be added to the Transportation
Element and the policies be cross-referenced.

The Mayor and Council supported this
addition.

Cross-reference policies and actions about pesticides from the Water Element in
the Environment Element.

Staff will add the appropriate cross-references.

The Mayor and Council supported this
addition.

Include a cross-reference from the Water Resources Element to the Environment
Element about pervious vs impervious surfaces.

Staff will add the appropriate cross-reference.

The Mayor and Council supported this
cross-reference.

Pg. 135, Action 8.2 (increase backyard and neighborhood composting) should be
written in a more proactive language.

Staff will revise the language as per Mayor and Council direction.

The Mayor and Council supported this
revision.

PG. 154, Policy 4. Add language to summary paragraphs about public
education/information for residents about testing for lead pipes and potential
replacement.

PDS staff will work with DPW staff to add language as per Mayor and
Council direction.

The Mayor and Council supported this
revision.

Pg. 169, Action 12.3. Update language or add an action or a testing program and
education to HOAs to reduce salt in watersheds during snow and ice events.

Staff recommends adding a new action to address road salt as follows:
“Action 12.4 Work with the state and regional partners to better manage
private and public salt use during winter weather events to address
systemic watershed issues.”

The Mayor and Council supported this
revision.

Add a cross-reference in Environment Policy 4 with the Transportation Element
(Policy 20)

Also add education and outreach for green building as a new action item,
especially in the permitting process.

Staff also suggests adding the following sentence at the end of the third
paragraph on page 165: “The most common treatment practices are
permeable pavement, micro-bioretention and green roofs.”

About enhancing swim center, need to recognize the center’s upgrade and
skatepark in the Plan

Rockville Comprehensive Plan, Planning Commission Recommended Draft
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Attachment 7.b: Matrix of Mayor and Council Comments with Staff Responses (3496 : Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session)

#

7.b
Mayor/Member

Element(s)

Source

56

Ashton

Recreation
and Parks

May 17 Work
Session

57

Feinberg

Recreation
and Parks

58

Feinberg

59

60

Summary of Mayor and Council Comment/Question

Staff Comments

Mayor and Council Direction

P. 90 – Speak to quality of city parks

The Mayor and Council supported this
revision.

May 17 Work
Session

Goals missing attention to social-racial-geographic equity for park facilities (p.
90). Need attention to programming and facilities for those who are differentlyabled

The Mayor and Council supported this
revision.

Recreation
and Parks

May 17 Work
Session

Policy 7 (p 98) – does not reference Senior Assessment Study that recommended
not substituting services as Senior Center, but decentralizing. Add to context.

The Mayor and Council supported this
revision.

Pierzchala

Recreation
and Parks

May 17 Work
Session

Ashton

Recreation
and Parks

May 17 Work
Session

61

Ashton

Recreation
and Parks

May 17 Work
Session

62

Newton

Recreation
and Parks

May 17 Work
Session

63

Newton

Recreation
and Parks

May 17 Work
Session

64

Pierzchala

Recreation
and Parks

65

Newton

Recreation
and Parks

66

67

68

The Mayor and Council did not provide
direction to make changes from this
comment.

Should the plan consider what kind of park it is rather than distance?

The city’s Recreation and Parks Strategic Plan further refines it

The Mayor and Council did not provide
direction to make changes from this
comment.

Should we consider vacant or temporary parks uses

The city has considered these, though they are difficult to take advantage
of since the city does not own the property.

The Mayor and Council did not provide
direction to make changes from this
comment.
The Mayor and Council did not provide
direction to make changes from this
comment.

Action 3.3 (p. 95) - update to remove “or a majority” (and all other references)

The Mayor and Council supported this
revision.

May 17 Work
Session

Policy 5 - Add to Policy 5 to encourage large redevelopments to provide park-like
space that may be private property. Something about privately developed,
publicly accessible space.

The Mayor and Council supported this
revision.

May 17 Work
Session

Policy 6 - Proposed annual contribution for park space similar to public art in
private spaces. Ashton supports.

The Mayor and Council supported this
revision.

Action 6.2 - could it be described in the Financial Management Policy for when
reserves are over a certain threshold, transfer moneys to new park fund.
Budgeting may be too prescriptive/constraining.

The Mayor and Council supported this
revision.

Feinberg

May 17 Work
Session

Ashton

Recreation
and Parks

May 17 Work
Session

Recreation
and Parks

There is no single, common definition of a park, though the National Park
Recreation Association is one source for standards.

Action 1.2 - Need to be more intentional about moving on properties that become
available. Need to look at better connections between neighborhoods and parks.
Highlight in the action.

Recreation
and Parks

Feinberg

Goal 1 – what is a “park”?

May 17 Work
Session

▪ Newton – then its discretionary and not available automatically. Wants it to be
a certain number
▪ Pierzchala – may not want it listed as a budget item
▪ Larson – suggests: find mechanisms to add funds to the park development
fund
▪ Feinberg – say change FMP or consider budget contributions
Policy 7 & 9 - Need mention of seniors – expand facilities for adults and older
adults; dedicated expansion in more areas.

There are current areas with adult outdoor amenities already. Staff will
look for ways to add this.

The Mayor and Council supported this
revision.

Policy 7 - Add to context discussion about community center west of I-270.
Mention potential for additional growth that would increase its demand. Be more
specific in paragraph and add references to action 7.3

Gilles – may be out-dated. Either remove or update

The Mayor and Council supported this
revision.

Rockville Comprehensive Plan, Planning Commission Recommended Draft

▪ Newton – only one community center west of I-270. Need to be more goal
setting.
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Planning
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Summary of Mayor and Council Comment/Question

Staff Comments

Policy 8 - Add to narrative about continuing to invest in King Farm Farmstead and
other specialty locations.
69

70

71

Pierzchala

Recreation
and Parks

May 17 Work
Session

Feinberg

Recreation
and Parks

May 17 Work
Session

Recreation
and Parks

May 17 Work
Session

Overall

May 17 Work
Session

Ashton

▪
▪
▪
▪

Pierzchala

The Mayor and Council supported this
revision.

Ashton – Add Lincoln Park CC
Andrea – There is reference in PA 6
Newton – good opportunity to add a cross-reference
Chris – could add RedGate Park

Policy 9 - Should reference equity, diversity and inclusiveness as a city priority
through decision-making

The Mayor and Council supported this
revision.

▪ Ashton – should be considered across all goals
Policy 14 - Mention adopted PROS Strategic Plan and dates of adoption for all
other adopted plans
Make all goal titles consistent with initial colored boxes

72

The Mayor and Council supported this
revision.
Staff proposes to retain the short titles for each goal, but include the full
goal text immediately below them to restate the language from the
colored boxes.

Policy 15 - would we include Carl Sandburg in the context language?

73

Ashton

Recreation
and Parks

May 17 Work
Session

74

Myles

Recreation
and Parks

May 17 Work
Session

Mayor and Council Direction

▪ Feinberg – Is the Mark Twain Park at-risk? Would like to call it out in context
language.
▪ Levy – add an action (15.4) to consider acquiring or leasing for MCPS or
county school sites. Example is Carl Sandburg
▪ Chris – Should we say “strengthen” instead of “maintain”
▪ Chris – Action 15.3 may not want to broadcast the city’s intent
▪ Chris – should add County along with MCPS
Policy 16 - Reference M-NCPPC in addition to Montgomery County

75

Pierzchala

Economic
Development

May 17 Work
Session

Vision - Would like to add something about “suitable jobs” for the people who live
in Rockville. Job creation? Diversity of jobs?
▪ Newton – “workforce to meet the demands…upcoming industry”
▪ Ashton – “navigating” seems reactive instead of a positive, proactive
approach
▪ Gilles – more about being more nimble in the context of County
▪ Rivarde – a lot of the work to draft the plan. Reference new mission and
statements. Job creation is something REDI does and supports adding “job
creation”

76

Ashton

Economic
Development

May 17 Work
Session

Policy 1 - social impact funds (CDFIs) can support women and minority-owned
businesses. Does the city have a plan to tap into these?

The Mayor and Council supported this
revision.

The Mayor and Council supported this
revision.

The Mayor and Council supported this
revision.

Policy 4 - Need to include mention of broadband for city residents

77

Newton

Economic
Development

▪ Pierzchala – may need a standard in the city for access
▪ Gilles – intentionally stated “fiber” instead of broadband due to variations in
technologies
▪ Newton – may not want to limit attention to slower access
▪ Pierzchala – include broadband in Action 4.3 but recognize other kinds of
internet connectivity. Bandwidth, reliability and redundancy. Include city
residents, as well. [Clark: is there a better place to discuss internet for
residents?]

May 17 Work
Session

Policy 4 - collaborate with WSSC to plan for future growth to meet demand
78

Feinberg

Economic
Development

May 17 Work
Session

Rockville Comprehensive Plan, Planning Commission Recommended Draft

Attachment 7.b: Matrix of Mayor and Council Comments with Staff Responses (3496 : Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session)

#

▪ Levy – can enhance Action 4.2 to mention WSSC
▪ Pierzchala – cross-reference water resources element policy
Mayor and Council Comments and Direction
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7.b
Mayor/Member

79

Ashton

80

Ashton

Element(s)
Economic
Development

Economic
Development

Planning
Area(s)

Source
May 17 Work
Session

May 17 Work
Session

Summary of Mayor and Council Comment/Question

Staff Comments

Mayor and Council Direction

Policy 5 - Need to maintain …[Clark: I missed what she said]
Policy 6 - is this a place to support AAPI, Black-owned businesses (Tweak
language in Action 6.2?) that expands and highlights those businesses. Giving
them a platform.

