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CAMBRIDGE WALK COMMUNITIES
September 2, 2020
Members of the Rockville Planning Commission:
Introduction. This letter is in response to the Rockville City Planning Commission's request for feedback on their
draft 2040 Development Plan (..the Plan'} Our community is currently located within Twinbrook, as covered on
pages 92 through 97 of the Plan and is directly affected by Focus Area I of Planning Area 9 (attached as Appendix
I). The Plan recommends zoning changes to all of the properties on the south side of the 5900 block ofHalpine
Road, as well as removing our communities from the Twinbrook residential zone and incorporating it into the Rock
vi I le Pike zone. We would like to note that these zoning changes were not mentioned when in 2018 staff inquired
what citizens wanted; instead of working with the residents of the affected area, the City planners unilaterally
cleaved Halpine Road into two different planning zones. For your information, we are providing this requested feed
back on behalf of the Cambridge Walk Homeowner's Association (CWI). Cambridge Walk II Homeowner's Associ
ation (CWII), and residents of the 5900 block ofHalpine Road, and the surrounding Twinbrook community.
Summary Statement. We find that the proposal's choice to use Halpine Road as the dividing line between Zone 8
and Zone 9 detrimental to the best interests of the residents of CWI, CWII, Halpine Road residents, and the City of
Rockville. The zoning changes proposed for Focus Area I do not address any of the Key [ssues listed for Area 9 and
directly conflict with those listed for Zone 8, which more closely align with those held by our communities, specifi
cally, (I) the desire to maintain residential character in the planning area, (2) interest in reducing traffic congestion,
and (3) need for additional parkland and recreational amenities. CWI and CWII have been incorporated into the
Twinbrook community for over 20 years (most recently in the Twinbrook eighborhood Plan of 2009), and the pro
posed changes to zoning in the adjacent properties (5906 and 5946 Halpine Road) would directly impact residents in
the Key Issue areas listed for Area 8.

We want the boundary between Planning Areas 8 and 9 retained at the northern property line of the Alaire
apartments and the Metro property. Keeping this existing boundary would allow townhouses, duplexes, and other
lower density buildings to be developed north of these properties but would prevent the building of large-scale
apartment complexes that are already highly concentrated in the area (the Alaire (279 units) and Twinbrook tation
(238 units)) with more currently approved for development (the 12500 Ardennes Site (225 units), the Twinbrook
Commons site (I,114 units), and the Twinbrook Quarter (1,400 units)). Our proposed changes to the Plan would fur
ther the goals of the new Rockville Development Plan by creating a more diverse set of building types in the
Twinbrook community (Area 8), while also allowing traffic on Halpine Road to conform to the road's current capaci
ty. This would enable the 5900 block of Halpine to continue to serve as a transition zone from apartment-dense areas
to the single-family homes across the street. Our proposal fulfils two Key Interests of Zone 8, specifically, (a) con
cern over limited availability of affordable housing and (b) retaining the residential character of the planning area.
I. Summary of the City of Rockville's Draft Comprehensive Plan, Zone 9, Focus Area 1
5906 Halpine Road: This property is currently used as a church and a daycare. During Rockville 2040, the possibil
ity of redevelopment of the site to a residential project was raised by the property owner, the Twinbrook Community
Church. The area is planned for a range of residential development with the Residential Flexible (RF) land use des
ignation, though the existing church and daycare use are also allowed under this designation.
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The Plan's Zoning Recommendation. Re-zone the property from R-60 (Single Unit Detached Dwelling) to RMD15 (Residential Medium Density) or MXNC (Mixed-Use eighborhood Commercial) to allow for anached residen
tial or multi-unit residential development and ancillary commercial uses. A church and/or daycare are allowed in
both zones.
The Plan's Urban Design Recommendations. Allow a maximum height of up to 65 feet as an urban infill project
within a quarter-mile of a high frequency transit station, the Twinbrook transit station. 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.
II. Proposal Analysis
The intent of the proposed re-zoning of this property and the movement of the entire south side of the block to Plan
ning District 9 appears to be derived from a request of the 5906 property owner. This proposed zoning change prior
to the sale to a developer as an RMD-15 designation would allow for a higher return on their investment in the prop
erty. But the resulting density and change in the character of the street would be to the detriment of property owners
along the 5900 block of Halpine Road. This block has been a low-density residential area for many decades, and the
proposed re-zoning would affect the community negatively in a number of ways (see Community Impact from
Proposed Changes in Focus Area 1).
A careful reading of the zoning changes proposed in Focus Area 1 (Area 9) reveals several inconsistencies with (a)
previous Twinbrook Community and Rockville Pike eighborhood Plans and (b) the "Key Issues" listed within the
Twinbrook and Rockville Pike sections of Development Plans itself. pecifically:
(a) The zoning changes proposed for Focus Area I directly conflict with the desire for the area to retain its
residential character. as stated in the Rockville Pike eighborhood Plan (adopted in August 2016):

"Emphasis of the 2016 plan is to improve placemaking near the Twinbrook transit station by encourag
ing a mix of uses, improved walkability, diverse commercial establishments and housing choices, and en
suring that there are adequate parks to serve the expected population growth."
Rather than foster "diverse housing choices,·· recent development projects in the area have sought to
simply concentrate high-density apartment complexes on Twinbrook Parkway and Ardennes Avenue. By
comparison, no new development of townhomes or duplexes has been implemented or even proposed in
Twinbrook in the last 20 years.
(b) The zoning changes proposed for Focus Area I also conflict with the City's proposed 2040 Development
Plan's stated ·'Key Issues·· for both Areas 8 and 9.
The Plan's Key Issues, Area 9
Interest in the improvement of the built environment, streetscape, and walkability along Rock
ville Pike;
Uncertainty about the future of the remaining phases of the Twinbrook Commons Planned De
velopment at Twinbrook Metro tation. after the approved developer ended its development
agreement with WMATA:
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Monitoring implementation of the Twinbrook Quarter development project as the City·s first
·'Champion Project;··
Reduction of traffic congestion at the intersection of First Street, Wootton Parkway, and Rock
ville Pike;
Planning, design, and implementation of the proposed Montgomery County Bus Rapid Transit
(BRT) route along MD-355 and its station locations; and
Need for additional parkland to accommodate the growing population along the Rockville Pike
corridor.
one of the concerns listed above justify the proposed re-zoning of the properties on the south side
of the 5900 block of Halpine Road, nor the removal of our communities from the Twinbrook residen
tial zone. The proposal notes that the proposed zoning changes would not preclude the building of
another church and daycare center under the new designation. However, we conclude that the pro
posed re-zoning of the 5900 block of Halpine Road is to enable the further concentration of higher
density housing structures in the area. Churches. daycare centers, duplexes, and townhomes do not
require a change to the existing zoning.
Key Issues, Area 8

Desire to maintain residential character in the planning area;
Need to address aging housing stock and housing maintenance;
Concern over limited availability of affordable housing;
Need to improve pedestrian safety, particularly at crosswalks and street intersections;
Interest in reducing traffic congestion at the intersection of Veirs Mill Road and First Street;
Need for better understanding of the potential impacts and benefits of the proposed Montgomery
County Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) route along Veirs Mill Road, connecting Rockville and
Wheaton;
Concern for the future strength of the shopping areas at Veirs Mill Road and Twinbrook Park
way;
Interest in supporting the future viabilit} of the Lewis Avenue industrial area;
Interest in the future prospects for the former Broome and Lone Oak school sites; and
Need for additional parkland and recreational amenities.
These key issues align better with those held by the residents of the 5900 block of Halpine Road and
the greater Twinbrook community, which is why all residents living there were incorporated into the
Twinbrook Development Plans of 2007 and 2016.
We take issue with the photograph provided in the City"s Plan as a representation of our community within
Twinbrook (page 96, adjacent to Focus Area I). This is a photograph ofthe Twin brook Metro parking lot. The pho
tograph is misleading and does not represent our community. We conclude that it represents an attempt to minimize
the potential impact on the community resulting from the proposed zoning changes. To assist your deliberations, w
herewith are are providing photographs of the concentration of development along the 5900 block of Halpine Road
(Figure 1), the intersection of Halpine Road and Ardennes Ave, and the adjacent structures (Figure 2), so that the
actual impacts of placing a 65-foot structure in the neighborhood may be more apparent:
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Figure 1: 5900 block ofHal
pine Road. 5906 Halpine Road
has been pinned as a point of
reference. ote the proximity
of the single-family homes and
townhomes. Also note the con
centration of present and future
apartment complexes south and
east of Halpine Road, and the
Twinbrook Metro parking lot
west of the 5900 block, which
is currently planned for devel
opment of additional high
density housing.
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Figure 2: Representative Images of Focus Area 1 in Twinbrook.
Panel A, B: Twinbrook Community Church, viewed from the Ardennes Avenue.
Panel C-E: Intersection of Ardennes Avenue and Halpine Road and the proximal single-family homes.
Panel F, G: Single Family homes adjacent to the Twinbrook Community Church on Halpine Road.
Panel H: Cambridge Walk II Town home Community.
Conclusions from Proposal Analysis (Focus Area 1):
We conclude that the proposed zoning changes to all of the properties on the south side of the 5900 block of Halpine
Road I directly conflict with the recommendations in previous Rockville Pike and Twinbrook Community Plans as
well as the Key Interests listed for Area 8 and Area 9 in the Comprehensive Plan proposed by the City of Rockville.

III. Community Impact from Proposed Re-Zoning in Focus Area 1:
We have presented below an assessment of the likely negative outcomes that would impact the residents of the 5900
block of Halpine Road and the residents of the larger Twinbrook community as a direct result of the proposed re
zoning. We conclude that the influx of higher density housing units would provide few benefits or amenities to the
surrounding community, while negatively impacting: (a) the residential character of the neighborhood, (b) traffic
congestion, (c) local area schools, and (d) property values.
(a) Twinbrook Is a Residential Neighborhood. The 2016 Rockville Pike eighborhood Plan was an amend
ment to the Comprehensive Master Plan of the City of Rockville. In it the boundary line between the
Twinbrook neighborhood and the City's future development plans was laid out clearly: the demarcation be
tween Twinbrook residential homes and the 'South Pike' development area was the property line of the
Twinbrook Metro Station. The 5900 block of Halpine Road was deliberately left out of the latter develop
mental zone because of its suburban features (see Figure 2 above) and a desire to maintain its residential
character and status.
(b) Traffic Congestion. As stated previously, a number of apartment complexes either have been completed re
cently, are under construction, or are beginning construction shortly in the area. This concentration of higher
density occupancies has gone forward with little thought to the impact an addition of 2,000 units would have
on the traffic congestion in our area.
As evidenced by the above photographs provided of the residences currently on Halpine Road, it is a resi
dential street. The proposed zoning changes would effectively make Halpine Road a city street with all the
accompanying traffic. Congestion is already an issue on Halpine Road, as a number of residents require
street parking and its current width requires a single car to pass in either direction at numerous places along
Halpine Road.
The street perpendicular to the 5900 block of Halpine Road, Ardennes Avenue, empties onto Twinbrook
Parkway. The extra residents from Twinbrook Station (238 units), the 12500 Ardennes Site (225 units), and
the Twinbrook Commons site (1,114 units) will already be placing a heavy burden on Ardennes Avenue and
the stretch of Twinbrook Parkway proximal to the Metro Station. Modifications to light timing are unlikely,
given the needs of the Bus Routes through the Twinbrook Metro Station. The result of this ongoing and
planned development will be about 500-1,000 cars on this route every morning and evening, turning the en
tire Twinbrook Parkway corridor effectively into a parking lot. The problems with congestion are com
pounded by the bottleneck at the bridge crossing the Metro tracks, which during peak congestion already
adds 20-30 minutes to local commutes. Additionally, left turns are not permitted onto Rt 355 from
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Twinbrook Parkway, thus all outbound traffic to Bethesda must first turn left on Chapman Avenue and then
right on Bou Avenue before finally turning left onto Rt 355.
(c) Local Schools. In the last ten years, at least 5 high-density residential development projects have been ap
proved for properties south of Halpine Road adjacent to the Twinbrook residential community. In that time,
the local school elementary school (Twinbrook Elementary) has not received renovations to accommodate
the influx of new students. instead, trailers have been brought in. But the school still suffers from some of the
lowest ratings in the surrounding area with third and fourth graders testing 10-20% below Maryland's aver
age in both math and reading proficiency (neighborhoodscout.com).
The impacts of development on the education system in Rockville and Montgomery County have continued
to be minimized or ignored with every subsequent development project. Schools operating at 120% capacity
is now viewed as acceptable, and even this standard is simply waved for projects such as the Twinbrook
Quarter. Apartment complexes are built to a seven-story height so that developers can claim 0.041 students
per unit and not 0.150 in their education impact statements. While development and affordable living spaces
are sorely needed for the Rockville area, the concentration of this higher-density housing is impacting local
schools, and residents know it. The situation has played out the same way every time: our residents protest,
the City blames the County, the County blames the City, and the students suffer.
(d) Property Values. The townhomes in the 5900 block of Halpine Road were constructed in the 1990s. Home
values initially rose steadily until 2008, when sale prices flatlined and have hovered at around the flatline
value for the last 12 years (Figure 3). The economic recession likely played a role in this initial decline, but
housing prices have increased
for most of the surrounding
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Figure 3. CWII townhome contract sales prices, 1998 - 2020.
cially true of townhouses in
the City, as exemplified in King Farm. Once a year the Washington Post does an analysis of home prices by
zip code, and their analysis backs up our assessment.
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The stagnation in townhome values on Halpine Road directly coincides with the construction of the adjacent
279-unit apartment complex, The Alaire. The site was cleared for construction in 2005, construction com
menced in 2006, and was completed in 2008. The developers worked with the Cambridge Walk communities
to try to mitigate the impact of the build, providing fencing, a tree protection area buffer between the proper
ties, and capping the building height at four stories. Despite these attempts to mitigate height and massing
impacts, the complex continues to affect negatively the homeowners of both CW! and CWfl. The parking
garage structure is directly adjacent to the property line, the sound of car alarms is now ever present, and the
Alaire fails to maintain its grounds properly on its side of the separating fence. Animal waste collects in the
area, attracting rats due to tenants walking their dogs off leash in the area. Due the proximity and height of
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the build, the trees between the properties have lost the majority of their lower branches and leaves, limiting
the privacy buffer. The residents of the apartment complex periodically use the top floor of the garage to
smoke, drink, and launch mortars and other combustibles prohibited by the State of Maryland and Montgom
ery County over the roofs of CWI and CWil, a now-constant fire hazard.
Twinbrook now has the dubious distinction of being one of the lowest property value areas adjacent to a
Metro Station on the Red Line, second only to the Glenmont Area (Figure 4). This assessment indicates that
the negative impacts of the development of the Twinbrook Metro area have already been born disproportion
ately by the residents of the 5900 block of Halpine Road but are also responsible for slower growth in home
values in the greater Twinbrook area, likely due to the effect on local area school ratings (see above). It also
is a sign of things to come should the City's proposed re-zoning plan be implemented.
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Figure 4. Average home sale prices along the Red Line. Source: Estately.