Attachment 7.b: Matrix of Mayor and Council Comments with Staff Responses (3496 : Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session)

#

▪ Newton – “…and celebrates”?
▪ Rivarde – in line with what REDI would like to do
Policy 7 - how and who decides market feasibility. Maybe “opportunity” instead of
“feasibility”

81

Pierzchala

Economic
Development

May 17 Work
Session

Rockville Comprehensive Plan, Planning Commission Recommended Draft

▪ Gilles – was “support local and neighborhood shopping centers”. Added
“market feasibility” to allude to nuance and multiple options
▪ Feinberg – Action 7.3, but not at the expense of displacing small, ethnic and
business entrepreneurs. Ashton supports.
▪ Ashton – consider adding an action to support branding and marketing of
neighborhood centers.
▪ Rivarde – No longer conduct façade program. Replace with branding action.
Yes from all.
▪ Pierzchala – how do you implement an action to protect “mom and pop”
shops in the face of property rights for redevelopment.
▪ Ashton – there are examples of developers who build with small/local
businesses in mind. Can the city encourage this during development review
▪ Ashton – could offer relocation support and incentives to support small
business development
▪ Newton – support of local businesses is a city priority
▪ Levy – we will look through the section to find ways to incorporate

Mayor and Council Comments and Direction
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Planning
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Source

Summary of Mayor and Council Comment/Question

Staff Comments

Mayor and Council Direction

82

Pierzchala

Economic
Development

Attachment 7.b: Matrix of Mayor and Council Comments with Staff Responses (3496 : Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session)

Policy 9 - Residential should be mentioned as a possibility for Rockville Pike.
Separate out South Pike from rest of Rockville Pike as a place where
development is very supported and the rest of Rockville Pike left to do as it will.
Some plazas may go all Residential.
▪ Ashton – Agree that Rockville Pike will change over time with mixed use.
Supports.
▪ Newton – tweak to be more supportive of residential uses and mixed uses
▪ Levy – could be more open to recognize the residential is part of the market
position; don’t give up on retail/shopping
▪ Ashton – thinks it should still be a regional shopping center even though retail
may be evolving
▪ Pierzchala - Maintain its position as a shopping destination, supported by a
mix of uses including residential
▪ Ashton – Action 9.5 – add “safety”
▪ Feinberg – Add to Action 9.3 about outreach

May 17 Work
Session

Policy 10 - add supported by “residential” as well

83

Pierzchala

Economic
Development

▪ Feinberg – where would an anchor go in Town Center? Would like to take out
“anchor shopping destination”
▪ Rivarde – ULI TAP recommended the anchor to support the rest of the
businesses
▪ Ashton – does think shopping is a need that is missing
▪ Pierzchala – keep “anchor”, but qualify it by “urban scale anchor”
▪ Newton – just say an anchor could be cultural, retail or other

May 17 Work
Session

Policy 11 - global dining location may be an opportunity that Town Center can
leverage. Something like a “restaurant week” that draw people to downtown.

84

85

86

87

Ashton

Ashton

Pierzchala

Pierzchala

Economic
Development

Economic
Development

Economic
Development

Economic
Development

▪ Pierzchala – Action 11.2 – Is nightlife suitable with residential living?
▪ Ashton – Periodic events are different than every night activities. If we
want to attract multi-generational, we need to give them what they want.
▪ Newton – can we tweak it to reduce the impacts
▪ Ashton – add recommendations to develop standards for better soundproofing in denser areas of downtown, etc.
▪ Gilles – Add language to balance Action 11.2
▪ Newton – maybe the word “nightlife” gets rethought. Pierzchala supports.
▪ Myles – need to thread the needle because everyone has a different
perspective

May 17 Work
Session

May 17 Work
Session

May 17 Work
Session

May 17 Work
Session

Policy 12 - add actions to coordinate with county to incentivize businesses to be
in Rockville. Work at the federal level, GSA, too.
▪ Newton – Think about bio-tech industry; think about it in a broader concept
Policy 15 – need attention to more than just governmental housing. Private sector
could be a part of the solution, such as “attainable housing” as the County says.
Make more prominent than 15.1 includes

Staff will look for places to add these edits in Housing Element and add
cross-references

▪ Ashton – Office parks should be allowed to expand to allow ancillary
amenities and mixed uses.
▪ Ashton – need to build up the list to fill workforce housing.
Policy 16 - what is a Sustainable Community Area; may need to include more
description and a map

Rockville Comprehensive Plan, Planning Commission Recommended Draft

▪ Newton – add the map of Sustainable Community with the date
▪ Ashton – think about what kind of actions to include

Mayor and Council Comments and Direction

Page 10

Packet Pg. 103

7.b

88

Mayor/Member

Ashton

Element(s)

Municipal
Growth

Planning
Area(s)

Source

June 1 Work
Session

89

Pierzchala

Municipal
Growth

June 1 Work
Session

90

Feinberg

Municipal
Growth

June 1 Work
Session

Summary of Mayor and Council Comment/Question

Staff Comments

Amend Vision Statement to read: “Rockville will expand and annex land in a
manner that enhances the city’s quality of life while continuing to provide and
advocate for adequate public facilities, services and infrastructure.”

Mayor and Council agreed with this
revision.

Amend Vision statement to read: “Rockville will expand and annex land in a
manner that enhances the city, while continuing to provide adequate City public
facilities and services. Rockville will advocate for the County and the private
sector to also provide adequate facilities for which they are responsible for.”

The Mayor and Council did not agree
with this revision.

Policy 1 - p. 225 – Add after “infrastructure”, “... and additional programs and
services.”
How does the city show annexation applications that are currently in process.

91

Ashton

Municipal
Growth

June 1 Work
Session

The Mayor and Council supported this
map revision

Levy – may outline property (dashed?) that is currently under process for
annexation
Asked whether 1000 Westmore Avenue should allow light industrial instead of
just residential

92

93

Newton

Feinberg

Municipal
Growth

June 1 Work
Session

Asked why Oakmont is included in the MEL? Concerned it’s is too far afield.
▪ Ashton – be sure to retain Action items under Policy 4 with Oakmont removed
▪ Pierzchala – Action 4.3 should be retained

June 1 Work
Session

June 1 Work
Session

Policy 5 - top of p. 231 on apartments east of in Twinbrook Pkwy. Add comments
that any annexation should avoid gentrification of residents, displacement and
loss of affordable housing.
Policy 8 - first paragraph of p. 233. Need to include the need for programming
and services as a part of any annexation. [make this kind of change universal in
the MGE whenever financial and engineering parameters are mentioned]

94

Feinberg

95

Feinberg

Municipal
Growth

June 1 Work
Session

96

Pierzchala

Municipal
Growth

June 1 Work
Session

Remove reference to light-industrial,
just allow residential, and change the
map designation to RF(?).

Gilles – There is about 3 ac. of FCE on southside of property since Lincoln Park
NP. Potential for residential land use is largely for denser types, possibly seniorfocused housing.

Municipal
Growth

Municipal
Growth

Mayor and Council Direction

The Mayor and Council agreed to
remove the Oakmont area from the
MEL, re-title Policy 4 to describe the
Policy in a different way while removing
Oakmont and retain Actions

Levy – Proactive area not shown entirety of WMATA property. M+C supports
including it all
Staff will return with language for consideration.

Policy 11 – Remove Washingtonian Area from the MEL
Goal 3 – Why say second paragraph: “therefore, projecting …". Add “Therefore,
prematurely projecting the impacts”

97

Feinberg

Municipal
Growth

June 1 Work
Session

98

Ashton

Municipal
Growth

June 1 Work
Session

99

Ashton

Municipal
Growth

June 1 Work
Session

Include Rockville East properties in the proactive areas

100

David Levy

Municipal
Growth

June 1 Work
Session

Suggests that proactive annexation language indicate that they do not preclude
the city from annexing other properties in the MEL that are not proactive

101

Pierzchala

Historic
Preservation

June 1 Work
Session

Vision statement - strike out “, including the recent past.” and replace with, “no
matter the era.”

Remove “solely” later in the paragraph as far as funding. Add “advocate for” and
“infrastructure” per Ashton’s comments on the Vision
Growth Projections – add the more expansive definition for expanded programs
and services in the Growth Projections

Rockville Comprehensive Plan, Planning Commission Recommended Draft
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102

Newton

Historic
Preservation

June 1 Work
Session

Goal 1 – Note Americana Centre as built in the 1970s and designated more
recently; include Frieda Cottage on National Register.

103

Newton

Historic
Preservation

June 1 Work
Session

Check photo of #4 (p. 211) to make sure that St. Mary’s Church is within the B&O
Historic District

104

Newton

Historic
Preservation

June 1 Work
Session

Policy 1.4 - supports Peerless Rockville’s testimony

Staff Comments

Mayor and Council Direction

Attachment 7.b: Matrix of Mayor and Council Comments with Staff Responses (3496 : Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session)

#

Gilles – may be able to add more direction to existing

Policy 3 - why would neglect result in designation reversal

105

Newton

Historic
Preservation

June 1 Work
Session

▪ Pickard – proposes stronger language to protect historic resources [see
testimony]
▪ Pierzchala/Others – supports language proposed by Peerless Rockville
▪ Ashton – should we move Policy 3 to Policy 5?
Pierzchala – make sure we move lost language to other place in the Element.
Strike Action 3.2. Add New Action under Policy 3 to explore techniques to
promote and explore tools to assist residents to maintain historic properties

106

Newton

Historic
Preservation

June 1 Work
Session

107

Ashton

Historic
Preservation

June 1 Work
Session

108

Nancy Pickard

Historic
Preservation

June 1 Work
Session

Add new Policy [see Peerless testimony]

109

Nancy Pickard

Historic
Preservation

June 1 Work
Session

Action 5.10 - pull it out as its own Policy

Newton

Historic
Preservation

June 1 Work
Session

110

Policy 5 – bring out Action 5.5 into a new goal [see Peerless testimony]
Newton – wants to pull out many of the actions as policies

Action 5.11 - Consider city tax incentives for returning historic buildings to
residential use, include resources for protection of existing tenants/residents; RE:
maintenance
Goal 4 (new) - little mention of King Farm Farmstead; suggests adding a new
Goal 4 to mention historic preservation for adaptive reuse on p. 208

111

Pierzchala

Historic
Preservation

June 1 Work
Session

▪ Pickard - City should serve as stewards of city-owned historic properties, not
properties that are not city-owned
▪ Pierzchala - Policy 4.1 and 4.2 (new)
Levy – Proposes (1) adaptive reuse, (2) maintenance, …[missed the rest]

112

Ashton

Historic
Preservation

June 1 Work
Session

Goal 5 (new) - want to create special goals about addressing native and
underserved community histories; acknowledge native american history, leverage
city hall to teach about the city’s history, also online information
Pickard – Suggests pursuing equity and inclusion framework for historically
displaced communities. [see testimony]

113

Ashton

Historic
Preservation

June 1 Work
Session

Look for ways to advocate for historic properties in the city that need more
support

114

Myles

Historic
Preservation

June 1 Work
Session

Policy 2 or 3 - p. 215 – strive for recognition of historic properties without
displacing existing residents/occupants. Look for places to include this.

Rockville Comprehensive Plan, Planning Commission Recommended Draft
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Staff Comments

Mayor and Council Direction

Action 5.8 – can it be moved to the top as 5.1?

Newton

June 1 Work
Session

▪ Newton – can it be moved to the top as 5.1?
▪ Gilles – already Avoid demolition by neglect

Attachment 7.b: Matrix of Mayor and Council Comments with Staff Responses (3496 : Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session)

115

Historic
Preservation

Ashton – wants something more about forcing people to move because of neglect
of historic properties.

116

Newton

Historic
Preservation

June 1 Work
Session

Action 6.2 - Fix typo to remove “are” before proposed

117

Ashton

Historic
Preservation

June 1 Work
Session

Action 7.2 – consider strengthening the partnership
Action 7.3 - is there any now or does there need to be?

118

119

120

Ashton

Ashton

Pierzchala

Historic
Preservation

June 1 Work
Session

Historic
Preservation

June 1 Work
Session

▪ Gilles – implement a program in order to increase awareness
Levy – could add something about the city website for increased awareness
Policy 8 - something about heritage tourism in a fun way.
Action 7.8 (new) – need recognition to designation locations, not structures,
through interpretive signs

Historic
Preservation

June 1 Work
Session

Historic
Preservation

June 1 Work
Session

Is there a place to identify advocating for county-owned/private historic properties

Ashton – might include more presence on our website

121

Nancy Pickard

122

Newton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Make MD 355 and Metro/CSX tracks more visible on land use policy maps (and
others where appropriate)

123

Newton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

LU Definitions: Reference R&D as an allowed use in the OCRM and other
designations that allow “office”
LU Definitions: Note that OCRM should include breweries, distilleries, and small
manufacturing as long as their operations are compatible with the mixed-use
commercial and residential area in which it is located.

124

Newton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

125

Pierzchala

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Vision – revise to say “commercial and residential corridors”

126

Newton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Vision – revise to say, “daily needs and wants are met” instead of ‘can be’

127

Newton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Vision – delete “and” in the phrase, “where employment and can be found”

128

Newton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

p. 18 – say “pattern of development [with a] government core at its center”

129

Newton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

130

Ashton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

131

Ashton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Maybe refer to these types of uses as requiring special approval under
zoning

Summary of Input – Revise negative slant on “automobile-dependent cul-de-sac
subdivisions…west of I-270” while acknowledging that crossing I-270 is difficult
and uncomfortable
Decide on a consistent way to refer to “walking” and “bicycling”

Possibly say, “walking and rolling” or similar

Summary of Input – 1st paragraph, 2nd sentence (p. 18) about commercial activity
on Rockville Pike. Acknowledge that there are people that live there, too

Rockville Comprehensive Plan, Planning Commission Recommended Draft
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132

133

Mayor/Member

Pierzchala

Newton

Element(s)

Glossary

Land Use

Planning
Area(s)

Source
May 24 Work
Session

May 24 Work
Session

134

Pierzchala

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

135

Feinberg

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Summary of Mayor and Council Comment/Question
Consider explaining the nuance of commercial taxes including multi-unit
residential properties, as well in the Glossary

Staff Comments

Mayor and Council Direction

Staff will find an appropriate place for this explanation

Attachment 7.b: Matrix of Mayor and Council Comments with Staff Responses (3496 : Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session)

#

Summary – last paragraph. Mention arts, culture and recreation rather than bars
and restaurants.
•

Feinberg – consider saying “night time” or “night life” activities

Action 2.5 - Revise language to state there should be a default city standard with
the option for a neighborhood to opt out with a time to establish their own
standards

Staff will work with City Attorney staff to draft this language

Action 2.3 – add, “and neighborhood compatibility”
Policy 2 – 2nd paragraph. Add a statement about how student generation relates
to ADUs

136

Feinberg

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

137

Newton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Action 2.3 and 2.5 – include a recommendation for design guidelines

138

Newton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Move Action 2.5 to 2.1 and renumber the remainder

139

Pierzchala

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Policy 3 (p. 24) – remove “gradual”

May need to also explicitly state reference for residential attached

140

Newton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Policy 3 – include rowhouses after townhouses with a slash

Look for other places to make this change, as well

141

Ashton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Action 3.3 – Remove

142

Newton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

143

Newton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Policy 5 – 1st column, middle paragraph (p. 26) – text citing long corridors as a
problem should not refer to them as a problem. State fire safety and resident
health as main considerations

•

Ashton – explain that single-unit detached homes are not subject to
APFS test for schools

Action 2.4 – Move to Policy 3. Revise to say, “consider approaches to allow…”
Also, re-write to explain what it is intended to accomplish
Action 5.1 – add window soundproofing

144

Newton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

145

Pierzchala

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Action 5.6 – Begin statement with “encourage” and insert “usable”. Strike last
statement about possible inclusion as open space

146

Pierzchala

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Policy 6 and Action 6.1 – be more clear about public amenity vs. private sector.
Mention that it could be public and/or private

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Policy 6, p. 27 – 1st paragraph, last sentence about obsolete office buildings. Add
a mention of Research Blvd. reference adaptive reuse in a more positive light

`47

148

Feinberg

Ashton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

the intent is to allow smaller homes in single-unit detached residential
subdivisions.

Goal 5 - Modify the language about maintenance of office use areas to refer to
the spirit of office areas while acknowledging the city’s interest in promoting
mixed-use development and amenity-rich office areas.

Rockville Comprehensive Plan, Planning Commission Recommended Draft

•

Levy - revise to say, “office clusters in areas with good regional access
supported by amenities and nearby residences”
Mayor and Council Comments and Direction
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149

All

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

150

Newton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Policy 7 – make sure there is adequate off-street parking, potentially as a new
action, or mentioned explicitly in the context

151

Pierzchala

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Policy 8, 1st paragraph – revise to say, “Rockville Pike makes commercial and
residential land use a good match…”

152

Newton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Goal 3 – find another way to describe MD 355 other than as a highway. Corridor
or similar

153

Newton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Policy 8 – remove “apartments” in 1st paragraph. Say “residences” instead

154

Newton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Action 8.1 – call out arts and culture areas, as well

155

Newton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

156

Ashton

Action 8.1 – revise photo caption to discuss connectivity and greater safety.
Change the photo to reflect this.
Policy 9 – clarify whether 6-plexes would be allowed or limited per previous
direction

Gilles - Stonestreet Plan does limit the size; need to check and update to
reflect the Park Road and Stonestreet Plan amendments. Planning Areas
should be updated but this language may not have been.

Policy 9 – rephrase to say something like, “in concert with what exists in the
neighborhood.” RA could be understood as making the land use more
‘symmetrical’ on either side of the Metro station

Gilles – add language about making it more seamless

157

Myles

Land Use

158

Newton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Policy 9 (?) - make sure we’re allowing for safe bike/ped connectivity between
neighborhoods.

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Policy 11 – revise so that policy has a more direct relationship to its actions. Add,
“include infrastructure amenities at key spots to promote increased ability to walk
and bike.”

160

Levy

Levy

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Mayor and Council Direction

Change all O to OCRM in the Land Use Policy Map along Research Blvd.