IV. An Alternative - Emphasizing the "The Missing Middle"
As a city with one of the most diverse populations in the country, Rockville rightly promotes diversity in its neigh
borhoods. There are many equally valid types of diversity. Two of the types of which the City often falls short is
economic and housing diversity. While thousands of apartments aimed at workforce housing are needed in the City,
most should not be "cheek by jowl" in one small section of Rockville. Our southwest section of Twinbrook already
has more than a thousand of these apartments either newly built or approved and many, many more are planned (see
Figure I). While some neighborhoods in the City will not allow whole categories of housing types: specifically, what
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is referred to as "missing middle housing;" a vibrant city needs alternatives to apartments and single-family homes
on individual lots. The rapid sale of the 54 Chapman Row townhomes proves this point. That is why the Plan incor
porates missing middle housing types in Twinbrook as a whole. The residents on both sides of the 5900 block of
Hal pine Road see these types of homes as a welcome addition to our neighborhood and a transition from the looming
apartment blocks around us to our quiet residential tree-lined streets (see photographs in Figure 2). We are therefore
asking the City to follow its stated commitment to a livable. diverse community promised as a goal of the Plan.
V. Community Consensus

Given that the proposed re-zoning plan fails to address any of the Key Interests stated for Area 9, are directly against
the Key Interests stated for Zone 8, would not provide any benefits or amenities to the surrounding neighborhood,
and would impact negatively traffic, local schools, and adjacent and wider area property values, we are firmly
against the proposed changes.

We want the boundary between Planning Areas 8 and 9 retained at the northern property line of the
Alaire apartments and the Metro property.
This is where it was originally intended and deliberately placed in the Rockville Pike Neighborhood Plan. As such,
5906 Halpine Road and 5946 Halpine Road should continue to adhere to the zoning restrictions of Area 8. This
would allow townhouses, duplexes, and other lower density building types to be developed on these properties, but
would prevent the building of additional large-scale apartments, which are already highly concentrated in the area.
Our proposal would further the goals of the new Rockville Development Plan by creating a more diverse set of
building types in the Twinbrook community (Area 8), while allowing traffic on Halpine Road to conform to the
road's current capacity, reducing the burden on the nearby Twinbrook Elementary School, and preventing the further
decline in property values of the properties adjacent to Focus Area I and the surrounding area. Our alternative is a
better fit for the Key Interests of the residents of Twinbrook, enabling the 5900 block of Halpine to continue to serve
as a transition zone between the apartment-concentrated areas adjacent to the Twinbrook Metro Station and the sin
gle-family homes across the street.
We are pleased to submit this letter on behalf of our communities.
Yours sincerely,

Joseph C. McClane
President, Camb�idge Walk 11 Homeowner's Association

),)�f-"���

Joshua Sturman
President, Cambridge Walk Homeowner's Association
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Online Form Submittal: Rockville 2040 Public Testimony - Volume II: Planning Areas
noreply@civicplus.com <noreply@civicplus.com>
Thu 9/3/2020 1:05 PM
To: Comprehensive Plan <comprehensiveplan@rockvillemd.gov>

If you are having problems viewing this HTML email, click to view a Text version.

Rockville 2040 Public Testimony - Volume II: Planning Areas

The Planning Commission needs to hear from you!
Share your testimony with the Planning Commission on the Volume II: Planning Areas draft of the
Rockville Comprehensive Plan through this online form, in addition to any email or physical mail
testimony you wish to submit directly to the Commission. Submitting written testimony does not limit
your right to also provide oral testimony during the Planning Commission's public hearing, held over two
days on September 9 and 23, 2020.
All submitted testimony is considered an item of public record and will be included in the Planning
Commission testimony report for the draft Comprehensive Plan. To contact the Commission directly,
email Planning.Commission@rockvillemd.gov.
Name (required):*
Andrew E Martin
Address (recommended):
722 Mapleton Rd
Email Address (recommended): sellallyouown@gmail.com
Organization (if applicable):
By including your Address of Residence or Business and/or Email Address, you are expressing your
willingness for staff to contact you for clarification or for legal notifications related to the Comprehensive
Plan. Staff will not use your address or email for any other advertisement or notification lists.
Indicate on which Planning Area(s) you are submitting testimony, if any.
Multiple (see testimony)

Type your testimony in the field below:*
Dear Planning Commission, Historically, the City of Rockville has seen zoning as only a
function of space use in four terms- residential, commercial/industrial, public, and the
transportation connecting them all. Then the City creates other documents and laws to deal
with other issues like environmental needs, or maybe some specific task force on pedestrian
issues. This approach needs to change. Zoning needs to be comprehensive. Zoning needs to be
the source of law that forms our community and drives our economy. It is from zoning that
shapes the demography of our City and the resources it contains. This should be the focus of
zoning. Future Zoning and planning for 100 years I’ve suggested in the past future zoning
where the City plans itself out for 100 years. This kind of zoning is a guided approach to
zoning where controlled growth and development happens over the course of 100 years, not in
terms of 20 years. People are living longer and longer despite the surrounding pandemic. We
need to look at 100-year spans of time like how the Japanese plan for things. This is
especially true with such things as the impact of global warming. Planners and the City need
to see this kind of zoning as suggested or model zoning, with the flexibility of being changed
over the course of the 100 years. For example, I would suspect the housing stock in Fallsmead
in 100 years from now would be just as bad as my house now. This means there will have to be
some renewal process in place. Considerations will need to be given for the demography of that
time to accommodate it while they renew the structures to the socio-economic standards of that
time. But we have the opportunity in the here and now to say in what it could look like now.
Let’s say futurists are predicting higher population densities in 100 years. So, this could
* indicates required fields.
https://outlook.office365.com/mail/deeplink?version=20200831001.10&popoutv2=1
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View any uploaded files by [www.rockvillemd.gov/MyAccount]signing in and then proceeding to the link below:
http://www.rockvillemd.gov/Admin/FormHistory.aspx?SID=17

The following form was submitted via your website: Rockville 2040 Public Testimony - Volume II: Planning Areas
Rockville 2040 image:
Name (required):: Andrew E Martin
Address (recommended):: 722 Mapleton Rd
Email Address (recommended):: sellallyouown@gmail.com
Organization (if applicable)::

Indicate on which Planning Area(s) you are submitting testimony, if any.: Multiple (see testimony)

Type your testimony in the field below:: Dear Planning Commission,
Historically, the City of Rockville has seen zoning as only a function of space use in four terms- residential,
commercial/industrial, public, and the transportation connecting them all. Then the City creates other
documents and laws to deal with other issues like environmental needs, or maybe some specific task force on
pedestrian issues.
This approach needs to change. Zoning needs to be comprehensive. Zoning needs to be the source of law that
forms our community and drives our economy. It is from zoning that shapes the demography of our City and
the resources it contains. This should be the focus of zoning.
Future Zoning and planning for 100 years
I’ve suggested in the past future zoning where the City plans itself out for 100 years. This kind of zoning is a
guided approach to zoning where controlled growth and development happens over the course of 100 years,
not in terms of 20 years. People are living longer and longer despite the surrounding pandemic. We need to
look at 100-year spans of time like how the Japanese plan for things. This is especially true with such things as
the impact of global warming. Planners and the City need to see this kind of zoning as suggested or model
zoning, with the flexibility of being changed over the course of the 100 years. For example, I would suspect the
housing stock in Fallsmead in 100 years from now would be just as bad as my house now. This means there will
have to be some renewal process in place. Considerations will need to be given for the demography of that
time to accommodate it while they renew the structures to the socio-economic standards of that time.
But we have the opportunity in the here and now to say in what it could look like now. Let’s say futurists are
predicting higher population densities in 100 years. So, this could mean it should transform Fallsmead into
denser living through zoning to accommodate this need. This is what I mean by future zoning. It’s just a
planning guide, not an absolute law.
The Demographic Issues
https://outlook.office365.com/mail/deeplink?version=20200831001.10&popoutv2=1
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While the 2020 census is still being done, according to the 2010 census, 60.4% of the city was Caucasian/white.
A clear majority of the city. 20.6% is Asian, and 9.6% African American. While Asian and Hispanic populations
have climbed in percentages since the 2000 census, African Americans haven’t. It’s clear that Rockville is not
meeting the needs for the African American community based on this data. This despite the racial composition
of the Mayor and Council candidates over the last few years, not to mention those serving on commissions.
Interestingly, the areas being impacted the most by the proposed changes to zoning are areas where minorities
live, such as Hispanics.
Why is that? Why are areas that are traditionally whiter not being as affected? Could it be the areas being
affected can’t legally vote in City elections and therefore their opinions don’t matter? These people are not
citizens, so we can push them around by zoning at whim. This sounds so familiar to other peoples in America’s
past. A past the City of Rockville shares historically since some of its residents were slave owners.
If we are to avoid the issues of “redlining”, then we need to consider the impacts of racial demography in our
zoning.
Racial Population Mixture of Neighborhoods
As a person who grew up in the City of Rockville, I can tell you from my personal experience that as children we
racially stuck together because of where we lived. Sure, our public schools were diverse growing up, but that
didn’t matter because our friends came from our neighborhoods.
Our prejudices and biases are formed by what we grow up with. If all we see is one race, then that’s all we
know. We become naturally suspicious of anyone we are unfamiliar with. Worse is that extremist views that
align with our current biases can introduce new biases. The cycle just keeps repeating itself over and over with
each successive generation.
City zoning and planning needs to take in consideration the population mix of each neighborhood and
consider what elements are impacting why certain racial and ethnic populations are living in higher
concentrations in one area than another.
It’s two-dimensional thinking when you look at residential spaces as just a means to work with roads to connect
to commercial spaces. People are much more complex than this kind of thinking. Our zoning needs to reflect
the social needs of its people, not the transportation modal connections.
It’s imperative that the City look at each demographic element crossed with race/ethnicity and income to see
what the housing and economic needs are for them and then ensure as much as those physical needs in each
neighborhood. We shouldn’t be looking at residential zoning from the perspective of the County speculatively
putting in a BRT line. Living spaces, while connected to transportation, have other aspects to them that are
more important to those living there, such as the price and accommodation size. Or will it have fast internet
service infrastructure for children and new online schooling needs?
It therefore is up to the City to make improvements to its zoning to ensure a more even population mix. This
may require that each neighborhood support a wider area of housing types than what is available. This may
require zoning to take up rental control features. And at the most extreme end, the City might have to enforce
policies that require minorities first access rights to any housing for sale.
SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS
Rental Control Zoning
https://outlook.office365.com/mail/deeplink?version=20200831001.10&popoutv2=1
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Not being considered in the zoning are rental issues. Zoning rules can regulate different rental problems to
help communities deal with pricing and cost-of-living issues. For example, we could establish zones of price
controls making high rental areas and affordable rental areas to encourage certain economics. Rental Overlay
Zoning can encourage population diversity in neighborhoods. This would be like how Historical Overlay Zoning
is used to protect historical buildings and areas of the City.
Planning Area 2- East Rockville
Area 12- 800 blocks of Veirs Mill Road and Grand Avenue
While the County has identified a BRT station for the intersection of Veirs Mill and First Street, this is still only a
potential. The reality is with the pandemic in place and high costs associated with this pandemic the odds are
low from now until 2040 would we see this occur. In fact, by 2040 the County could have replaced the whole
idea of BRT with some other form of mass transit line, or even fleets of autonomous cars.
I disagree with the conversion of this area into an RA zone primarily because of the potentially historic nature
of some housing and the church property within it. Further, the construction of such housing will fuel
speculative buying along Mapleton Road and Grandin Ave, turning these homes into rental properties the City
will then have to routinely deal with. There will also be further development push to rezone Rockdale (i.e.
Mapleton Rd. and small residential area of S. Stonestreet Ave.) into the same zoning.
Even though Historic Zones are unpopular, I believe in this case for Area 12 stretching up Grandin Ave to
Reading Ave and including Rockdale should have such a zone put into place. This area has multiple styles of
homes of different eras, and Rockdale (where I live) represents the 1950s starter homes. While people have not
kept many of their homes to the original designs, I believe we can consider accommodations to historical
trends of personal modifications. Such adaptation shows the inventiveness of Americans to deal with what little
they have. I believe a form of Historic Zoning that’s adaptive and yet protective could be developed to certain
values. It could be the model for future areas of housing protection allowing for the maintenance of starter
home stock.
Planning Area 8- Twinbrook and Twinbrook Forest
Area 5- First Street Park
I recommend a restriction for this development to transitional housing for the incarcerated.
Area 1- Veirs Mill Road Corridor
The rezoning makes sense, but I’m concerned about affordability. The city needs to put in place control features
to allow low-income minorities into these properties without jeopardizing their income needs. Spending ratios
should be established concerning housing costs and used to set affordability controls. My other concern is with
the mixed commercial use. I don't mind small shop use, but what should not be allowed to enter these areas
are national franchised businesses. I would prefer small business restrictions and economic assistance provided
to ensure small minority owned businesses serving the community.
Planning Area 9- Rockville Pike
I would pursue this area’s redevelopment into the ORRM uses before East Rockville Area 12 and Twinbrook
Area 1 rezoning/redevelopment.
https://outlook.office365.com/mail/deeplink?version=20200831001.10&popoutv2=1
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Commercial interests are easier to work with, and we can negotiate affordable living spaces with them.
The City should encourage the County to build the first BRT route and stations along this corridor before along
Veirs Mill. This would allow the fastest recoup of these building costs through use and encourage
redevelopment.
Planning Area 17- Southlawn and Redgate
Former Redgate Municipal Golf Course
My suggestion for the Redgate property is to work with the County Department of Correction and
Rehabilitation and Montgomery College, and expand the capacity of the Model Learning Center to full campus
living with the addition of ensuring a free two-year college education. This would be a partnership between all
three entities, in that the City would still own the land and provide funding for the construction along with free
trash and water services. The County would operate this expanded learning center and Montgomery College
would provide the remote learning needs.
Thank you for your time with my testimony concerning Rockville 2040.
Pax,
Andrew Martin
722 Mapleton Rd.
Rockville MD 20850