May 24 Work
Session

159

Staff Comments

Attachment 7.b: Matrix of Mayor and Council Comments with Staff Responses (3496 : Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session)

#

Goal 4 – Change statement to “Promote a walkable city and walkable
neighborhoods.”
•

Ashton – add the element of safety and infrastructure

166

Ashton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Community Nodes - Review what community nodes mean for city services and
planning

162

Newton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Community Nodes - Remove double “be” from community node description

163

Feinberg

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Community Nodes - Remove Kevin Lynch quote and replace image with one that
shows walkability

164

Ashton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Policy 13 - Remove

165

Feinberg

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Done

Policy 14 actions – add pedestrian and bicycle safety and implementation of
Vision Zero
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Mayor/Member

Element(s)

Planning
Area(s)

Source

Summary of Mayor and Council Comment/Question

166

Ashton

Land Use

167

Newton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Goal 5 – say “encourage” and “support”. Remove the word “obsolete”

168

Levy

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Policy 16 and actions – revise in response to changes made on Research Blvd.

Ashton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Mayor and Council Direction

Community Nodes - Do not make a judgement about big box retail in the
statement about Rockshire Village Center (p. 39). Also discuss the interest in
“small-scale commercial” and “small gathering spaces”

May 24 Work
Session

169

Staff Comments

Attachment 7.b: Matrix of Mayor and Council Comments with Staff Responses (3496 : Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session)

#

Will reach out to REDI for input

Goal 6 - Discuss sports-related activities and other land uses other than just light
industrial in description.
•

Levy – add a new action that addresses these other uses

170

Newton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Goal 6 – update 2nd paragraph on p. 45 per recent approval

171

Newton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Goal 6 – include reference to R&D uses

172

Newton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Policy 17 – add reference to arts and culture

163

Ashton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Goal 7 – reference biking in the action items, too
Goal 7 – update to reflect conditions post-pandemic. Acknowledge that the future
is unknown, but retail shopping has changed, businesses have closed, and there
is more shopping online

174

Feinberg

Land Use

•

May 24 Work
Session

•

175

Ashton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Ashton - still feels that shopping will still be at stores, though behaviors
may have changed. Still visiting stores to pick-up purchases. May want to
acknowledge that shopping centers may become more mixed uses.
Levy – may mention that increase population may add to demand,
increasing uncertainty.

Policy 18 – include bicycling (and rolling?)
Policy 19 – policy name does not speak to promoting anything

176

Ashton

Land Use

•

May 24 Work
Session

Newton – Action 19.1 – change “storefront” to “amenity”. Also, there is no
mention of road diet and ped. safety. Speak to government center,
corporate headquarters, and other successful aspects of RTC

Combine Policy 19 with Policy 8.
Combine Policy 18 with Policy 10

177

Ashton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

178

Newton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

179

Pierzchala

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Action 22.2 (p. 49) - Remove

180

Newton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Revise Action 22.3 per previous discussions about ‘night life’ in Town Center

•

Levy – remove “transit” so the policies focus on the districts as a whole
(e.g., transit, retail, safety, etc.)

p. 47 photo – revise caption to say it is located in King Farm, not downtown
Rockville
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Mayor/Member

Element(s)

Planning
Area(s)

Source

Summary of Mayor and Council Comment/Question

Staff Comments

Policy 21 – make Policy 22 an action item under Policy 21 and mention other
areas of the city, including the RED

181

Ashton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

182

Newton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Combine Action 23.1 and 23.2

183

Ashton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Goal 9 – acknowledge in the narrative the RedGate is approved for park use only

184

Feinberg

Glossary

May 24 Work
Session

Policy 23 – add a definition of Optional Method in the Glossary
Policy 23 - Add an action that speaks to optional method. End the policy
statement after “site planning” and move the rest of the standards down into an
action

185

Gilles

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

186

Pierzchala

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Policy 25 - Don’t say “any development proposal” would require a concept plan

Refer to later discussion on Woodmont Planning Area (11)

187

Newton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Policy 25 – Remove “especially” from statement about E. Jefferson St. extension

Reflect language in Rockville Pike Plan

Policy 26 - narrative should reference concerns of seniors aging in place in
neighborhoods who may need an automobile and/or people with disabilities or
mobility challenges.

188

Feinberg

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

189

Ashton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Policy 26 – needs clarification about whether it refers to residential only or other
uses, as well

190

Newton

Land Use

May 24 Work
Session

Policy 26 - statement about cost of structured parking should be weighed against
the environmental impacts of surface parking.

6

June 1 Work
Session

[Pending]

1

June 7 Work
Session

[Pending]

3

June 7 Work
Session

[Pending]

June 10 Work
Session

[Pending]

8

June 21 Work
Session

[Pending]

9

June 21 Work
Session

[Pending]

12

June 21 Work
Session

[Pending]

Transportation

Mayor and Council Direction

Attachment 7.b: Matrix of Mayor and Council Comments with Staff Responses (3496 : Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session)
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MEMORANDUM
TO:

CINDY STEWART RIVARDE (REDI)

FROM:

JACOB SESKER (HARPSWELL STRATEGIES, LLC)

SUBJECT:

RESEARCH BOULEVARD CORRIDOR
FISCAL AND ECONOMIC FRAMEWORK

DATE:

JUNE 29, 2021

Potential changes to land use designations, permitted uses, and long-term vision for the
Research Boulevard corridor could have a significant effect on the future of the corridor
and its role in the local economy.
On June 15, 2021 you retained my firm (Harpswell Strategies, LLC) to assist Rockville
Economic Development, Inc. (REDI) as it engages in ongoing discussions regarding the
future of the Research Boulevard corridor in connection with the revisions to the City’s
comprehensive plan.
Given the limited amount of time available, this analysis is not a real estate market
analysis, development feasibility analysis, or fiscal impact analysis. It is an overview of
key considerations – supported by data and analysis – to inform your participation in the
development of a vision for the corridor. This fiscal and economic framework
constitutes much of the early fact-finding necessary for detailed studies, and I remain
available to perform that work in July/August should the need arise.
The following is informed by a review of relevant planning documents, maps, a site visit
on June 24, City and County budget documents, US Census and Bureau of Economic
Analysis data, and a third-party private data vendor (CoStar Analytics).
Planning is inherently multi-disciplinary. A potential change to the long-range vision for
Research Boulevard should be informed by three perspectives: a planning perspective,
focused on both current constraints and long-range vision; a real estate
development/market perspective, focused on potential outcomes for the area in the
absence of that regulation and vision; and a fiscal and economic perspective, focused on
the potential costs and benefits to the broader community associated with the planning
decisions that must be made.
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The existing corridor is designed to funnel commuters in and out. Large parcels
and easy access to I-270 make this an ideal location for office users, as well as
the following: wholesalers, transportation & warehousing, last-mile fulfillment
centers, data centers designed to look like office buildings, and users with fleet
vehicles (car rental, construction companies, etc.).



Current patterns of development and ownership and the impossibility of adding
parallel roads for local traffic or internal street grid connectivity mean that future
development will not result in a true mix of uses, though it could result in
disconnected pods of residential and office development with access via
driveways to Research Boulevard.



The node best suited for residential uses and human-scale activity is at the
intersection of West Gude Drive and Research Boulevard, where one 350-unit
multi-family project was recently proposed.



Very flexible and/or cumulative zoning (i.e., allowing all “lower uses” in a zoning
district) is often used as a tool to catalyze development or accelerate the
delivery of privately provided infrastructure and amenities. These rationales are
not present in the case of Research Boulevard.



Changes to land use designations, permitted uses, and long-term vision are
usually supported by more than absence of cyclical demand. Many of the
additional characteristics that tend to support such planning changes– vacant
properties and disinvestment, ad hoc development patterns, non-conforming
uses and variances – are not present in this case. The area continues to develop
and be used and as in a manner consistent with a suburban office park.



Nutshell: The area was planned, built, and functions as an office park.
Opportunities to change the character or “bones” of the area are minimal, and
rationale for doing so are not compelling. An increase in non-office
development in the area would result in more local traffic conflicts with
commuter traffic, and more resident conflicts with companies seeking to
expand offices or redevelop office properties.

Real estate market/development perspective


The Research Boulevard office market, after years of languishing, has been a
strong performer during the pandemic. It is currently the hottest office
submarket in the County, representing 20% of 2020 office transactions.
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Recent activity in the submarket (Autolus, Supernus, RegenxBio, MaxCyte)
reflect the current strength of the bioscience market in the North Rockville
submarket. Our site visit confirms high levels of parking lot utilization at Vigene
and other bioscience users in the area, indicating that many of these users are
indeed back in the office.



The existing retail is performing well. Leaving aside whether the area can support
additional retail, there appears to be little reason for that development to occur
in the corridor rather than in established retail locations.



The residential market is strong enough that a more permissive regulatory
structure would likely result in new residential development. However, some of
the current strength could fade over time, as rents in the submarket spiked
during the pandemic as rents in closer-in submarkets declined.



The existing hotels in the corridor experienced significant declines during the
pandemic and remain well-below pre-pandemic occupancy levels. Reduced
business travel demand, competition from Airbnb, and less overflow from closerin markets, remain a threat to hotel properties like these. The market may
provide future opportunities to redevelop one or more area hotels for residential
use, as has already happened elsewhere in the region.



Nutshell: The office market in the corridor is strengthening. While the
inventory is old and the immediate environment lacks a high concentration of
quality amenities, performance during the pandemic and surging capital
markets interest by key players (like ARE and Brandywine) support the notion
that the pace of investment is likely to increase. At the same time, the
residential market is also strong, indicating that a more permissive planning
and zoning structure could result in more residential development. Weakness
in the hospitality market/business travel represents a challenge and an
opportunity in the study area – while it is possible that not all hotels will
survive the continuing effects of the pandemic, it is also may be possible to
convert an existing hotel to residential.