Additional Information:
Form submitted on: 9/3/2020 1:05:35 PM
Submitted from IP Address: 69.143.219.130
Referrer Page: No Referrer - Direct Link
Form Address: http://www.rockvillemd.gov/Forms.aspx?FID=65

https://outlook.office365.com/mail/deeplink?version=20200831001.10&popoutv2=1
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301-841-3834
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TESTIMONY OF CHRISTOPHER M. RUHLEN
RE ROCKVILLE 2040: COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE
September 9, 2020
Good evening, my name is Chris Ruhlen and I am a principal with the law firm of Lerch, Early
& Brewer, Chtd. I am pleased to be here this evening to provide testimony on the current public
hearing draft of the "Rockville 2040: Comprehensive Plan Update" (the "2040 Comprehensive
Plan"), which our firm's land use attorneys have been following with great interest.
As the Planning Commission is aware, the supply of housing in the greater Washington
Metropolitan area has been a subject of great importance as the region continues to grow and
experience increasing demand from potential new residents seeking to relocate from elsewhere,
as well as from existing residents interested in changing their accommodations (such as renters
interested in purchasing their first homes, "empty-nesters" looking to downsize, or seniors
transitioning to independent or assisted living accommodations). This issue has been the subject
of various recent studies by the City and other recognized authorities. Although specific
projections are constantly being refined, all such sources have found that a dramatic housing
shortfall exists throughout the region at the present time, and that addressing this shortfall must
be a regional priority given the importance of a diversity of housing options for overall
economic competitiveness, quality of life, and a viable tax base. For example:


The Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments issued its September 2019 report,
"The Future of Housing in Greater Washington – A Regional Initiative to Create Housing
Opportunities, Improved Transportation and Support Economic Growth," and concluded
that by 2030 the region will require more than 75,000 additional households above the
245,000 units that local governments previously have planned for.1 This will require the
sustained production of approximately 32,000 units per year in the region, with at least
75% of this additional housing recommended to be affordable for low- and middleincome households. Montgomery County has now adopted the Council of Governments'
recommendations for addressing this shortfall as an important objective, and it also has
been endorsed by City2.

1

Available at https://www.mwcog.org/documents/2019/09/10/the-future-of-housing-in-greater-washington/, and
attached as Exhibit A hereto.
2
Other jurisdictions are also working to address their shares of the region's housing shortfall. For example, in
Washington, D.C. Mayor Bowser has signed an Order directing the city's administrative agencies to identify the
policies, tools, and initiatives that will be required to produce approximately,36,000 new housing units by 2025,
including 12,000 affordable dwelling units. In Fairfax County, Virginia, the Board of Supervisors has adopted a
Communitywide Housing Strategic Plan that seeks to address the housing needs for the County as a whole,
3800312.1
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In May 2019, the Urban Land Institute announced the release of a task force report
entitled "Increasing Housing Supply and Attainability – Improving Rules & Engagement
to Build More Housing."3 Like the Council of Governments' study, the ULI Report
found that the region must increase housing production to accommodate future demand
and past production shortcomings. It concludes that "[t]he sustainability of the region's
economic health relies on an adequate supply of housing that workers can afford,"
without a range of which "the region is unlikely to continue to attract and retain the
employment base necessary to support continued economic growth" including
improved government finances, increased spending at local businesses, and lower
infrastructure and service delivery costs. (Increasing Housing Supply, at 6.)



The December 2016 "Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment" (the "Needs
Assessment"), prepared on the City's behalf by Lisa Sturtevant & Associates, LLC, also
found that the supply and demand for housing in the City is affected by the greater
regional economy, as well as policy decisions in Montgomery County and the State of
Maryland.4 The Needs Analysis identified a future housing demand for nearly 10,000
new housing units in the City by 2040, and concluded that promoting housing that is
affordable to individuals and families across the income spectrum throughout
Rockville, including Moderately Priced Dwelling Units ("MPDUs"), will be important
in addressing this issue.

All of these authorities anticipate that this housing shortfall will only be exacerbated without
governmental intervention, and the City's own Needs Assessment document correctly observes
that land use and zoning strategies are among the range of policy options that are available to
promote housing access, both with respect to supply and affordability. To that end, it is
encouraging that the 2040 Comprehensive Plan embraces affirmative policies to promote
diversification in the residential land use pattern in specific locations, and to anticipate and plan
for land use changes from commercial to residential uses.
I want to commend the Planning Commission and City Staff for articulating both of these
policies in Volume I to address regional housing shortfalls, and then applying them to specific
City Planning areas in Volume II. While much will remain to be done in the years ahead to
actually achieve the housing vision that the 2040 Comprehensive Plan has put forward, the Plan
– with these policies – will provide an important foundation for such efforts. The 2040
Comprehensive Plan appropriately recognizes that Rockville will have an important role in the
region's mission to increase access to housing due to its central location in Montgomery County,
its proximity to the District of Columbia and Northern Virginia, and its significant public
infrastructure resources (including its three Metro Red Line stations, extensive bus service, and
convenient I-270 access). The Plan allows the City to contribute to this regional housing effort,
including the provision of approximately 15,000 additional homes over the next 15 years that are affordable for
households earning up to 60 percent of Area Median Income ("AMI").
3
Available at https://ulidigitalmarketing.blob.core.windows.net/ulidcnc/2019/05/5cdc286d6aca1-5cdc286d6aca4
Achieving-Housing-Affordability-Final-041519-4.pdf.pdf, and attached as Exhibit B.
4
Available at https://www.rockvillemd.gov/DocumentCenter/View/18286/Housing-Market-Analysis-and-NeedsAssessment?bidId, and attached as Exhibit C.
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in a way that takes advantage of sites where public infrastructure (i.e., schools, roads, transit,
parks) already exists, requiring little to no public investment.
At the same time, I would encourage the Planning Commission to keep the expansion of housing
access at the forefront of its considerations as it continues to review and analyze the specific
Planning Area recommendation in Volume II of the draft 2040 Comprehensive Plan. The
opportunities to change the housing types allowed at specific locations in the City's Planning
Areas as well as to allow housing on traditionally commercial properties are particularly
important in this context, given the limited amount of land in the City that is available for new
development. The Planning Commission should remain vigilant for such opportunities as it
continues to fine tune the Planning Area recommendations over the coming months.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments. To the extent that it may be useful as a
resource, I have provided full citations to the several authorities that I have mentioned in my
remarks this evening in my written testimony, as well as full copies for inclusion in the record.
Sincerely,

Christopher M. Ruhlen
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THE FUTURE OF HOUSING IN GREATER WASHINGTON

Prepared by COG Staff for the COG Board of Directors
September 4, 2019
ABOUT COG

The Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (COG) is an independent, nonprofit
association that brings area leaders together to address major regional issues in the District of
Columbia, suburban Maryland, and Northern Virginia. COG’s membership is comprised of 300
elected officials from 24 local governments, the Maryland and Virginia state legislatures, and U.S.
Congress.
CREDITS

Contributors: Hilary Chapman, Paul DesJardin, Megan Goodman, Steve Kania, Monica Beyrouti
Nunez
Cover Photos: H Street NE (Ted Eytan/Flickr); Clarksburg (Dan Reed/Flickr); Row Houses (Alan Kotok
/Flickr); Arlington Square (Dan Reed/Flickr).
ACCOMMODATIONS POLICY

Alternative formats of this document are available upon request. Visit
www.mwcog.org/accommodations or call (202) 962-3300 or (202) 962-3213 (TDD).
TITLE VI NONDISCRIMINATION POLICY

The Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (COG) fully complies with Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964 and related statutes and regulations prohibiting discrimination in all programs
and activities. For more information, to file a Title VI related complaint, or to obtain information in
another language, visit www.mwcog.org/nondiscrimination or call (202) 962-3300.
El Consejo de Gobiernos del Área Metropolitana de Washington (COG) cumple con el Título VI de la
Ley sobre los Derechos Civiles de 1964 y otras leyes y reglamentos en todos sus programas y
actividades. Para obtener más información, someter un pleito relacionado al Título VI, u obtener
información en otro idioma, visite www.mwcog.org/nondiscrimination o llame al (202) 962-3300.

Copyright © 2019 by the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments
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The region’s current unmet housing needs
undercut its appeal to new companies and
talent, strain the transportation system, and
impact the environment and quality of life
for residents. The solution is for housing to
be preserved and created at a higher rate
than has been achieved in the recent past.
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OVERVIEW
Metropolitan Washington is a dynamic region. With vibrant, diverse communities, sought-after
amenities, and burgeoning industries, it is no surprise that families and businesses want to call the
area home.
But with continued growth and an increased demand to live here, the region now finds itself in a
challenging situation. There is an imbalance between the number of jobs and the amount of housing
available to the workforce. This gap is expected to widen without intervention; the region is forecast
to add approximately 413,000 new jobs to its employment base between 2020 and 2030, but only
approximately 245,000 new housing units over the same period.1
COG Regional Housing Need 2020-2030 (Planned vs. Needed)

Source: COG Cooperative Forecasts

Using a widely accepted metric for “balancing” the number of households and jobs, a Metropolitan
Washington Council of Governments (COG) analysis showed the region needs, between 2020 and
2030, more than 75,000 additional households than what is currently anticipated (245,000
households). If the timeframe is stretched from 2020 to 2045, more than 100,000 additional
households will be needed beyond the new households anticipated.

1

COG, Cooperative Forecast, https://www.mwcog.org/community/planning-areas/cooperative-forecast/; Actual figures rounded for simplicity.
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This housing shortage—or “shortfall”—has created a dynamic where, according to the National
Capital Region Transportation Planning Board (TPB) at COG, more than 325,000 workers are
commuting to jobs in the region each day from communities located beyond its footprint.
This situation affects the area’s affordability, potentially undercuts its appeal to new companies and
talent, strains the transportation system, and impacts the environment and quality of life for the
region’s residents. For some, this means not only long commutes to work, but also difficult choices
between paying rent or affording other basic necessities such as food or medicine.
A year ago, area officials on the COG Board of Directors passed a resolution acknowledging the
region’s housing production challenges and directing COG staff and local government housing and
planning directors on COG’s Planning Directors Technical Advisory Committee and Housing Directors
Advisory Committee to conduct additional research to address them.
What followed was a deep dive into determining the Amount of housing needed to address the
shortfall and whether the region could produce it, the ideal location for new housing to optimize and
balance its proximity to jobs (Accessibility), and the Affordability of new units to ensure they are
priced appropriately for those who need them. This information gathering, data analysis, and
consultation with officials and partners resulted in three regional housing targets for COG member
governments to pursue, which were adopted by the COG Board in September 2019:

Regional
Target 1:

AMOUNT
At least 320,000 housing units should be added in the region between
2020 and 2030. This is an additional 75,000 units beyond the units
already forecast for this period.

Regional
Target 2:

ACCESSIBILITY
At least 75% of all new housing should be in Activity Centers or near
high-capacity transit.

Regional
Target 3:

AFFORDABILITY
At least 75% of new housing should be affordable to low- and middleincome households.

These targets address the region’s housing need from an economic competitiveness and
transportation infrastructure standpoint; for example, the TPB estimates that meeting the targets
could result in a nearly 20 percent reduction in traffic congestion, if coupled with continued
investment in existing transportation infrastructure, supportive land-use policies, among other
factors.2 Reaching the targets would also have broad significance for the future of the region and its
residents and their quality of life.

2

TPB, Long Range Task Force Reports, https://www.mwcog.org/documents/2017/12/20/long-range-plan-task-force-reports-projects-regional-transportationpriorities-plan-scenario-planning-tpb/
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Local governments are already planning and working to preserve and increase the supply and
diversity of affordably-priced homes in their jurisdictions but face a variety of challenges—from
community dynamics and market forces, to competing funding priorities and reduced federal
resources. It will take a range of tools and innovative policies to meet these targets over the next ten
years, including strategic partnerships with the business, non-profit, and philanthropic sectors. No
one sector alone can solve the region’s housing challenges.
The region has a record of success when it comes to addressing big challenges together, whether
securing dedicated funding for Metro, achieving impressive air quality progress over the last 40
years, or executing planning visions like Activity Centers, a visionary goal in 1998 but a reality today.
3, 4, 5

There is a renewed energy locally,
regionally, at the state level, and
from a variety of sectors, to take
action to address the country’s and
the region’s housing challenges. COG
and its members have already taken
a critical first step in metropolitan
Washington by putting a fine point
on the regional need and developing
a set of targets for local
governments and partners. Together,
and through a variety of methods
and partnerships, it will be possible
to ramp up housing production, and
create it in ways that ensure
inclusive communities, so that the
benefits of economic growth in this
dynamic region are shared by all.

COG Member Governments

3

COG, Restoring Metro, https://www.mwcog.org/restoringmetro/

4

COG, Air Quality, https://www.mwcog.org/environment/planning-areas/air-quality/

5

COG, Activity Centers, https://www.mwcog.org/community/planning-areas/land-use-and-activity-centers/activity-centers/
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Clarksburg (Dan Reed/Flickr)
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HOUSING PRODUCTION IN GREATER WASHINGTON
In order to understand the extent of the region’s unmet housing needs, it is helpful to understand
the changing housing landscape from the early 2000s through today. This information is for the COG
footprint—which includes the District of Columbia, suburban Maryland, and Northern Virginia.

Recent Production Trends
To address the region’s housing shortfall, housing must be preserved and created at a higher rate
than has been achieved in the recent past.
According to a COG analysis of U.S. Census Bureau housing permit data, the region averaged over
25,000 new housing units per year in the 1990s. In the early 2000s, the region produced more than
30,000 units per year, much of that in the form of single-family homes in the outer suburbs, like
Loudoun County.6 When the Great Recession hit the country around 2008, regional production
dropped to approximately 10,000 units per year.
Housing production has improved since 2011. In 2018, the region produced just over 21,000
housing units per year. Although this is the right trajectory, this production level is not sufficient to
meet the growing need in the region.
Figure 1: Housing Construction Permits by Year in Metropolitan Washington

Source: COG Analysis of U.S. Census Bureau C-40 Residential Permit Data

6

George Washington University, State of the Capital Region, https://cpb-us
e1.wpmucdn.com/blogs.gwu.edu/dist/7/677/files/2019/05/20190507_socr_2019_pages.pdf
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Current Housing Landscape
According to COG’s Cooperative Forecasts, official growth projections that include data provided by
area jurisdictions, employment growth currently outpaces housing growth in metropolitan
Washington.
The region anticipates its projected 2020 employment of 3.36 million jobs will grow to 3.77 million
by 2030—an increase of approximately 413,00 jobs. During this same period, the total number of
households would grow from the projected 2020 base of approximately 2.13 million units to 2.38
million—an increase of approximately 245,000 housing units.
This situation—a mismatch between the amount of housing and jobs—affects the area’s affordability,
potentially undercuts the region’s appeal to new companies and talent and necessitates commuting
into the region for work, straining the transportation system.
The TPB studied this challenge as part of their long-range planning process.7 In seeking a better
balance between growth in jobs and housing, a TPB task force determined a jobs-to-housing ratio of
1.54 could optimize economic competitiveness and improve future transportation system
performance.
Using the ratio, COG determined the region needs, by 2030, at least 75,000 additional households
beyond those currently anticipated. This is the region’s “housing shortfall,” and it is expected to
worsen without intervention.
Overall, the region needs to add 75,000 additional housing units to the 245,000 units already
planned, bringing the region’s total net new housing to 320,000 units produced between 2020 and
2030. This means the region needs a sustained annual housing production of at least 32,000 units
per year.
Figure 2: Forecast of Employment, Households, and
Calculated Housing Need
2020

2030

2045

Forecast Employment

3,361,000

3,774,000

4,274,000

Forecast Households

2,133,000

2,375,000

2,660,000

Households Needed for Jobs

2,182,000

2,450,000

2,775,000

~49,000

~76,000

~115,000

Housing Shortfall (Approx.)

By 2030, the region
needs at least 75,000
additional households
beyond what’s planned.

Source: COG Round 9.1 Cooperative Forecasts

7

TPB, Long Range Task Force Reports, https://www.mwcog.org/documents/2017/12/20/long-range-plan-task-force-reports-projects-regional-transportationpriorities-plan-scenario-planning-tpb/
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In addition to the TPB’s consensus that housing and jobs
must be brought closer together to reduce strains on the area
transportation system, the region’s housing challenges have
also been documented in research by many other leading
experts, including the Urban Institute, Greater Washington
Partnership, George Mason University’s Center for Regional
Analysis, George Washington University’s Center for
Washington Area Studies, the Housing Leaders Group of
Greater Washington, ULI Washington, and the 2030 Group,
among others.
Local governments have already started to act. Based on
COG’s analysis of the regional need, District of Columbia
Mayor Muriel Bowser signed an Order on Housing in spring
2019 that called for the production of 36,000 new housing
units in the District by 2025.8 Prince George’s County
completed its first-ever comprehensive housing strategy,
Housing Opportunities for All, a plan to support and house
existing residents and new residents, and build on strategic
assets like transit.9 Fairfax County recently completed its
Communitywide Housing Strategic Plan and Housing Arlington
is a direct response to the decision by Amazon to locate its
second headquarters in the county. 10,11
Non-profits, philanthropy, and business are responding, too.
For example, the Housing Leaders Group of Greater
Washington’s Capital Region Housing Challenge and the
Washington Housing Initiative launched by JBG Smith and the
Federal City Council are facilitating investment in affordable
housing for low- and moderate- income residents.12,13

The region’s housing challenges have
been documented by many leading
experts, including the Urban Land
Institute and Housing Leaders Group.

8

District of Columbia, Mayor Bowser Signs Order to Drive Bold Goal of 36,000 Housing Units by 2025, https://mayor.dc.gov/release/mayor-bowser-signsorder-drive-bold-goal-36000-housing-units-2025

9

Prince George’s County Comprehensive Housing Strategy, Housing Opportunities for All, https://www.princegeorgescountymd.gov/2803/ComprehensiveHousing-Strategy

10

Fairfax County Housing and Community Development, Communitywide Housing Strategic Plan, https://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/housing/communitywideplan

11

Arlington County, Housing Arlington initiative, https://housing.arlingtonva.us/housing-arlington/#

Housing Leaders Group Launches the Capital Region Housing Challenge, https://www.handhousing.org/hand-housing-leaders-group-launch-the-capitalregion-housing-challenge/

12

13

JBG Smith, The Impact Pool, https://www.jbgsmith.com/about/washington-housing-initiative/impact-pool
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2019 COG Board Officers, Vice Chair Derrick L. Davis, Chair Robert C. White, Jr., and Vice Chair Christian Dorsey

“…I can think of no higher regional priority than to ensure a sufficient supply of
affordably-priced housing for our current residents as well as the workers we need
to fill the new jobs anticipated in the future. I’m looking forward to applying COG’s
expertise and connections to thoroughly analyze the issue at the regional level and
help us identify solutions that we can implement in our local jurisdictions.”
- Chair Robert White, Jr. (January 2019)
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COG’S HOUSING INITIATIVE
During an annual leadership retreat in July 2018, COG staff briefed attending members on its
analysis of the region’s housing challenge, and the need to increase production and preservation
efforts to sustain economic growth, ease the strain on the transportation system, and improve
quality of life. Members discussed impediments to addressing the current housing needs, as well as
tools and strategies that could be employed to achieve long-term goals.
As a result, in September 2018, the COG Board of Directors unanimously passed a resolution
directing COG staff and its relevant committees to work together to identify the exact housing need
and assess what it would take to ramp up production. 14
Under the leadership of new officers in January 2019, the COG Board received a workplan for the
initiative. The workplan directed COG and its Planning Directors Technical Advisory Committee and
Housing Directors Advisory Committee to study three areas of the housing production challenge over
the course of the next nine months:
1. Amount - How much new housing should be added in the region and what is the region’s
ability to produce it?
2. Accessibility - How much of the additional housing should be located in Activity Centers and
near high-capacity transit stations?
3. Affordability - At what price points should housing be added to accommodate the type of
household growth anticipated?
In April 2019, the COG Board established a Housing Strategy Group to focus on the impediments to
addressing the housing need and help guide the initiative forward. 15 The strategy group included
representatives from Prince George’s County, Montgomery County, the District of Columbia, Fairfax
County, and the City of Alexandria.

14

COG Certified Resolution R33-2018, https://www.mwcog.org/documents/2018/09/12/certified-resolution-r33-2018---housing-needs/

COG Certified Resolution R12-2019, Housing Strategy Group, https://www.mwcog.org/documents/2019/04/10/certified-resolution-r12-2019---housingstrategy-group/

15
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ADDRESSING UNMET NEEDS: SETTING REGIONAL
HOUSING TARGETS
Under the direction of the COG Board of Directors, local housing and planning directors and COG
staff spent a year studying what it would take to increase the area’s housing supply to accommodate
the region’s growing workforce. Their findings have been distilled into three regional aspirational
housing targets focused on the Amount, Accessibility, and Affordability of additional units. The three
targets were adopted by the COG Board of Directors in September 2019.

Regional
Target 1:

AMOUNT
At least 320,000 housing units should be added in the region
between 2020 and 2030. This is an additional 75,000 units
beyond the units already forecast for this period.

Regional
Target 2:

ACCESSIBILITY
At least 75% of all new housing should be in Activity Centers or
near high-capacity transit.

Regional
Target 3:

AFFORDABILITY
At least 75% of new housing should be affordable to low- and
middle- income households.

The Future of Housing in Greater Washington I 10
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Regional Target 1: Amount
AT LEAST 320,000 HOUSING UNITS SHOULD BE ADDED IN THE REGION
BETWEEN 2020 AND 2030. THIS IS AN ADDITIONAL 75,000 UNITS BEYOND
THE UNITS ALREADY FORECAST FOR THIS PERIOD.
This 320,000-unit production target is for the timeframe of 2020–2030. It includes both the
245,000 new households currently forecast by local governments and COG for this period, in
addition to the 75,000 extra units needed to address the regional shortfall and house workers for
anticipated new jobs.16
Figure 3: COG Regional Housing Need 2020-2030 (Planned vs. Needed)

Source: COG Cooperative Forecasts

As part of its long-range planning process, the TPB at COG determined that a ratio of 1.54 jobs per
household would be sufficient to boost the region’s economic competitiveness and reduce strain on
the transportation system by bringing the number of households more in balance with the number of
jobs.17 This ratio was used to calculate the regional shortfall (see page 6). Currently, the region
averages 1.64 jobs per household.

COG, Growth Trends: Cooperative Forecasting in Metropolitan Washington, https://www.mwcog.org/documents/2018/10/17/growth-trends-cooperativeforecasting-in-metropolitan-washington-cooperative-forecast-growth--development/

16

TPB, An Assessment of Regional Initiatives for the National Capital Region, https://www.mwcog.org/documents/2017/12/20/long-range-plan-task-forcereports-projects-regional-transportation-priorities-plan-scenario-planning-tpb/

17
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“On the District government side,
we’ve had a big push from the Mayor
who’s acknowledged the challenges
we have locally and as a region…and
has challenged us to think bigger and
differently…building on a lot of the
work that has happened in these
[COG] committees.”
- COG Planning Directors Committee Co-Chair
and District of Columbia Office of Planning
Director Andrew Trueblood (February 2019)

Slide from the February 2019 presentation by COG Planning and Housing
Directors Committees to the COG Board of Directors.

During the February 2019 COG Board of Directors meeting, the COG Planning Directors Technical
Advisory Committee and Housing Directors Committee confirmed on behalf of the region’s housing
and planning directors that existing local comprehensive plans could indeed accommodate this
additional necessary capacity.18
As part of the initiative, COG staff and the planning directors also studied ways to allocate the
75,000 additional households needed across the region’s jurisdictions. For example, they
determined each jurisdiction could contribute a portion of the additional households needed based
on its share (percentage) of forecast household growth between 2020 and 2030. Although this is not
included in the regional targets at this time, the jurisdictions are identifying the local actions needed
to produce more housing in priority locations, as well as the partners who must be part of the
solution.

18

COG, Addressing Region's Capacity for Additional Housing Presentation, https://www.mwcog.org/events/2019/2/6/cog-board-of-directors/
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Regional Target 2: Accessibility
AT LEAST 75 PERCENT OF ALL NEW HOUSING SHOULD BE IN ACTIVITY
CENTERS OR NEAR HIGH-CAPACITY TRANSIT
The idea of concentrating growth in specific locations called Activity Centers has been endorsed,
promoted, and implemented by area leaders in places throughout the region for almost 20 years.
There are currently 141 designated Activity Centers in the COG region, and they occupy about nine
percent of the region’s land.
In 2010, as part of its Region Forward Vision, the COG Board endorsed a goal to accommodate 50
percent of projected new housing in Activity Centers.19 An analysis of jurisdictions’ current growth
trends revealed that this goal is already being exceeded; the most recent COG analysis found 64
percent of projected new housing through 2030 will be located in Activity Centers.
As part of its Visualize 2045 long-range
transportation plan approved in 2018,
the TPB identified a regional network of
297 high-capacity transit stations,
including many outside of Activity
Centers, that could also be potential
locations for additional growth.

Figure 4: Activity Centers & High-Capacity Transit

As a result, COG analysis found that 68
percent of new housing is anticipated in
Activity Centers and high capacity transit
stations through 2030, paving the way for
planning and housing directors to
propose a more ambitious goal for
locating additional new housing.

In 2010, the COG Board endorsed a
goal to accommodate 50 percent
of projected new housing in these
Activity Centers. An analysis of
current growth trends revealed that
the region already exceeded this
goal.

Source: COG. The green areas denote the region’s 141 Activity Centers,
and purple dots denote the location of high-capacity transit stations, to
include 90 Metro stations, 39 commuter rail stations, 21 light rail stations,
120 BRT stations, and 19 streetcar stations.

19

COG, Region Forward Targets, https://www.mwcog.org/community/planning-areas/regional-planning/region-forward/targets/
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Based on data provided by member jurisdictions’ planning departments, it was confirmed at the April
2019 COG Board of Directors meeting that these areas indeed have the capacity to accommodate
all the additional housing the region needs to meet the goal in Target 1 of 75,000 units. 20
Therefore, COG staff recommended a regional target of 75 percent of all new housing in Activity
Centers or near high-capacity transit.21
Figure 5: Region’s Progress Toward Housing Growth in Activity Centers

Source: COG

20

COG, Addressing Accessibility of Region's Housing Presentation, https://www.mwcog.org/events/2019/4/10/cog-board-of-directors/

21

See Appendix C.
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Regional Target 3: Affordability
AT LEAST 75 PERCENT OF NEW HOUSING SHOULD BE AFFORDABLE TO LOWAND MIDDLE-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS
As the region considers the amount and location of new housing needed to align with future growth,
local leaders must also ensure it is priced appropriately for those who will need it. When housing is
affordable, residents can build savings, invest in health care, education, childcare, and more.
In a presentation to the COG Board of Directors in June 2019, the Urban Institute revealed that many
area households are “housing cost-burdened,” meaning a family spends more than 30 percent of its
income on housing. Those in the lowest to middle household income brackets are most burdened.22
Occupations in these bands might include service workers, nursing attendants, paramedics, security
guards, firefighters, and graphic designers, among others.
Currently, too few housing units are affordable for these households, and the situation is getting
worse. According to the Urban Institute, in the recent past the region’s low-cost housing stock—or
units that cost $0 - $1,299 per month—totaled 540,000 units.23 Further, the region lost more than
13,000 units in these low-cost bands each year between 2010 and 2017. If the region continued to
lose low cost housing at this rate between 2020 and 2030, a quarter of the stock in this cost band
would be eliminated, affecting more than 365,000 people.24
Figure 6: Amount of Low Cost Housing Stock Potentially Lost (2020 - 2030)

Currently, too few housing
units are affordable for
low- and middle-income
households, and the
situation is getting worse.
Source: COG portrayal of Urban Institute findings

Up to 150% of Area Median Income (AMI) or approximately monthly housing costs up to $2,500 to define “low and middle income” households as
described in the Urban Institute’s Meeting the Washington Region’s Future Housing Needs: A Framework for Regional Deliberations.