Fiscal and economic perspective


From a municipal perspective, additional residents are likely to be “net positive.”
On the other hand, growth in the Rockville residential population may be a fiscal
negative for the County, a fact that is relevant to Rockville taxpayers given that
they are also County taxpayers.
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Additional employment is likely to be net positive for both the City and for the
County, and in both cases is more net positive than residential growth.



Construction of non-residential structures tends to result in greater earnings and
construction employment impacts than construction of residential structures.



The pre-pandemic normal for suburban office workers was annual spending of
approximately $8,700 per year on retail and restaurants during work hours
(excluding expenditures for transportation and online purchases). While we do
not know what will constitute normal post-pandemic retail spending by office
workers, it is undeniable that restaurants and retail in submarkets like Rockville
will struggle without daytime populations driving demand during off-peak hours.



Nutshell: A full fiscal impact analysis would likely show that new commercial
development and growth to the employment base are positive for the City’s
bottom line and for the County’s. However, with respect to new residential
development and growth to the population base, it is likely that a full analysis
would show that residential development is “net positive” for the City of
Rockville and “net negative” for Montgomery County. This result is driven by
the high cost of K-12 education, and by the reduced income tax revenue
accruing to the County in connection with municipal residents. A full economic
impact analysis would likely show non-residential development generating
more construction jobs and more local wages and highlight the importance of
office worker spending to local retail and restaurant businesses.

The potential benefits of continuing the current vision for the study area as an office
corridor include: (1) maintaining a dedicated space for employment, life sciences
expansion, and office park environments in Rockville, (2) consistency with the current
infrastructure, such as access to I-270 and limited opportunities for internal
connectivity, and minimizing traffic conflicts between local/residential and commuter
traffic; (3) retaining an employment zone that can participate in the current investment
in the Great Seneca Science Corridor, USG, National Cancer Institute, and other growth
engines in the submarket.
The potential risks associated with continuing the current vision for the corridor as an
employment hub include: (1) the possibility that pre-pandemic weakness in the office
market will continue, (2) that the City will forego near-term development in the hopes
of achieving long-term vision; and (3) that development of some permitted but less
valuable or desirable uses, such as self-storage facilities or truck parking, will accelerate
in response to weak market demand for office space.
A policy that embraces co-location of diverse uses may ultimately be successful insofar
as the future built environment in the area could include both residential and office
uses. However, given the planning characteristics of the area, it is unlikely that this co-
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location of uses on Research Boulevard will deliver either a highly amenitized residential
environment, or a highly amenitized office park environment.
Kind regards,

Jacob Sesker, Principal
Harpswell Strategies, LLC
jacob@harpswellstrategies.com
202-590-1478
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1. Study area characteristics
The area sits in the northwest quadrant of the City of Rockville. It is bounded to the east by I270, to the south and west by West Montgomery Avenue (MD 28), and to the north by Shady
Grove Road.
Properties in the corridor are relatively large (5+ acres) and were developed as suburban office
park/campus style offices. As such, while there are driveways and parking lots, there are no
internal/local street grids or connections to neighboring properties.
Some variety of land uses and amenities are present near the major intersections – for
example, near the intersection of West Montgomery Avenue and Research Boulevard there is a
hotel, a mix of retail and restaurant uses, a gym/fitness center, and self-storage. A developer
has submitted a plan to add 350 multi-family units at the corner of Research Boulevard and
West Gude Drive as part of an existing planned unit development.
Zoning in the area is MXE (Mixed Use Employment). The zoning code’s summary description of
the MXE zone states:
“Intended for areas that are either currently developed or are recommended for
development primarily for office, light industrial, industrial park and similar
employment-generating uses, this zone also allows for medium to high density
development of office, retail, and residential uses. A mix of office and residential uses,
including live/work units, is encouraged.”
In addition to MXE, the northwest and southwest corners of West Gude Drive and Research
Boulevard are zoned PD-FG (Planned Development Fallsgrove).

2. Planning perspective framework
The planning perspective focuses on constraints - environmental, topographic, infrastructure,
land use and development patterns, etc. – and community vision. The planning perspective is
inherently long-range in nature, though it is informed by short-term factors such as real estate
development trends, planned infrastructure, and development review/current planning
mechanisms.
In considering changes to the long-term vision for any area, planners tend to be (and should be)
humble about their ability to predict the future or distinguish between short-term/cyclical
variations and longer-range trends. As Donald Elliott, FAICP recently wrote, “[P]lanners should
remember that communities evolve over long periods of time. What seem like dramatic
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The analysis below is based on familiarity with the study area, a site visit, relevant planning and
zoning documents, and best practices/state-of-the-practice in land use planning. To the extent
that written sources were used in the discussion of planning considerations, those sources
include City of Rockville planning and zoning documents, a site visit, CoStar Analytics,
geographic information systems, and widely used planning and zoning texts.

a. Relationship to adjacent infrastructure and development
 Relative significance: High
 Favors: Office uses; also flex/light industrial, wholesaling; transportation &
warehousing; last-mile fulfillment; data centers
All properties along Research Blvd can easily access I-270, making the area well within reach for
traffic between the site and Frederick, MD, as well as areas to the south such as Bethesda, the
District, and Northern Virginia (via the American Legion Bridge). Generally, the properties on
the east side of Research Blvd have visibility from I-270.
The corridor can be easily accessed from several directions. At the same time, the limited
number of I-270 crossings and somewhat circuitous road network limit the economic potential
and range of outcomes for the study corridor. In some ways, I-270 functions as a “moat” that
separates the area from activity to the east. This is particularly true for pedestrians and
“human-scale activity” (as opposed to “automobile-scale activity”).
The existing road network was designed to funnel commuters in and out of the corridor.
Expectations that the road network can accommodate numerous and/or chained local trips
should be checked against the reality that the existing road network offers few opportunities
for greater connectivity. There is no opportunity to create an internal street grid, redundancy,
or streets designed for only local business and local traffic; consequently, the future
development of the area as an amenity rich environment in which a range of uses co-exist
harmoniously is limited.
Within the study area, West Gude Drive provides the most meaningful opportunity for humanscale activity, and mixed use or residential use aspirations for the study area are most likely to
be achieved at or near that intersection.

b. Suitability for a mix of uses
1

“Zoning for a Post-COVID World”, Donald Elliott, FAICP. American Planning Association, Zoning Practice, October
2020.
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changes in the short run often appear more modest when viewed over the decades in which we
live our lives.”1

pg. 2

Packet Pg. 117

7.c




Relative significance: Moderate
Favors: Office uses; also flex/light industrial, wholesaling; transportation &
warehousing; last-mile fulfillment centers; data centers

The study area characteristics and relationship to adjacent infrastructure and development
favor office development. Other uses that are well-suited for the study area include those that
require large parcels, separation from residential uses, and easy transportation access for
commuters and shipping: flex and light industrial users; wholesalers; transportation and
warehousing industries; fulfillment centers; and data centers. In addition, users with fleet
vehicles (such as car rental, construction, etc.) would also be attracted to the ample space for
surface parking and easy transportation access.
Many properties in the study area are “deep” enough to provide significant residential
development potential. However, the absence of any existing street grid, the presence of I-270
as a “moat,” and the character of the existing built environment are limiting factors. As such,
any future residential/retail mix would likely take the form of disconnected pods.
Access to the existing retail amenities is constrained– for example, the retail at Research Row is
easily accessible for northbound traffic on Research Boulevard and westbound traffic on West
Montgomery Avenue, but southbound access from offices such as Westat and Meso Scale
Diagnostics is more challenging; similarly, northbound traffic can easily access That’s Amore,
though the site is difficult to access for southbound vehicles.
Future retail potential is limited by a small number of access points and long distances between
intersections. Given that there are no internal roads parallel to Research Boulevard, any
significant concentration of retail would generate more local traffic and turning movements
than are ideal for a corridor that is designed to funnel commuters in and out rather than to
accommodate numerous or chained local trips.
Existing multi-use nodes have the greatest potential for non-office uses. These include the
recently redeveloped Research Row project, the area near Research Court and Shady Grove
Road (which is developed with a mix of older and relatively low-quality development), and the
properties at the corner of West Gude Drive and Research Boulevard (where a planned unit
development multi-family project is already under review).

c. Compatibility of existing office/lab with a mix of uses
 Relative significance: Moderate
 Favors: Office uses; also flex/light industrial, wholesaling; transportation &
warehousing; last-mile fulfillment centers; data centers
A challenge for the study area is that new investment in office buildings will be somewhat
limited by the absence of amenities (retail, restaurants) for the daytime population. However,
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“Office structures and office parks have evolved over time to include more than just
office uses. Consider permitting commercial uses such as convenience retail,
restaurants, health clubs, day care, and personal service facilities as ancillary uses within
office complexes. These uses serve employees who may not want to travel off-site to
eat lunch, purchase necessities, or accomplish daily errands…
“As important as these ancillary uses within an office district are, however, a careful
balance must be struck so that the nonoffice uses do not come to dominate the
development or district. To achieve this balance, consider including use conditions to
ensure that such ancillary uses are allowed only when secondary to office developments
and are oriented primarily to service district employees.”
Source: Zoning Practice, Issue Number 12, Employment Centers, by Arista Strungys and
Christopher Jennette, American Planning Association, 2014.
The absence of residential development allows existing office campuses to expand or renovate
without confronting resident opposition. 2 This is a consideration with office park developments
because tenants and owner-users want to be able to operate and expand without confronting
residential opposition. This is particularly true when the residential uses are owner-occupied,
such as townhouses or condos, though it is also true of rental housing. This can be a particular
issue with bioscience uses, which are frequently misunderstood by the general public.

d. Timing and present value of development considerations
 Relative significance: Moderate
 Favors: Neutral
A disadvantage of single use zoning is that when there is no demand for the permitted use, or
development of that permitted use is not financially feasible, then no development occurs.
Flexible zoning, on the other hand, enables a municipality to take advantage of favorable
market conditions for one of several permitted uses. As such, flexible zoning often results in
development occurring sooner than development would occur under single use zoning. To the
extent that there is a reason to favor short-term development over long-range vision, this can
be an important consideration.