22

23

Urban Institute, Meeting the Washington Region’s Future Housing Needs.

24

Assumes 2.5 to 3 people per new household per COG estimate of regional average household size.
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The story is the same in many of the region’s jurisdictions. For example, the City of Alexandria reports
that its low cost, market-affordable (non-subsidized) rental housing declined by 88 percent from
2000-2018.25
“This dramatic loss in housing affordability reflects the gap between the growth in housing costs
versus the growth in wages, as well as the strong demand for housing in the region,” reads the city’s
analysis.
To remedy this situation, the Urban Institute’s Meeting the Washington Region’s Future Housing
Needs sponsored by the Greater Washington Partnership, calls for a better mix of housing across
cost bands. The framework recommends that about 38 percent of new units are priced in the lowest
cost bands (housing costs of $0-$1,299 per month), about 40 percent priced in middle cost bands
($1,300-$2,499 per month), and about 22 percent in the highest cost bands ($2,500-$3,500 per
month).
“Ideally, every jurisdiction would provide sufficient housing across cost bands to meet the needs of
current and future residents,” says the Urban Institute report. “Mismatches in any single jurisdiction
can add costs for households, impede productivity through extended commutes, and reduce
equitable access to public goods and services. A healthy regional housing market offers
opportunities for households to find a reasonable place to live in a community that fits their needs.”
Local governments are already building affordability into their housing plans and efforts. For
example, Mayor Bowser’s plan in the District of Columbia, calls for 36,000 new housing units, a third
of them affordable to lower income residents, by 2025.
Figure 7: COG Affordability Target’s Allocation of New Housing Across
Cost Bands

Source: COG portrayal of Urban Institute findings

25

To form a regional target on
affordability, COG staff and
the planning and housing
directors weighed these
local-level affordability
targets and the Urban
Institute’s report and
consulted with officials from
across the region. The
resulting target—where at
least 75 percent of new
housing is affordable to low
and middle-income
households—is considered
compatible with these efforts
and would be a significant
regional achievement.

City of Alexandria, Market Affordable 2018 Update, https://www.alexandriava.gov/uploadedFiles/housing/info/2018MarketAffordableUpdate.pdf
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CONCLUSION

H Street NE in the District of Columbia (Ted Eytan/Flickr)

There is a growing consensus that the current housing landscape—where supply is low, costs are
high, and even more growth is projected—is affecting many families throughout the region and in
regions across the country.
Metropolitan Washington residents are especially feeling the strain. The Urban Institute estimates
that more than half a million of the region’s households are “housing cost-burdened,” meaning those
families spend more than 30 percent of their income on housing.26 COG models estimate that more
than 325,000 people commute daily into the region for work from outside the region, signaling that
families are having to move further and further from the region’s core and their jobs in search of an
affordable home and lifestyle. Models show these types of trips increasing by 24 percent by 2045,
placing even more demand on transportation infrastructure, with implications for quality of life and
the local environment.

The region’s elected, business,
and non-profit leaders are
mobilizing to create a sufficient
supply of affordably priced
housing for area families while
also ensuring their children can
live and work here in the future.

26

The region’s elected, business, and non-profit leaders are
mobilizing to create a sufficient supply of affordably priced
housing for area families while also ensuring the workforce
of the future—people like their children—can live and work
here. Housing is increasingly becoming a key factor in the
region’s ability to attract and retain talent and businesses.
A year ago, COG released an analysis that helped the region
better understand its unmet housing needs.

Urban Institute, Meeting the Washington Region’s Future Housing Needs, forthcoming.

The Future of Housing in Greater Washington I 17

Exhibit 13

Between 2020 and 2030, the region needs to produce at least 75,000 additional units beyond what
is already anticipated. Between 2020 and 2045, that number grows to more than 100,000
additional units.
The COG Board of Directors reacted to this shortfall by calling on the region’s planning and housing
directors to help determine whether there was capacity in local plans to accommodate additional
housing, and if so, where new housing should be located and how it should be priced to make the
biggest impact.
Over the last year, through information-gathering, data analysis, and consultation with elected
officials and partners, COG staff and area planning and housing directors worked collaboratively to
create three regional housing targets, which were adopted by the COG Board in September 2019.

Regional
Target 1:

AMOUNT
At least 320,000 housing units should be added in the region between
2020 and 2030. This is an additional 75,000 units beyond the units
already forecast for this period.

Regional
Target 2:

ACCESSIBILITY
At least 75% of all new housing should be in Activity Centers or near
high-capacity transit.

Regional
Target 3:

AFFORDABILITY
At least 75% of new housing should be affordable to low- and middleincome households.

If achieved, these targets will address the region’s housing need from an economic competitiveness
and transportation infrastructure standpoint and will also have broad significance for the future of
the region and its residents and their quality of life.
COG recognizes that local government efforts to preserve and increase their supply of affordablypriced homes will vary from jurisdiction to jurisdiction. For example, zoning policies allowing
residents to build accessory dwelling units (ADU) on their
properties are a tool being used in Montgomery County,
COG recognizes that the local
Arlington County, and the District of Columbia.27
government efforts to preserve
Inclusionary zoning policies, widely used throughout the
and increase housing supply will
region, ensure that residents of all incomes have
vary from jurisdiction to
opportunities to live in desirable neighborhoods, with
jurisdiction. Cumulatively, these
access to jobs, transit, and high-performing schools.

individual policies contribute to
progress toward the region’s
shared housing production goals.

27

Transit-oriented development is also a key strategy to
achieve the COG Board’s regional housing targets.

Hans Riemer, Council Approves Zoning Change for Accessory Dwelling Units, https://councilmemberriemer.com/category/accessory-dwelling-units
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Opportunities to create new housing options on underdeveloped land around some of Metro’s
stations as well as along new transit lines like Metro’s Silver Line in Virginia and the Purple Line in
Maryland supports shared goals to meet future housing needs without further straining the
transportation system. Cumulatively, these policies contribute to the region’s progress toward its
shared housing production goals.
COG also acknowledges that no sector alone can solve the region’s housing challenges. The region
can only meet its housing goals through strategic partnerships with other key stakeholders in
business, non-profits, and philanthropy.
For example, this year the Housing Leaders Group of Greater Washington launched its Capital Region
Housing Challenge to secure $1 billion in investments for housing affordability by 2020, $500
million in new private capital and $500 million in new public funds.28 One component of the
Washington Housing Initiative launched by JBG Smith and the Federal City Council is an Impact Pool,
which facilitates investment in low cost loans for developing and acquiring affordable workforce
housing.29
There is no question that impediments like community
dynamics, market forces, or lack of critical public
infrastructure can hinder progress on housing
production. COG will continue to work alongside its
members and partners to identify housing tools and
policies that ensure preservation of existing housing
and production of new affordably priced units and
housing incentives that could benefit from private
sector support and resources.

The time for solutions is now.
The region should continue to
create and preserve housing at
a higher rate than has been
achieved in the recent past so
the benefits of economic growth
are shared by all.
by all.

The time for solutions to address the region’s unmet housing needs is now. COG’s analysis revealed
that the region’s housing shortfall and the harmful ripple effects it causes will only worsen without
intervention.
In a July 2019 Washington Business Journal article, COG Executive Director Chuck Bean described
another reason for action: there is energy and appetite for working on housing locally, regionally, and
nationally by a range of sectors. 30
"Things change — sometimes incrementally, sometimes it’s a big leap forward,” said Bean. “It’s a big
challenge, that’s the downside. The upside is that with the energy coming out of the jurisdictions and
out of the developers and out of nonprofits and advocates, the hope is that the region is going to use
its mojo on Metro funding and on HQ2 and apply it to housing."
The region should continue to create and preserve housing at a higher rate than has been achieved
in the recent past to close the gap and provide adequate housing options in places that ensure
inclusive communities, so the benefits of economic growth are shared by all.
Housing Leaders Group Launches the Capital Region Housing Challenge, https://www.handhousing.org/hand-housing-leaders-group-launch-the-capitalregion-housing-challenge/

28

29

JBG Smith, The Impact Pool, https://www.jbgsmith.com/about/washington-housing-initiative/impact-pool

Washington Business Journal, The Housing Disconnect, https://www.bizjournals.com/washington/news/2019/07/12/the-housing-disconnect-how-buildersand.html

30
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Resolution R33-2018
September 12, 2018
METROPOLITAN WASHINGTON COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
777 NORTH CAPITOL STREET, NE
WASHINGTON, DC 20002
RESOLUTION DIRECTING COG TO FURTHER EXPLORE ADDRESSING THE REGION’S HOUSING NEEDS
WHEREAS, the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (COG) is comprised of the
24 jurisdictions of the National Capital Region's local governments and their governing officials, plus
area members of the Maryland and Virginia legislatures and the U.S. Senate and House of
Representatives, and COG provides a focus for action on issues of regional concern; and
WHEREAS, the Transportation Planning Board Chairman briefed the COG Board in April 2018
on the endorsed initiatives of the Long-Range Plan Task Force (LRPTF) that were found to have the
most potential to significantly improve the performance of the region’s transportation system
compared to current plans and programs, including the need for additional housing in the region;
and
WHEREAS, at the COG Leadership Retreat in July 2018 the Board engaged in discussions on
the region’s current housing production challenges, housing affordability, and the potential need for
additional housing in the future to support likely new job growth; and
WHEREAS, retreat participants generally agreed that housing production is a regional
challenge that needs to be addressed to ensure that the growth of jobs does not continue to outpace
the growth of housing.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE METROPOLITAN
WASHINGTON COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS THAT:
The board supports additional research to address the increasing demand for housing in the
region and directs the Executive Director, or his designee, to work with the following committees and
boards on the below next steps:
a. Direct the Planning Directors Technical Advisory Committee (PDTAC), and the Housing Directors
Advisory Committee (HDAC), to assess the region’s ability to accommodate the estimated need
for slightly more than 100,000 housing units beyond those currently anticipated in the
Cooperative Forecasts with a focus on affordable and work force housing regionally.
b. Building on the adopted Region Forward goals and targets, the PDTAC should examine the
optimal incentives for adding additional housing, with an emphasis on preservation and
production within the Regional Activity Centers and around high capacity transit stations and
work to update future Cooperative Forecasts as needed.
c. Direct that the PDTAC and HDAC work with the Region Forward Coalition, and key regional
business, civic, and philanthropic organizations to assess ways to assist local governments with
meeting the enhanced housing production targets while ensuring that future growth creates truly
inclusive communities.
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d. The PDTAC should also include an assessment of factors or impediments to adding more
housing units such as lack of critical public infrastructure (transportation, schools, water and
sewer).
e. Reaffirm the work underway within PDTAC to identify current local government planning efforts
that support the initiatives of the TPB Long-Range Plan Task Force.
I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT the foregoing resolution was adopted by the COG Board of
Directors on September 12, 2018.
Laura Ambrosio
COG Communications Specialist
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MEMORANDUM
TO:

COG Board of Directors

FROM:

Paul DesJardin, COG Director of Community Planning and Services

SUBJECT: Housing the Region’s Workforce: Jurisdictional Capacity Analysis
DATE:

February 6, 2019

BACKGROUND
Since the September 2018 COG Board meeting, the COG Planning Directors and Housing Directors
Committees have met monthly to discuss the opportunities and challenges to producing an
additional 100,000 homes by 2045 to balance job and household growth.
At the January 2019 board meeting, staff presented a proposed work plan to determine how to meet
the goal through careful analysis of three key questions:
• Amount: Does capacity exist under current comprehensive plans and zoning to
accommodate housing production levels beyond what is shown in the current Cooperative
Forecasts?
• Accessibility: Can these additional homes be located within Activity Centers and HighCapacity Transit Station areas?
• Affordability: What are the appropriate price points and typologies to meet the current and
future workers’ needs?
This memorandum summarizes the results of that initial assessment and details next steps in the
process.
MEETING OUR HOUSING GOALS
The COG Board established the Cooperative Forecasting Program to develop a consistent set of local
and regional growth projections based upon a common set of economic assumptions. The
Cooperative Forecasts are the official growth projections of each participating jurisdiction and are
the planning inputs for transportation and other regional capital improvement decisions. The
forecasts are guided by an economic model that represents the maximum amount of employment,
population, and household growth that the region is likely to experience given a range of national
and regional economic and demographic assumptions. Those assumptions include the likely mix of
future jobs by industry sector, and population and housing growth.
Local planning departments generally prepare their housing and household forecasts in short-term
(5 to 10-year horizon) and longer-term (15 or more years) periods. Short-term household projections
are based upon current permitting and development activity. COG staff summarized the recent
trends in housing permitting during the September board meeting, during which the regional housing
shortfall trend was noted.
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Planning staffs develop longer-term forecasts (15 to 30 years) based upon local comprehensive
plans and zoning, as well as assumptions regarding local land use policies, infrastructure
investments, and demographic changes. Planners use these economic and policy assumptions to
estimate the likely market and development responses for the timing and location of future
residential growth.
During their meetings throughout 2018, the Planning Directors presented their current work program
and planning priorities, particularly as they related to the challenges of balancing growth, housing
location and affordability, and transportation investments. As shown in the excerpted slides below,
nearly all jurisdictions are engaged in updates to their comprehensive and small-area plans or
engaging in broad-based visioning efforts.