2

See, for example Land Use Planning and Development Regulation Law Julian Conrad Juergensmeyer and Thomas
E. Roberts, Thomson West (2003), page 85: “In contrast to the early years of zoning, many industrial and
commercial zones today are non-cumulative.” Juergensmeyer and Roberts argue that just as certain productive
uses can be a nuisance in residential zones, residences can be a nuisance to productive uses and at a minimum
pose a threat to the availability of land for future productive uses.
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There are several planning objectives that can be achieved by accelerating development
through flexible zoning. For example, it can be used as a catalyst (in conjunction with other
tools, such as gap financing) to redevelop or revitalize an area that has experienced
disinvestment. Flexible zoning is often among the tools that are used when filling in gaps
between activity nodes – if development can be required to provide sidewalks, bikeways, and
public amenities, then development sooner will deliver those benefits sooner and can result in
public realm improvements that would not have otherwise been possible without substantial
public investment.
The study area is not blighted or in need of catalytic development. There are relatively few
pedestrian amenities or destinations in the study area, and little opportunity for new
development to connect the study area to nearby activity centers or street grids. And there are
no transformative infrastructure projects or changes to the public realm planned for the area.
As such, many of the conditions under which flexible and cumulative zoning can be most useful
are not present here.

e. Ad hoc development patterns
 Relative significance: Moderate
 Favors: Neutral
Generally, planners are more favorably inclined to changing the permitted uses, land use
designations, or long-range vision for an area when at least one of the following characteristics
are present:



A considerable amount of vacant or undeveloped property nearby
A high concentration of nonconforming uses, special uses, variances, etc. in the area

Based on a review of vacancy data and development review/planning documents, it does not
appear that either are particularly widespread in the area. There certainly are vacancies,
however the properties are well maintained. Self-storage has developed in the study area, but
in a manner that is consistent with comprehensive planning and current vision for the study
area.
A change in conditions can also warrant a change in the permitted uses or land use
designations. However, in the absence of other factors, a change in land value or real estate
market conditions alone is typically not enough. 3 While changes to the long-term vision of any

3

See, for example, Land Use Planning and Development Regulation Law Julian Conrad Juergensmeyer and Thomas
E. Roberts, Thomson West (2003), page 169: “An argument that rezoning should occur because it will increase the
value of the parcel may be persuasive. However, if that is the only argument, and the existing restriction is not
unreasonably burdensome, the legislative body should not change the zoning. It should make a change only if it
benefits the public health, safety, or general welfare.”
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While new development has been slow to occur, it also has been consistent with the existing
vision for the Research Boulevard corridor. A change to the long-term vision would be
supported by a significant number of vacant or undeveloped properties and/or non-conforming
uses, special uses, and variances – conditions absent in the Research Boulevard corridor.

The “real estate market/development” perspective
1. Inventory & pipeline
The real estate market/development perspective informs out understanding of what could
happen in the study area (in the absence of zoning or other constraints) and helps us asses how
likely those possibilities are.
Within the study area, the lion’s share of improved real estate is used for office purposes.
Current Land Use Inventory
Buildings
Square Feet
Rooms/Keys
Office
33
3,091,256
Retail
4
107,240
Hospitality
5
207,888
675
Source: CoStar Analytics; Harpswell Strategies, LLC
The office building inventory is a mix of attractive and unattractive low-rise office buildings. The
office building inventory today is similar to the office building inventory two decades ago – in
2000, the number of office buildings (30) and square feet of office (2.8 million square feet) was
substantially the same as today (33 buildings and 3.1 million square feet).
On the other hand, the “amenitization” of the study area is a recent phenomenon (circa 2018).
Consequently, the quality of built retail in the study area is above average.
The hospitality inventory has remained virtually unchanged since 1997. Given the age of the
product and current and potential near-term challenges for business travel, there is some risk
to these properties.
With respect to the development pipeline within and adjacent to the study area, the most
relevant project is the planned project to add up to 350 multi-family units in what is expected
to be a 5-story stick-built multi-family development at 1800 Research Bouelvard. The site is an
undeveloped 6.5-acre parcel at the southwest corner of West Gude Drive and Research
Boulevard, bounded on one side by a stream and City-owned woods and on another by Westat
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(with approximately 2,000 employees) . As noted elsewhere, this proposed project would be
located on one of the sites that is most appropriate for residential or residential/retail mixed
use development.

2. Real estate market/development framework
The real estate market/development framework focuses on supply and demand trends, real
estate product types, and the relationship between costs and revenues associated with
constructing and operating buildings. It is important to consider the real estate
market/development framework in order to understand the opportunities and threats to the
existing land use and development pattern.
The analysis below is not a real estate market study, but rather a summary review of key
factors, ratios, and relationships to consider in assessing the short- and long-term possibilities
for the Research Boulevard corridor. The analysis is informed by a variety of sources including
City of Rockville planning and zoning documents, CoStar Analytics, a site visit, and The
Montgomery Newsletter (a commercial real estate industry newsletter).

a. Recent market performance by use
 Relative significance: Moderate to high
 Favors: Neutral.
Montgomery County office development and job growth has generally slowed to a trickle,
which affects the level of interest and investment in other uses as well. This general countywide
economic decline, combined with the (hopefully) once-in-a-lifetime economic catastrophe
associated with the COVID-19, makes it difficult to separate the signal and the noise. For
example, it is certainly true that reports of the death of office and retail uses is greatly
exaggerated; at the same time, the pandemic has resulted in significant investment in the
biosciences, from which Montgomery County and Rockville are well positioned to benefit. It is
not yet known whether or to what degree the Mo Co bioscience industry will be able to sustain
its COVID-era surge.
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Office Market Key Indicators & 12 Month Changes
Study Area North Rockville Submarket Montgomery County
Inventory
3.1M
13.9M
75.4M
Vacancy rate
17.7%
16.7%
15.5%
Vacancy change
+2.5%
+2.8%
+2.8%
12-month net absorption
(78,000)
(169,000)
(1,000,000)
Rent
$27.10
$28.90
$31.42
Rent change
-0.1%
-0.7%
-0.8%
Market cap rate
8.12%
8.08%
7.86%
Market sale price
$206
$231
$270
Market sale price change
-2.5%
-3.8%
-4.6%
Source: CoStar Analytics; Harpswell Strategies, LLC
Vacancy rates in the Research Boulevard corridor are above those for the overall North
Rockville submarket (of which it is part) and the County as a whole. Market rents and sale
prices are both notably below submarket and County averages. However, the COVID-19
pandemic appears to have had less of an effect on the study area than it has outside of the
study area. Within the study area, the “lower end of the market” boasts lower vacancy rates
and appears to be less affected by the COVID-19 recession than the higher end of the market.
Cap rates in the study area are well above their recent low of 6.94% in 2016Q1 but have fallen
since they peaked at 8.24% in 2018Q3 and have held steady over the last few months. The
current estimated market sale price of $206 per square foot is well below the recent high of
$228 in 2016Q1, but well above its recent low of $188 in 2018Q3.
Capital markets interest is high, with most of the activity coming from national buyers of
institutional or private equity sectors. In fact, the North Rockville submarket is currently one of
the hottest submarkets in the region in terms of capital market activity. Over the past 12
months, 20% (by value) of total Montgomery County office sales have occurred within the
Research Boulevard corridor ($61.5M out of a total of $305M), indicating that the market sees
potential for these properties to meet some of the growing need for office space to serve
businesses in the biosciences.
Bioscience activity is indeed the most significant driver of the office economy in the submarket.
Increased National Institutes of Health funding, as well as reported increases in venture capital
investments, have helped drive some recent expansions (see, e.g., Autolus Therapeutics,
RegenxBio, and Supernus Pharmaceuticals). This week, it was announced that MaxCyte signed
a 13-year lease for 65,000 square feet in the submarket. During our site visit, Vigene had
perhaps the highest parking lot utilization rate in the corridor. Together these activities, along
with portfolio sales and an uptick in construction, signaled healthy demand for suburban office
properties in the submarket after several quiet years with persistently weak demand and
stubbornly high vacancy rates.
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Retail Market Key Indicators & 12 Month Changes
Study Area North Rockville Submarket Montgomery County
Inventory
107K
3M
37.1M
Vacancy rate
6.0%
1.3%
5.2%
Vacancy change
-3.8%
-1.0%
+1.2%
12-month net absorption
4,000
32,000
(395,000)
Rent
$26.30
$33.85
$34.02
Rent change
+2.7%
-0.1%
0.0%
Market cap rate
6.15%
6.30%
6.34%
Market sale price
$437
$366
$357
Market sale price change
-6.5%
-6.1%
-4.3%
Source: CoStar Analytics; Harpswell Strategies, LLC
Retail vacancy rates in the submarket are modestly elevated compared to the submarket and
the County as a whole. However, that is more a result of the recent vintage of the inventory
and small sample size, and does not reflect weakness. Overall, absorption has been positive
(meaning that there is less space on the market today than there was 12 months ago), and
rents are up over the period.
Cap rates are below the rest of the submarket. Market sale price estimates are more than 20%
above the estimated average market sales price for Montgomery County retail, reflecting the
recent vintage of the retail on Research Row.
It is likely that the pandemic will put retail transactions on pause for a while, as buyers and
sellers analyze and ultimately reach agreement on underwriting assumptions. With respect to
capital market activity, recent activity has skewed towards institutional and foreign buyers, but
the sample size is too small to draw definitive conclusions about capital markets trends.
For the submarket, with vacancies trending down and no new projects under construction,
there is no slack in the market at all. As such, it is reasonable to expect market rents and
market sales prices to rise steadily over the next several years if occupancy remains stable.
Given the lack of dynamism in the North Rockville retail submarket (“steady as she goes”) there
is unlikely to be significant retail construction activity in near-term. That said, the tight supply
could create opportunities for projects that address specific needs in the area and/or do so in a
way that distinguishes them from the existing inventory.
With respect to tenant mix, there is one full-service restaurant in the study area (Cooper’s
Hawk Winery & Restaurant), a smoothie bar, Chick-fil-A, and a kabob restaurant will soon be
added. Additional amenities nearby are outside of the study area. As discussed in the planning
perspective section, the study area itself is well-suited to wholesalers (such as the Mattress
Warehouse) and large footprint users (such as the OneLife Fitness).
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Multi-Family Market Key Indicators & 12 Month Changes
Study Area North Rockville Submarket Montgomery County
Inventory (units)
7,188 units
101,014 units
Under construction
654 units
4,744 units
Vacancy rate
6.0%
5.9%
Vacancy change
-0.9%
+0.5%
12 month net absorption
65 units
2,115 units
Rent
$2,008/mo
$1,810/mo
Rent change
+6.7%
+4.0%
Market cap rate
5.06%
5.23%
Market sale price
$289,000/unit
$257,000/unit
Market sale price change
+5.5%
+5.6%
Source: CoStar Analytics; Harpswell Strategies, LLC
Market rents and market sale prices are on the upswing in the submarket. Vacancy rates are
falling, and there was modest absorption over the past 12 months. At the same time, market
cap rates have been flat or falling. Together these trends indicate favorable supply & demand
dynamics and access to capital for multi-family projects in the submarket.
Relative to the County as a whole, the submarket is performing well. Vacancy rates in the
submarket are 0.9% below one year ago, while vacancy rates in Montgomery County are up
0.5% versus one year ago. Similarly, over the past 12 months rents have increased at a faster
rate in the submarket (6.7% versus 4.0% in the County).
As the post-pandemic economy (hopefully) stabilizes, it is reasonable to expect the County and
submarket to converge – it appears that the recent spike in rents and demand pressures may
be related to pandemic-related demand for suburban residential locations as some households
flee from more urban or transit-dependent environments. Demand pressures will also be
relieved by the 654 units under construction. Whether the additional supply will relieve
upward pressure on rents will have as much to do with renters’ desire to leave other (perhaps
more urbanized) submarkets as it will on their desire to live in North Rockville.
Nearly half of those who live near the study area work in two industries: professional, scientific,
and technical services; and health care and social assistance services. Slow growth in
professional, scientific, and technical services has placed downward pressure on the County’s
multi-family market as well as the office market. That having been said, many growing
Montgomery County companies in professional, scientific, and technical services happen to be
located within a reasonably short commute from the study area; consequently, the area seems
well-positioned for multi-family growth and investment in the near term.
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Hotel Market Key Indicators & 12 Month Changes
Rockville/Frederick
Study Area
Submarket
Inventory (keys)
675 keys
8,698 keys
Under construction
0 keys
62 keys
12 month occupancy rate
38.4%
40.1%
12 month occupancy rate 12
mos ago
53.6%
58.3%
12 month ADR
$80
$79
12 month ADR 12 mos ago
$97
$106
12 month REVPAR
$31
$32
12 month REVPAR 12 mos ago
$52
$62
Market sale price/room
$47,000/key
$94,000/key
Market sale price/room 12 mos
ago
$61,000/key
$122,000/key
Estimated market cap rate
9.26%
9.09%
Estimated market cap rate 12
mos ago
9.01%
8.80%
Source: CoStar Analytics; Harpswell Strategies, LLC

Montgomery
County
9,874 keys
465 keys
34.4%
58.8%
$88
$124
$30
$73
$128,000/key
$168,000/key
8.79%
8.42%

Rolling average occupancy rates are down significantly for the study area, the submarket, and
Montgomery County as a whole. Rolling average ADR (average daily rate) and REVPAR (revenue
per available room) figures are also down significantly when compared to rolling averages that
include pre-pandemic months. However, ADR and REVPAR for hotels in the study area have
fallen less than in the submarket and the County, largely reflecting the fact that they were
already low. With estimated cap rates for the properties in the study area well above those for
the submarket and for the County, it appears that the market is pricing in a sustained decline.
The market sale price per room for hotels in the study area is estimated to be roughly 50% of
the average market price per room for the Rockville/Frederick submarket.
May 2021 occupancy for the study area is estimated at 48.8%. This is well above the pandemic
low of 20.2% in April 2020 and the fall 2020 low of 31.1% in December.4 However, May 2021
REVPAR of $42.54 is just a hair over half of REVPAR in May of 2019 ($81.03). During our site
visit (AM peak on Thursday, June 24) we observed that parking utilization in the hotel lots
ranged from a low of 5% to a high of 15%.
Generally, hotels in the Rockville/Frederick submarket rely heavily upon business travel and
overflow from closer in markets. To the extent that capacity remains in inner ring and central
hotels and that business travel remains well below normal, hotels in the study area and
submarket will continue to struggle. Some will survive, and others may not – it may be
4

Attachment 7.c: Harpswell Report on Research Boulevard 6-30-21 (3496 : Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session)

Technical Appendix: Research Boulevard Corridor Economic and Fiscal Framework – Harpswell Strategies, LLC

For reference, May 2019 occupancy was 74.2% and December 2019 occupancy was 45.2%.

pg. 11

Packet Pg. 126

7.c
Technical Appendix: Research Boulevard Corridor Economic and Fiscal Framework – Harpswell Strategies, LLC

The fiscal and economic perspective

1. Fiscal and economic context
The “planning perspective” helps us to understand constraints and long-range vision. The “real
estate market/development perspective” helps us to understand what is likely to happen in the
absence of regulation, and how likely that outcome is to occur. In contrast, the “fiscal and
economic perspective” helps us understand the costs and benefits of alternatives for taxpayers
and the public, broadly defined.
With respect to Rockville, the fiscal perspective must account for the fact that City of Rockville
taxpayers are also Montgomery County taxpayers. Some services, such as K-12 public
education, are funded by all County taxpayers. Other services within the City’s corporate limits
are funded only by the City of Rockville or by both the City and the County. Similarly, most
revenue sources accrue to either the County or the City, while income tax revenue associated
with City residents is shared.

2. Fiscal and economic framework
It is important to keep in mind that this is not a thorough analysis of fiscal and economic
impacts, or the costs and benefits associated with each land use. This is a function of the scope
of this study, which in turn is a function of the amount of time available. It simply is not possible
in such a short period of time to develop the full range of assumptions necessary for a complete
fiscal or economic analysis.5
The estimates and ratios included here are intended to provide a “big picture” sense of the
differential impacts of residents and employment on City and County revenues and
expenditures and the local economy. All numbers are derived from public data, including City
and County budget documents, the US Census, and the national economic accounts maintained
by the Bureau of Economic Analysis.