A common goal within each initiative is focusing development in priority places such as Activity
Centers to accommodate growth and capitalize on new and existing transit investments such as the
Silver Line, the Purple Line, Richmond Highway, and many planned BRT routes. The Round 9.1
Cooperative Forecasts indicate that the 2.1 million households in the COG region today are expected
to grow to nearly 2.8 million by 2045. More significantly, the forecasts confirm the success of these
many local planning initiatives with more than 64 percent of new housing now anticipated to be
located within Activity Centers compared to the adopted target of 50 percent called for in Region
Forward.
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Building on these briefings, at their December and January meetings, the Planning Directors
Committee reported on their initial assessments of their jurisdictions’ ability to accommodate
additional housing beyond what is assumed in their current Cooperative Forecasts. The results of
this initial assessment confirm that the region can accommodate -- within existing comprehensive
plans and zoning – the additional 100,000 units called for in the board directive. The chart below
shows the relative distribution of the Planning Directors’ initial assessment.

Initial Assessment:
Subregional Shares of +100,000 Additional Housing
Units Beyond Current Forecasts
Outer Suburbs

Central
Jurisdictions

Inner Suburbs
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NEXT STEPS
The next phase of the housing analysis will include the task of estimating the amount (or share) of
the additional housing growth which could be accommodated within Activity Centers and HighCapacity Transit Station Areas as well as the specific challenges (public and private) to developing
more housing in those priority places.
Review of those impediments will guide consideration of solutions to these challenges and strategies
to alter the region’s current trajectory to improve, not exacerbate, housing affordability,
transportation system performance, and ensure thriving, inclusive communities for all of the region’s
residents.
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Calculating Regional Target 2 (Accessibility)
How did COG come up with a goal of 75% of all new housing in Activity Centers (AC) or near high
capacity transit (HCT)?

• 141 Activity Centers were designated as places ideal for growth by the COG Board. These occupy
about 9% of the region’s land.
• In 2010, officials at COG set a Region Forward Vision goal to accommodate 50% of projected new
housing in Activity Centers.
• As jurisdictions’ comprehensive plans have evolved the 2010 Region Forward goal has been
exceeded; the most recent COG analysis of the (Round 9.1) Cooperative Forecasts found 64% of
projected new housing anticipated in Activity Centers.
• As part of its Visualize 2045 long-range transportation plan in 2018, the TPB identified a regional
network of 297 high-capacity transit stations, including many outside of Activity Centers, that could
be potential locations for additional growth.
• As a result, a recent COG analysis found projected new housing anticipated in Activity Centers and
high capacity transit stations at 68%.
• In 2019, based on data provided by member jurisdictions’ planning departments, COG planners
determined these areas can accommodate the additional housing the region needs (75,000 units
from Target 1).
Regional Housing Target 2 By the Numbers

In the next 10 years 68% of the 245,000 forecast new units will
be in AC and around HCT.
Planning directors determined capacity does exist to add 75,000
more housing units in AC and around HCT. (Target 1)
Total housing units in next 10 years possible in AC and around
HCT.
Total units in the next 10 years in AC and around HCT as a
proportion of all new housing units by 2030.

68% x 245,000 = 167,000
100% x 75,000 = 75,000
167,000 + 75,000 = 242,000
242,000 / 320,000 = 75%
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The goal of the task
force’s work was to
identify challenges to
housing supply, and thus
attainability for individuals
and families across
the income spectrum.
Improving the process for
approval of development
projects, and the citizen
participation element
of the process, are
two critical elements
addressed by this report.
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While multiple factors contribute to the high cost of housing, there is no silver bullet to
address all of them. Therefore, the ULI Washington Impact Task Force explicitly chose
to examine two critical factors that affect the speed and certainty of the development
process: navigating the local regulatory and approval processes, and gaining community
acceptance of development projects. This report explores the ways in which both issues
impact housing supply and affordability and identifies recommendations to increase
attainability across a range of housing types, income levels, and regional locations.
The report describes the private sector risks associated with the development process,
the changing demographics and consumer preferences influencing housing development, the challenges and benefits of community engagement, and the entitlement and
approval processes that govern project approvals.
Because all development decisions are made at the local level and each jurisdiction is
of a different size and character, it is not possible to compare each process directly with
any other. It is evident, however, that over the last decade there has been clear thought
and improvement in the process in every jurisdiction. From enhancing communication
to include social media, to creating internal review committees, to systematic evaluation of submittals, to updating neighborhood and comprehensive plans to acknowledge
existing demographics, many beneficial changes have already been implemented.
Many challenges still exist, including how to:
1.

Establish a shared regional and local vision

2.

Build trust through inclusive and transparent community engagement

3.

Improve education and communication about development and housing considerations

4.

Advance geographically and socioeconomically equitable development

5.

Preserve and expand committed affordable housing choices

6.

Increase the efficiency of local government processes and institutional structures

7.

Adopt flexible policies to accommodate shifts in housing demand and market
conditions

8.

Improve how and when developers interact with the community

9.

Improve clarity and prioritization for community benefits and developer contributions

10. Expand ways to bring positive community voices to the table
This report is intended to serve as a conversation starter to advance the practices of
approving entitlements and enhancing the scope and inclusiveness of community
participation in the process. We look forward to talking about the issues raised in this
report with developers, public agencies, elected officials and citizens, with the goal of
keeping our region economically competitive while providing housing for all.
Yolanda Cole, FAIA
Chair, ULI Washington

Lisa W. Rother
Executive Director, ULI Washington

Octave 1320, Silver Spring, MD

Preface

The Washington region has experienced significant population and economic growth
over the past ten years. However, housing supply has not kept up with demand, creating challenges at all levels for housing attainability. The sustainability of the region’s
economic health relies on an adequate supply of housing that workers can afford. Without a range of housing types, sizes, and price points, the region is unlikely to continue
to attract and retain the employment base necessary to support a healthy economy.
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Housing Supply & Attainability
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What do we
mean by
“attainable
housing”?
For the purpose of this
study, the terms “housing
attainability,” “attainable
housing,” and “housing
affordability” are used
interchangeably and refer
to a household’s ability to
secure a home that
• supports a decent quality
of life;
• meets life circumstances
in terms of building type,
size, and location; and
• does not create undue
financial strain on the
household.
“Committed affordable
housing”—that is,
housing units that
are income restricted
and often government
or philanthropically
subsidized—plays an
important role in creating
attainable housing
choices for lower-income
households. However, such
units make up a relatively
small proportion of the
region’s overall housing
stock.
Therefore, this report
focuses on the attainability
of housing for the market as
a whole beyond the subset
of units restricted and/or
subsidized for occupancy by
lower income residents.

6

Introduction and Purpose
The goal of the task force’s work was to identify challenges to housing supply, and
thus attainability for individuals and families across the income spectrum. Improving
the process for approval of development projects, and the citizen participation
element of the process, are two critical elements addressed by this report.
The sustainability of the region’s economic health relies on an adequate supply
of housing that workers can afford. Without a range of housing types, sizes, and
price points, the region is unlikely to continue to attract and retain the employment
base necessary to support continued economic growth.i A healthy, attainable
housing market has been found to bring other benefits as well, including improved
government finances, increased expenditures at local businesses, and lower
infrastructure and service delivery costs.ii
The ability to provide sufficient housing choices depends on a healthy development
climate. A number of factors make it difficult to create and preserve housing that
is affordable at a range of incomes, among them economic conditions, capital
availability, construction material and labor costs, and the complex local regulatory
environment. While multiple factors contribute to the high cost of housing, there is no
silver bullet to solve all of them. Therefore, the task force explicitly chose to examine
two critical factors that affect the speed and certainty of the development process:
navigating of the local regulatory and approval process and gaining community
acceptance of a development. This report explores the ways in which both issues
impact housing supply and affordability and identifies recommendations to increase
attainability across a range of housing types, income levels, and regional locations.

Geographic Scope and Focus
The geographic focus of this research is the urban core of Washington, D.C.,
defined for the task force’s purposes as the jurisdictions served by Washington
Metropolitan Area Transit Authority rail lines: the District of Columbia; Montgomery
County and Prince George’s County, Maryland; Arlington County, the city of
Alexandria, Fairfax County, Loudon County, Virginia. This area includes the urban
core of the region, a substantial amount of its economic activity, and the existing
or planned infrastructure best suited to accommodating regional growth in a
sustainable manner.
To gain more detailed insight into the specifics of local regulatory frameworks and
community engagement issues, the task force conducted an in-depth analysis of
a subset of this region—the District of Columbia; Arlington County, Virginia; and
Montgomery County, Maryland.
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Approach and Methodology
In conducting this research, the task force
undertook a range of activities, including
the following:
•

Review of existing literature to develop
an empirical evidence base on the
relationship between local regulations,
community engagement, housing supply,
and affordability;

•

Analyses of local land use, zoning, and
regulatory policies;

•

Three online surveys to reach a broad
range of stakeholders affected by local
development policies, including the ULI
Housing Impact Survey, a convenience
sampling survey of development
practitioners within the ULI network;

•

Three practitioner and citizen roundtables,
and supplementary interviews to gain
targeted and in-depth perspectives on
key components of the research questions
(see Appendix 1 for acknowledgment of
research participants).

All interviews and conversations were
conducted on background to facilitate
open and candid discussion. A more
comprehensive review of the research that
informs this report and its recommendations is
included in a separate publication.
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The Connection between
Housing Supply and Attainability
A number of factors influence housing supply and attainability. Demand is driven in part by
population, demographic, and economic trends. Supply is influenced by a range of factors,
including capital availability, construction costs, land capacity and site constraints, and the state,
regional, and local regulatory environment. In the gap between supply and demand, to create
and support committed affordable housing can alleviate some of the housing challenges faced
by those not well served by the market.
For the research phase of this project, the consultant examined a significant amount of empirical
research on the relationship between supply growth and affordability. In summary, evidence
suggests that strategies to improve housing attainability should address three factors:
Sufficient growth: At the regional level, the overall supply of homes should be responsive to
population, demographic, and economic trends.

•

A range of options: Housing production should include a range of housing types in various
locations to meet the needs of citizens in varying life stages, circumstances, and consumer
preferences.

•

Equitable distribution of impacts: New development is necessary but not sufficient to support
housing attainability, particularly at the neighborhood level and for low-income populations.

The Channel, Washington, DC

•
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The Basics of Development
Decision Making
To better understand the influence that community engagement and local approval
processes have on housing supply and attainability, it is important to examine the
basic factors that influence developer’s decision making. This section outlines the
factors that can drive feasibility, the relationship between development timeline and
risk, and the sources and uses of project financing.

Development Feasibility Is Influenced by Five
Critical Factors
Development occurs through the interaction between the interests of public and
private actors. Developers seek to design and build profitable projects that meet a
particular demand in the market. Public agencies seek to enable viable communities
through sustainable economic development, housing provision, and revenue
generation that facilitates and maintains the infrastructure necessary to keep
communities healthy and thriving. Both private developers and public agencies need
the buy-in of community members to realize successful development and growth.
Public policy (which includes zoning, and guides land use, density and design)
must strike a balance between responding to community needs and still allowing the
developer to realize economically viable projects.
A developer must be able to acquire and sufficiently achieve site control at a
reasonable timeframe and cost to move forward with the planning for design and
construction. Acquisition (and therefore feasibility) may depend on the successful

The developer’s
primary role is
to manage time,
money, and risk,
with the objective
of delivering a
project that meets
market demand
and generates an
acceptable return
to the investors and
lenders. If market
demands are
unmet, the project
will not attract
people to live, work,
and play.
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Chevy Chase Lake, Chevy Chase, MD
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entitlement of the parcel, which necessitates a
level of certainty within regulatory policy.
Development requires a significant upfront
investment, often years before any profit or
return is realized. The developer must have
access to sufficient capital that is willing to
fund the entire development process at risk
of complete loss. Investors willing to take the
chance on funding development demonstrate
a wide range of risk tolerance.
Ideally, a successful development will
appropriately respond to the needs of its host
community. The developer/owner should
engage and work with community members to
ensure stakeholders’ input is included in the
decision-making process.
Ultimately, a developer/owner is competing
with other companies to build as a response
to market demand, which varies at different
points in time. Developers conduct market
studies to determine the best use of a site
and whether to risk moving forward with
development given various factors. Access to
capital is predicated upon the market viability
of a project.
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There Is a Relationship between
Development Timeline and Risk
The developer’s primary role is to manage
time, money, and risk, with the objective
of delivering a project that meets market
demand and generates an acceptable
return to the investors and lenders. If market
demands are unmet, the project will not
attract people to live, work, and play. This
inhibits the developer’s ability to meet financial
requirements and jeopardizes its reputation.
The time frame from concept to construction
completion can range from many years to
decades and requires large sums of money
to entitle, design, finance, and construct a
property over before the realization of any
gain from occupants or tenants. The longer
this development term is extended, the
more at risk the development is at missing
the market. Whether the project’s cost is
measured in hundreds of thousands or
hundreds of millions of dollars, the developer’s
risk grows before profits are generated. Many
types of risks must be weighed throughout the
course of a deal:
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•

Investment risk: A developer has no
guarantee of recouping upfront costs on
a project. In most cases, the developer
has a legal and fiduciary responsibility to
return investor capital at a specific cost.

•

Time risk: Project delays increase the
carrying costs of the property (legal, tax,
maintenance, etc.), which are further
magnified by the time value of money
over the long term.

•

Market risk: Changes in economic
conditions can lead poorly timed projects
to deliver into down cycles. Changes in
design tastes can cause projects to “miss
the market” and underperform.

•

Political risk: Development is ultimately
enabled through the political process.
Changes in administrations or policies
can alter the feasibility or timeline of
project execution.

•

Construction risk: This phase is the
riskiest and most expensive portion
of the development cycle, because
changes to program and design become
more difficult and costly to make once
construction begins.

•

Legal risk: The threat of project delay,
redesign, or cancelation because of
lawsuits can sometimes cause the
developer to forgo adding density to a
project—thereby jeopardizing feasibility—
or building in a jurisdiction altogether.