5

A thorough analysis of the costs and benefits of land use alternatives could be performed as a second stage of
this project: such a project could include interviews with City department heads, estimates of taxable value of new
buildings, estimates of income tax revenue associated with residents derived from probably unit rents, and
applying student generation rates based on building type and unit size.
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With respect to the fiscal analysis, the approach generally is to take an average cost approach
(per capita, or per at-place, “covered” job), but to exclude fixed costs (such as overhead),
backward-looking costs (such as debt service), and to limit the analysis to General Fund tax
supported expenditure (exclude grant-funding and grant-funded programs, as well as charges
and fees and the programs those support).

b. Fiscal impacts of Rockville residents and jobs
 Relative significance: High
 Favors: Non-residential growth
City revenue for FY22 is projected to be $138 million. The City’s FY22 General Fund revenue is
$85.2 million and General Fund expenditure is $75.4 million. The remainder represents a mix of
debt service payments, transfers to other funds, and general operating reserve.
Of the total $85.2 million in General Fund revenue, three-fourths ($61.5 million) represents tax
revenue from variable sources, i.e., revenue from sources that would be affected by a change
to the number of residents or businesses in the City. Excluded from this analysis are revenues
associated with other funds because those revenues (grant revenue, charges and fees, etc.)
tend to cancel out the expenditures funded by those revenues.
Most of the City’s General Fund costs are fixed. This is typical of smaller units of government –
incremental growth doesn’t require a second police chief or new City Hall, but it does lead to
more demand for police patrols and recreation services. For purposes of this analysis, debt
service is not a variable cost (the current cost of money already borrowed to meet past growth
& demand), but current capital expenditures to meet ongoing/growing needs are considered a
variable cost. Generally, the costs of operating City facilities are treated as fixed, whereas
program costs are variable. New residents do not generate an increase in costs associated with
operating a senior center, but they do generate an increase in costs associated with providing
services to seniors. Finally, many costs associated with operating the government are fixed –
e.g., the cost of operating a health and wellness program for City employees will not be
affected by incremental development.
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Total Sources of Funds

$138M

Total General Fund sources
Variable sources
Fixed/other sources
Total General Fund uses
Variable uses
Fixed/other costs
Ratio of variable sources to variable uses

$85.2M
$61.5M
$23.7M
$75.4M
$18.9M
$56.5M
3.25

Using this framework, total variable City General Fund expenditure is $18.9 million per year.
One-third of that total ($6.3 million) is associated with police patrol services. The ratio between
variable revenue and variable expenditure is high ($61.5 million divided by $18.9 million =
3.25:1.00). This high coverage ratio allows the City considerable flexibility in meeting the needs
of a growing population/tax base.

Estimated Municipal Revenue per Resident or Job
Rockville Resident Base
Rockville Employment Base

69,500
81,400

General Fund Variable Municipal Revenue per Rockville Resident
General Fund Variable Municipal Revenue per Rockville Job

$511
$318

Per resident
Real property tax
Income tax
Admissions tax
Hotel/motel tax
Per job
Real property tax
Personal property tax - businesses
Hotel/motel tax
Source: Rockville FY22 Budget; US Census; Harpswell Strategies, LLC

$511
$275
$223
$10
$3
$318
$275
$41
$3

Some revenue sources are largely driven by residential demand, others are largely driven by
employment demand, and others are driven by both. A reasonable estimate of the revenue per
resident is $511. Obviously, given that income tax revenue is more than 40% of this amount,
the actual income levels of the residents is a significant factor that will drive the actual fiscal
impacts of an individual project. Similarly, a reasonable estimate of per job (at-place, covered

Attachment 7.c: Harpswell Report on Research Boulevard 6-30-21 (3496 : Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Work Session)

Estimated Municipal Revenue and Expenditure

pg. 14

Packet Pg. 129

7.c

employment) revenues is $318; however, actual revenues driven by jobs will vary depending on
the value of the building developed, the extent to which the business relies upon taxable
business property (such as servers) or generates business travel.

Estimated Municipal Expenditure per Resident or Job
Rockville Resident Base
Rockville Employment Base

69,500
81,400

General Fund Variable Municipal Expenditure per Rockville Resident
General Fund Variable Municipal Expenditure per Rockville Job

$174
$84

Ratio of Variable Revenue to Expenditure per Rockville Resident
Ratio of Variable Revenue to Expenditure per Rockville Job
Source: Rockville FY22 Budget; US Census; Harpswell Strategies, LLC

2.94
3.79

While some variable expenditures are driven by growth in the resident base and the
employment base (such as police patrols), most are driven by residential growth.
As the table above indicates, the ratio of variable revenue to variable expenditure per job (3.79)
is higher than the same ratio per resident (2.94). A higher the ratio between variable revenues
and variable expenditures is a good indicator a full fiscal impact analysis would find that
employment is more “net positive” than residential population growth.
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Estimated County Revenue per Rockville Resident or Job
Rockville Resident Base
Rockville Employment Base
Montgomery County Resident Base
Montgomery County Employment Base
General Fund Variable County Revenue per Rockville Resident
General Fund Variable County Revenue per Rockville Job

69,500
81,400
1,074,700
491,000
$2,054
$1,109

County Revenue per Rockville Resident
$2,054
County Income Tax*
$1,089
County Real Property Tax
$803
County Fuel/Energy Tax
$112
County Telephone Tax
$35
County Hotel/Motel Tax
$8
County Admissions Tax
$8
County Revenue per Rockville Employee
$1,109
County Real Property Tax
$803
County Personal Property Tax - Business
$151
County Fuel/Energy Tax
$112
County Telephone Tax
$35
County Hotel/Motel Tax
$8
* County income tax associated with Rockville residents = 83/17 x Rockville est. income tax
Source: Montgomery County FY22 Budget; US Census; Harpswell Strategies, LLC
As with municipal revenues, actual revenue impacts of growth and new development are
sensitive to assumptions about the major sources of revenue: resident incomes, real property
values of new development, energy consumption, and value of taxable business property.
Estimated County Expenditure per Rockville Resident or Job
Rockville Resident Base
Rockville Employment Base
Montgomery County Resident Base
Montgomery County Employment Base
General Fund Variable County Expenditure per Rockville Resident
General Fund Variable County Expenditure per Rockville Job
Ratio of Variable Revenue to Expenditure per Rockville Resident
Ratio of Variable Revenue to Expenditure per Rockville Job
Source: Montgomery County FY22 Budget; US Census; Harpswell Strategies, LLC

69,500
81,400
1,074,700
491,000
$2,383
$336
0.86
3.30
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County variable General Fund expenditures per additional Rockville resident are actually
greater than County variable General Fund revenue per Rockville resident. Put differently,
residential growth in Rockville is a “net negative” for the County and for Rockville businesses
and residents with their “County hats on.”
More than two-thirds of the cost to the County (and therefore also to Rockville taxpayers) of
additional Rockville residents is the cost of K-12 public education. Other large costs include the
General Fund costs of public safety, health and human services, and Montgomery College. As
with Rockville’s program-level review, these numbers are estimates based on a series of criteria
– excluding the costs of general government and other overhead (such as utility costs and other
operating costs associated with County facilities) and excluding debt service (which is the cost
of repaying money already borrowed to meet past needs), but including general fund transfers
to support K-12 education, Montgomery College, the Economic Development Fund, and
transfers for CIP current revenue and PAYGO expenditures.

b. Estimate of relative economic impacts of residential versus non-residential
construction
 Relative significance: Low
 Favors: Neutral

Economic multipliers are used to estimate the amount of economic activity, earnings,
employment, or value add (GDP) is generated by a unit of development. At smaller
geographies, these multipliers become both less meaningful and less accurate. What follows is
a summary of the relative impacts of residential and non-residential construction projects,
rather than the relative impacts of residential versus non-residential buildings. The summary
data show that residential and non-residential projects in Rockville are likely to have
comparable, though not identical, impacts on the economy of Maryland.
The final demand output multipliers estimate the increase in regional economic activity with
each extra $1 of spending in the sector or industry. As the numbers below indicate, the impact
on overall economic activity is 5.2% higher for residential construction projects than for nonresidential projects.
Economic Activity /$1 of Construction Cost
Final Demand Output
Non-residential structures
1.3257
Residential structures
1.3950
Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis, RIMS II Data, Type I Multipliers
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The earnings multipliers measure the total change in local household earnings per dollar of
final-demand change. Earnings consist of wages and salaries and of proprietors’ income, which
is the net earnings of sole-proprietors and partnerships. Employer contributions for health
insurance are also included. As the table below illustrates, the impact on earnings is 3.6%
higher for non-residential construction projects.
Earnings /$1 of Construction Cost
Non-residential structures
Residential structures

Earnings Multiplier
0.5542
0.5342

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis, RIMS II Data, Type I Multipliers

The employment multipliers measure the total change in the number of local jobs per dollar of
final-demand change. Employment consists of full- and part-time jobs. For construction
projects, the number of jobs created should be spread over the length of the construction
project. For example, if the construction is expected to last two years, then the total number of
jobs created would be divided by two to arrive at the number of jobs per year. What the
numbers show is that the impact on employment (per $1,000,000) is 0.8% higher for nonresidential construction projects.
Jobs /$1,000,000 of Construction Cost
Employment Multiplier
Non-residential structures
8.9302
Residential structures
8.8577
Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis, RIMS II Data, Type I Multipliers

The value-added multipliers measure the total change in local value added per dollar of finaldemand change. Value added is comparable to regional measures of GDP. For example, the
value-added multiplier for non-residential structures is 0.7313 consequently, each $1 spent on
construction results in an increase of $0.7313 in GDP. Overall, the Maryland economic impact
of residential construction on GDP is 3.7% higher than the impact of non-residential
construction.
Value Added /$1 of Construction Cost
Earnings Multiplier
Non-residential structures
0.7313
Residential structures
0.7586
Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis, RIMS II Data, Type I Multipliers
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c. Retail spending by office workers
 Relative significance: Low
 Favors: Office
Retail spending by office workers can be a significant driver of local economic activity. Prior to
the pandemic, total retail spending per suburban office worker during the workday was
estimated to be roughly $8,700 per year (excluding transportation and online purchases). The
future trajectory of brick-and-mortar retail and in-person dining is somewhat uncertain, but a
return to pre-pandemic normal remains a possibility. The presence of office workers is critical
to the survival of restaurants given the limited number of economically productive hours for
restaurants that serve only the local resident population. The continued vitality of the
daytime/employment population base is important to the long-term survival of locations such
as Rockville Town Square, which needs a bustling lunch crowd in order to support the viability
of evening restaurant options for a variety of budgets and demographics.
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