Development Funding Comes from a
Variety of Sources and Types
Multifamily real estate development is funded
through a wide range of developer and investor
types—from individuals seeking to purchase
their first home, to large pension funds and
sovereign wealth funds managing the financial
interests of universities and countries. Like any
smart buyer, investors will gauge the economic
health of a particular city or neighborhood
before choosing to sponsor one or more
developers, who will then develop projects on
their behalf. Similar to homebuyers, developers
and investors have a range of investment
horizons. Some will seek to develop and hold
for the long term, whereas others will seek to
harvest their investment just after it has delivered
and is leased up. The developer is usually
required to invest some of its personal capital
along with the sponsor to align the interests of
the equity partners. This team will then approach
the lending community (banks) for construction
loans to complete the capital stack.
Different investors will come to the table with a
range of “risk tolerance” and will seek differing
projects that meet those parameters. Some will
look to buy and improve existing buildings (less
risky), while others develop new assets from
the ground up (riskier). Some will build in stable
cities or neighborhoods; others will take bigger
risk in less established cities or submarkets.
These factors combine to form a risk spectrum.
As one would expect, investors require higher
financial returns for riskier investments.
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The Region’s Critical Housing
Attainability Challenges
Improving access to housing requires an analysis of the region’s specific unmet housing needs,
because different challenges require differing policy responses. The following sections identify
the segments of the population who struggle with housing attainability, examine how the housing
market is responding to demand, and review projections of future housing needs.

Housing Attainable to Moderate-Income Purchasers and Low-Income Renters
Is Limited
In reviewing existing data and analysis on the region’s housing market and economic conditions,
the task force found that the region’s sustained economic growth has not translated to broad-based
housing attainability, with particular pressure on lower-income households. More specifically:
•

Lower-income households are more likely to experience cost burdens, with 80 percent
of renters and 73 percent of owners earning below 80 percent of area median income (AMI)
spending more than 30 percent of their income on housing. Nearly half of all renters (47.9
percent) were housing-cost burdened.iii

•

Homeownership is becoming more costly, relative to income, creating difficult
tradeoffs for households that prefer to buy homes. Some may be able to stretch
financially to afford a home near their place of work or in a desired location. Others may
purchase farther out where homes are more affordable (“drive until you qualify”) or leave
the region entirely. Many continue to rent. According to a ULI Washington 2018 Survey of
Millennials living inside the Beltway, the share of Millennials owning homes is now slowly
trending upward, after hitting a low point in 2012-2013.

Home purchase costs increasing faster than incomes in
Washington, D.C., region

“Home Price-to-Income Ratios,”
Joint Center for Housing Studies
of Harvard University, accessed
December 3, 2018, http://www.
jchs.harvard.edu/home-priceincome-ratios.
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Most of region's ownership stock is unaffordable to a
median-income household
Average
Assessed Value

Median
Assessed
Value

Percent Affordable
to Median Income
Household

District of Columbia

$632,948

$508,670

26.62%

Montgomery County

$532,038

$428,100

34.80%

Arlington County

$653,557

$621,100

20.50%

Jurisdiction

Source: Neighborhood Fundamentals, LLC analysis of publicly available property assessment data

Regional homeownership opportunities are limited for
current renters
Household category
Lower income (25th percentile)

Percentage of homes affordable
to renter household
3

Median income

18

Higher income (75th percentile)

52

Source: “Share of Homes Affordable to Potential Buyers Varies Widely,” Joint Center for Housing Studies of
Harvard University.

•

Increased demand is reducing the
supply of rental homes attainable to
lower-income households. The last
decade has seen significant growth in
the higher-income renter population
across the region and a corresponding
reduction in the number of rental units
affordable to lower-income households.
Rents have increased faster than inflation
in all inner jurisdictions, ranging from
11.3 percent in Loudoun County to 0.1
percent in Prince George’s County.iv

The Region’s Housing Market Is Not
Adequately Responding to Population
and Economic Growth
Recent population and economic growth have
been consistent but unbalanced. Among

“inner region”v jurisdictions, growth since 2000
has been concentrated among households
earning more than $100,000 or less than
$50,000. The George Mason University Center
for Regional Analysis found that the trend of
lower-middle-income growth is expected to
continue through 2023.vi
At the same time, regional permitting levels
have fallen below historic norms relative to both
population and job growth. This has led to a
tightening of the market. In recent years, new
construction has been concentrated in class
A product.vii Without sufficient new supply to
meet higher-income demand, investment has
shifted toward acquisition and repositioning
of performing class B or C property that
may be more naturally affordable to lowerincome households. This trend is reducing
the affordability of this segment of the housing
stock. Repositioning may improve housing
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Housing Permits and Net New Jobs Added, Washington MSA: 1990-2017 (Est.)

Source: Analysis of Moody’s data by Adam Ducker, Managing Director; RCLCO Real Estate Advisors for ULI Washington Regionalism Initiative

•

From 2006 to 2016, the District of Columbia’s
total supply of rental units affordable at
greater than 60 percent of median family
income increased by nearly 41,500
units. The number of units affordable to
households earning less than 50 percent of
median family income, however, declined by
about 11,800, to 60,200. The number of units

affordable to households between 50 and 60
percent of median family income increased
by 2,500.viii
•

Since 2000, Arlington County has lost
over nearly 14,000 rental units affordable
to households earning 60 percent of
area median income or less, mostly as
a result of increases in rent.ix Only 3,126
such units are left in the county, with
about 11,675 additional units affordable
between 60 and 80 percent AMI.x

•

In Montgomery County, 38 percent of the
demand for rental housing is below 50
percent of AMI, but only 17 percent of
units are affordable at that level.xi

Beall's Grant, Rockville, MD

As demographics
and consumer
preferences
shift, demand for
different types
of housing may
respond in kind.

choice for moderate-income renters, but it also
puts increasing pressure on lower-income
renters currently living in or competing for that
segment of the region’s housing stock. To
illustrate, each focus jurisdiction has recently
released analyses of the attainability of its
existing rental stock, with the following findings:

14

Exhibit 13

Changing Demographics and
Consumer Preferences Are Shifting
Demand for Housing
Housing attainability is shaped by the
supply-demand relationship across several
dimensions, including tenure, cost, building
type, quality, and location. As demographics
and consumer preferences shift, demand
for different types of housing may respond
in kind. For example, the older adult (65 and
older) population in all three focus jurisdictions
is expected to increase as a proportion of the
population.xii As this trend continues, demand
is likely to increase for any or all of agerestricted housing, accessible housing, and
accessibility modifications to existing homes.
In terms of consumer choice, quantitative and
anecdotal evidence suggest that demand will
continue to be strong in mixed-use, transitserved neighborhoods in both the District of
Columbia and the surrounding jurisdictions.
Illustrating how demographic and consumer
preference trends intersect, ULI Washington’s
2018 survey report on Millennials Inside the
Beltway identified the group as Committed
Urbanists. The survey found that four of the six
most important neighborhood characteristics
were directly or indirectly related to ease
of access (walkability, proximity to transit,

presence of restaurants, and convenient retail
stores).xiii Notably, the availability of attainable
townhouses and rowhouses was rated as more
important than either single-family homes, or
condominiums and apartments.
Although some reasonable assumptions
may be made as to the types of housing that
may see increased demand, the magnitude
of any individual shift is unpredictable.
Therefore, housing supply that offers a
range of choices can improve the health
and resiliency of the housing market and
better meet consumer needs.
With some exceptions, however, the region’s
housing market provides limited consumer
choice. The research team examined the
relative prevalence and attainability of various
owner-occupied housing types using publicly
available property value records. The team
found limited diversity in terms of building
type, and in none of the three examined
jurisdictions was the lowest-cost housing type
most prevalent.

It is estimated
that there will
be a shortfall
of 805,000
housing units by
2045 to meet
the projected
job growth in the
region.

The Need for More Equitable
Development Is Expected to Grow
Moving forward, the region will have to
increase housing production to both
accommodate future demand and ameliorate
past production shortfalls. Analysis from
the Metropolitan Washington Council of
Governments (COG) and the National
Capital Region Transportation Planning
Board (TPB) confirmed that the region is not
producing enough housing to accommodate
future job growth. The COG/TPB analysis
found that providing enough housing to
accommodate job growth would require the
region’s jurisdictions to increase permitting
to 25,600 units per year. Though this target
has not been met in recent years, achieving
this level of production is clearly attainable
to the region’s jurisdictions. New housing
construction permits averaged 30,900 per
year from 2000 to 2005.
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Process & Policy
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How Development Is Planned and
Approved in the Region
A first step in understanding why housing supply has failed to meet demand is to consider the
region’s regulatory framework for housing development. This section provides a general outline
of the process through which the region’s jurisdictions accommodate growth. It also includes a
high-level review of the relevant policies and processes that govern development approvals.

Regional Needs Are Addressed Mostly through Local Policy
Though housing demand is in part a regional issue, few entities or mechanisms exist for
responding to demand in a coordinated way across jurisdictions. Whereas this is generally true
nationally, it is especially important in the Washington, D.C., metropolitan area, whose inner core
spans states. This lack of coordination limits the replicability and potential impact of statewide
policies that have been adopted elsewhere, such as jurisdictional housing production targets.

Monroe Street Market, Washington, DC

Thousands

The Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (COG) and the Transportation Planning
Board (TPB) form the regional planning agency for the Washington, DC region. COG is a
planning organization made up
Current Forecast and Additional Units Needed
of 22 cities and counties in the
To Meet Future Job Growth and
metropolitan region; TPB is the
Optimize Transportation System Performance
federally designated metropolitan
planning organization (MPO) and
115
is a separate part of the COG
organization. MPOs are responsible
805
75
690
for regional planning and
65
365
290
coordination for the use of federal
235
170
transportation funding. This includes
2018 to 2025
2018 to 2030
2018 to 2045
the coordination of land use,
Additional Housing “Needed”
Current Forecast
transportation, and infrastructure
plans across jurisdictions. Given
that the COG/TPB includes representatives from all the regional jurisdictions, planning decisions
must achieve at least some level of consensus. However, most regional decisions currently are
based on the cumulative projections of local governments, making advancement of regional
priorities more difficult.
Federal law requires that transportation plans developed by COG/TPB consider current and
ongoing resource constraints. As such, transportation plans must account for differences
in transportation infrastructure costs that would result from different land use scenarios.
COG created the Region Forward plan in 2010, which outlined tools to promote walkable
neighborhoods and accommodate growth within 141 designated Activity Centers.xiv These
include existing urban centers, suburban town centers, traditional towns, and transit hubs. This
approach is intended to more efficiently use existing transportation assets and reduce the need
for major investments in new infrastructure. Since the report was published, a coalition of public,
private and nonprofit organization representatives has continued to advise the COG Board on
regional policy and long-range planning.
The 115,000-unit shortfall, over the originally estimated 575,000-unit shortfall by 2045 projected
by COG, provides an example of the use of regional planning to coordinate land use and
transportation policy.xv Production needs were determined based on three core considerations:
the number of jobs the region is expected to produce, the infrastructure needed to
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accommodate the associated growth, and the
resources available to meet those needs. The
unit shortfall was determined based on current
zoning capacity in regional activity centers
and high-capacity transit corridors. However,
the specific planning efforts to accommodate
growth and meet production targets are the
responsibility of the local jurisdictions.

Jurisdiction Policies Are the Key
Drivers of Development
Each jurisdiction within the region is
responsible for developing both the longrange and near-term policy framework that
guides local development. Jurisdictional
policies can vary significantly, particularly
given differences in the powers enumerated
to local governments by the respective states.
In general, development is guided by several
policy documents:
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•

Comprehensive plans (and associated
small area and neighborhood plans);

•

Zoning ordinances (including overlays);

•

Entitlement processes; and

•

Other associated policies, such as building
codes and subdivision ordinances.

The following sections provide a general
description of each.

Comprehensive Plans Set the “Big Picture”
Vision for Growth
Generally, a comprehensive plan projects
future growth and defines how and where
such growth should occur. A comprehensive
plan may include multiple “elements” or
“master plans” that address a range of issues,
such as water and sewer infrastructure, parks
and public spaces, transportation, and energy
infrastructure. Importantly, comprehensive
plans incorporate land use plans, which
define use types (i.e., high-density residential,
medium-density commercial) and where
those uses can be located. A comprehensive
plan may also incorporate more specific
small area and neighborhood plans that are
developed through separate processes,
though jurisdictions may also incorporate
such plans into zoning codes or create
them as stand-alone policy documents.
Comprehensive plans are complex, as
shown by the graphic below detailing the
Fairfax County Comprehensive Plan Baseline
Recommendations.
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More detailed development guidance is
provided through the zoning ordinance. Within
the framework set by the land use component
of the comprehensive plan, the zoning
ordinance defines and applies specific zoning
districts and dictates the types of structures
that can be built within each district. The
zoning ordinance also includes specific
regulations on allowable densities (units per
acre or gross square footage), form, height,
setbacks, massing, open space, parking, and
a myriad of other building characteristics. The
zoning ordinance may also authorize impact
fees and developer contributions.
Zoning ordinances also define the process
by which development must be approved.
Though terminology varies, “permitted” uses
clearly fall within the parameters set in the
zoning ordinance and can generally proceed
without an extensive formal process other
than obtaining building permits and verifying
compliance with applicable codes and
procedures (“by-right” development). The
zoning ordinance also defines other eligible
uses within a zoning category that require
some level of additional review and approval.

Jurisdictions Offer Multiple Paths to Obtain
Entitlements and Approvals
The zoning ordinance defines the processes
by which approvals are granted, incorporating
additional detail through administrative

guidance as needed. Specific approval
processes are established for minor variations
to permitted uses, such as encroachments
on setback requirements. More extensive
processes are also delineated to obtain
more substantive zoning relief (referred to as
“additional entitlements”)—increased density,
for example.
The level of discretion granted to agency
staff and appointed commissions can vary
significantly. Some jurisdictions clearly define
the allowable changes and requirements
for developer contributions, whereas others
have more latitude for negotiation. The
additional entitlement process is frequently
the mechanism by which jurisdictions apply
inclusionary housing policies and specific
requirements related to community outreach
and engagement.
Examples of the additional entitlement
process in the Washington, D.C., region are
as follows:
•

District of Columbia: The Planned Unit
Development process allows flexibility
beyond by-right provisions primarily
related to height and density. Developer
applications are reviewed by the offices
or departments of zoning, planning,
transportation, energy, fire, and police
and other relevant entities. Final approvals
are granted by the Zoning Commission
(an appointed body). Public benefits
are proffered by the developers and
are subject to negotiation. These can
include affordable housing, “exceptional

Arlington County, 4.1 Process Document

Zoning Ordinances Define the Details of
Development
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•

•

architecture,” equitable hiring or contracting
practices, green building, and public space
improvements, among others.xvi

housing preservation) and offer an additional
path to enable certain types of development.

Montgomery County: The “optional
method” is used to award density in
exchange for public amenities and
facilities in certain zones. Development
proposals are reviewed by the
Development Review Committee (DRC),
which consists of the regional utilities, the
State Highway Administration, and county
departments including but not limited
to permitting services, environmental
protection, and public works and
transportation. County staff and the DRC
subsequently make recommendations to
the Planning Board (an appointed body),
which grants final approval. Developers
provide public benefits which are based
on a point system specified in the Zoning
Ordinance. Benefits include affordable
housing, public parking, proximity to
transit, open space, and public art,
historic resource protection, exceptional
building design, among others.xvii

Other Relevant Policies Can Influence the
Nature of Development in a Jurisdiction

Arlington County: The Administrative
Regulation 4.1 Site Plan policy pertains
to requests for flexibility in form, use,
and density. Applications are reviewed
by the departments of community
planning, housing and development;
parks and recreation, police, fire,
environmental services, and economic
development. Administrative staff and
an advisory Site Plan Review Committee
offer recommendations to the Planning
Commission (an appointed body) and
the County Board, which grants final
approval. Typical site plan conditions
address affordable housing, green
building, public art, and infrastructure
improvements, among others.xviii

Finally, jurisdictions have adopted zoning
overlays that apply across a specified
geography, in neighborhoods with certain
characteristics, or across the entire
jurisdiction. These are generally associated
with efforts to encourage a specific policy
goal (such as smart growth or affordable
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Although the comprehensive plan and zoning
ordinance directly prescribe what can be
built, other policies can substantially affect
development. For example, ordinances
related to subdivision and site assembly
dictate the conditions under which existing
parcel boundaries can be modified to
accommodate a development plan. Following
is a select list of applicable policies:
•

Stormwater management;

•

Infrastructure capacity and design;

•

Open space, tree replacement, and
landscaping;

•

Parking and traffic management;

•

Erosion and sediment control; and

•

Historic preservation.

Jurisdictions often have less discretion
regarding building codes, which are
established by the state based on
international or national standards. Local
governments sometimes require project
elements in excess of code, which can affect
the cost profile and viability of development.
The relative stringency of such policies can
either encourage or inhibit development,
including development that is ostensibly
allowed by right. For instance, a combination
of off-street parking requirements, minimum
unit size, lot-coverage ratios, and the size
or orientation of the parcel could make
developing a triplex in compliance with all
regulations impossible, even if that building
form was technically allowed under the
zoning code. As another example, historic
preservation policies add another layer of
review, even for by-right developments that
fall within their purview. The historic review
process can lead to lengthy negotiations
regarding size, scope, and developer
contributions more commonly associated with
the additional entitlement process.
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The Barriers to and Opportunities
for Supply Growth and Housing
Attainability
Building on a foundation of existing research and analysis, the research team reviewed
local policies and held a series of interviews, roundtables, and surveys with a diverse set of
stakeholders. The goal of these activities was to better understand the specific challenges
associated with building community support for equitable supply growth and developing and
implementing jurisdictional policies for enabling such growth. A number of common themes
emerged through this process, which the following sections describe in more detail. Though
many of these themes describe challenges or problems affecting region’s current development
paradigm and community dynamics, best practices and opportunities for improvement are
highlighted as well.

Where opposition
to new housing
arises, the issues
driving this
opposition vary
considerably
across
jurisdictions and
neighborhoods.

The Challenges and Benefits of Community Engagement
In every discussion about housing affordability and regional housing needs, community
engagement is repeatedly cited as one of the most challenging factors affecting the delivery
of housing. Through discussions with a range of regional stakeholders in the public, private,
and nonprofit sectors, numerous shared perspectives and common challenges emerged. Also
apparent, however, is how differently individual jurisdictions—and even individual areas or
neighborhoods within a single jurisdiction—approach community engagement and the dialogue
around housing development. While there is no single solution or one-size-fits-all approach to
making community engagement more equitable and respectful of individuals’ time and opinions,
research discussions identified numerous areas where community engagement can foster a
more constructive dialogue about housing attainability and community needs.

The Nature of Community Engagement Is Changing and Is Shaped by Local and Regional Dynamics

Arlington County, Virginia

Although housing affordability is ultimately a regional issue, the ways in which it is discussed
at the local level vary considerably from community to community. At the same time, all those
involved in planning and development processes generally perceive the nature of community
engagement itself as shifting, due to factors ranging from the national political climate to
available technology, trust in the process, and preferred methods for engaging in community
issues. These observations are explored in greater detail below.
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Legal challenges undermine the District of
Columbia’s authority to approve development
A series of legal challenges to development
in the District of Columbia illustrate
the importance of avoiding unintended
consequences of planning policies. From
2012 through May 2018, 20 development
projects had been stalled at some point or
continue to be delayed by lawsuits, many
of which are related to interpretations of
the District’s Comprehensive Plan. Legal
proceedings have at least temporarily
prevented up to 4,593 homes from being built,
just over 15 percent of which (706) would
have been committed affordable units.xix Two
of these developments were either entirely
or predominantly composed of committed
affordable units.
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Unit Development (PUD) process was
inconsistent with the District of Columbia’s
Comprehensive Plan. One point of contention
is whether the Zoning Commission’s decision
adequately addressed any inconsistencies or
appropriately weighed the proposal against
sometimes competing priorities in the
Comprehensive Plan.

These and other lawsuits vary widely in their
details and merits. In many, petitioners
argued that regulatory flexibility granted
to the developer as part of the Planned

The District of Columbia is currently in the
process of updating its Comprehensive Plan,
in part to address the cross-cutting issues
raised in the lawsuits. Recent drafts have
included language changes to the “Framework
Element” that prioritizes affordable housing
and anti-displacement in PUDs. xx In the
meantime, developers in the District of
Columbia are increasingly wary of using the
PUD process, either proceeding by right or
holding back development applications until
the systemic issues are resolved. xxi

Community engagement processes and
the “rules of engagement” vary from
jurisdiction to jurisdiction. Local jurisdictions
differ in terms of the number and nature of
requirements for the development review
process; how early and how often a developer
must engage the community; and the extent to
which planning staffers take a strong lead in
guiding a development proposal through the
review process. Differing institutional structures
also affect how much individual neighborhoods
can influence development decisions and how
much development processes are insulated
from, or subject to influence by, politics and
the beliefs of individual elected officials.
Finally, the rules and parameters governing the
negotiation of community benefits or proffers
vary from jurisdiction to jurisdiction, and from
state to state.

The nature of community conversations
about housing and neighborhood change
is influenced by distinct local dynamics
and characteristics. A variety of factors
affect the community dialogue about housing,
including the speed at which change is
taking place in particular neighborhoods,
local residents’ willingness to accept change,
and the availability of land to accommodate
new development and local needs. In the
absence of a shared, agreed-upon regional
vision for development, conversations about
housing and development are also shaped
by the presence, or lack, of a local land use
and urban design vision. Whereas detailed
plans exist for some communities, other
communities either lack such visions or have
plans that have been rendered obsolete by
changing local conditions.
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Where opposition to new housing arises,
the issues driving this opposition vary
considerably across jurisdictions and
neighborhoods. Depending on the community,
issues may range from affordability,
gentrification and displacement, and equity
concerns to specific impacts related to
housing development (traffic, parking, school
enrollment) to the form of development
(height, density, design character, the
amount of open space) to more generalized
resistance to change and preserving
“neighborhood character.”
There is also a general sense that
community engagement itself is evolving.
Numerous individuals interviewed for this
study noted that political polarization and the
absence of discourse at the national level
is now “trickling down” to the local level.
Many observers note increasing skepticism,
about both government and developers,
and a decreasing appetite for negotiation,
compromise, and true dialogue in the
space between opposing viewpoints. Some
speculate that new technologies, such as
social media and local listservs, are further
polarizing local debates by influencing
with whom and how information is shared,
reducing developers’ and local planners’
direct access to communities, and elevating
the volume and intensity of the debate. As a
result, the community engagement methods
that have worked in the past—including
traditional public meetings—may no longer be
appropriate today or should be supplemented
by other approaches. At the same time,
the development process has, in some
jurisdictions, become increasingly litigious
and subject to court interpretations of local
planning priorities, regardless of the level of
community support for a project.

Issues and Attitudes about Community
Development Reflect Growing Distrust and
Mirror National Social Divisiveness
Public opinion is formed through a variety of
experiences—both societal and personal—
and is nuanced by individual personal goals
and expectations. As noted above, national
attitudes have influenced the dialogue about
the future of our communities. Mirroring the

national climate, dialogue about housing now
reflects greater extremes of opinion with less
of a middle ground for reaching compromise.
It also reflects a growing distrust of those with
the potential to create and influence community
change—the planner, the developer, the
designer, the government official.
As a result, the tone of community dialogue
about development has shifted. Where
negotiation and compromise were once
possible, debates about community issues
have become increasingly polarized.
Meanwhile the voice of “community” has
become fragmented, with the loudest voices
dictating the conversation about housing.
With a large segment of the community
choosing not to participate, small numbers of
individuals are able to influence outcomes.
the community also has obligations to be
informed and to follow the rules so as not to
disrupt the process. There should be limits on
what the community can comment on when
developers are proposing what is permitted
by the regulations.
Trust is an essential yet fragile element of
constructive community engagement, and
one that is increasingly undermined by,
or absent from, community conversations
about housing throughout the region. While
the loss of trust may occur for various reasons,
its absence can doom local development
processes to protracted and polarized
debate while tainting future conversations
about community change. Where trust is
absent, this void is filled by a mix of fear,
skepticism, disbelief of facts and data,
misinformation, and a belief that outcomes are
predetermined—all of which prevent actual
discourse and listening from taking place.
Community participation in planning and
development processes is increasingly driven
by the fear that proposed projects will make
things worse. Members of the community
exhibit an increasing skepticism about the
development process and often start the
process from a standpoint of distrust and
disbelief. This mindset reflects not only a
distrust of government, developers, politicians,
and the process, but also the perception that
the development process is not objective—
but rather subject to a shifting set of rules
for different groups. For some communities,
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there is no reason to trust, based on decades
of discrimination, exclusion, and segregation.
This sense of skepticism combined with
the public’s resistance to change often
results in prolonged and negatively charged
development processes.
Increasingly, both the public and
developers are losing faith in the process.
Public trust has been diminished by visible
evidence suggesting the lack of a real public
commitment to housing affordability. As the
region continues to lose affordable housing
stock and rapid change occurs in many
neighborhoods along with rising rents and
housing prices, some point to patterns of
displacement and a lack of follow-through on
previous affordable housing commitments as
a reason for lack of trust.

Trust also depends on who leads
community engagement and serves as
the messenger. Numerous individuals
interviewed believe that the use of impartial
third parties to facilitate and mediate
community engagement can increase trust in
the process, particularly in instances where
the community debate has the potential to
become intractably polarized and hardened.
In contrast, others point out that the presence
of developers’ public relations consultants
and lawyers at community events can
undermine trust, because the community
has come to expect these “hired guns” will
not be hearing “the truth” from developer
representatives. Particularly in low-income
and minority communities, trust also stems
from relatability—receiving information from
individuals who understand you and “look like
you,” which is often not the case during the
development process.

Veirs Mill Corrider Master Plan, Wheaton, MD

Distrust also contributes to a belief that
decisions regarding development have already
been made and that community input does
not affect the outcome. When past experience
creates the impression that decision-makers
are not listening to community concerns, many
community participants enter a community
engagement process with the expectation
that the public will be told only half-truths
or untruths. They regard the process as
simply a “pro forma” requirement to advance
predetermined outcomes and instinctively
distrust the project-related data and information
provided to inform community input.

Developer trust is diminished when honest
efforts to engage the community and
meet community demands through design
modifications ultimately lead to litigation,
despite design concessions and agreements
to provide desired community benefits, such
as green space. Trust is further diminished
by instances when small but vocal minority
opposition is able to stop or delay a project
despite otherwise broad community support.
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Today’s community engagement
increasingly reflects a win-or-lose, zerosum mentality, rather than a collaborative
process. Increasingly, participants in
community engagement processes are
entering the dialogue with the goal of
halting a project, rather than searching for
common ground. Interviews and focus group
participants emphasized the increasingly
fraught nature of community conversations
about housing, in which true discourse is
replaced by “a series of monologues,” a lack
of accountability, and a vanishing code of
conduct for community engagement. Public
forums no longer serve as “safe zones” for
community dialogue, and the most vocal
objectors sometimes have disproportionate
influence on development processes.
Meanwhile, the need for negotiation and
compromise disappears when communities are
successful at stopping or delaying projects.
The focus has shifted from reaching
consensus to destroying the consensus.
Participants in the research process
highlighted the fragile nature of consensus
in today’s community engagement climate,
citing examples from around the region in
which even a small minority of objectors
or voices from outside the community
have succeeded in stopping or delaying
projects that have broad community support.
Individuals interviewed cite instances in which
a majority viewpoint was superseded by
small, but high-impact, minority opposition,
sometimes supported by groups from outside
the community that share a desire to stop
development without compromise. Some cite
a “privilege dynamic” in which even small
groups of objectors—particularly those with
access to the knowledge and resources
to oppose development—have been
especially effective at opposing and litigating
development proposals.
In this type of climate—in which there is
often no incentive to compromise—strong
community support and promised community
benefits are not always enough to prevent
lawsuits. Others, particularly those representing
the needs of lower-income communities
disproportionately affected by rising rents and
home prices, see efforts to halt development—

such as appeals and litigation—as the only
remaining option to get local government to
listen to their concerns and follow through on
prior public commitments.

Political Will, Trust, and Community
Engagement Are Intertwined
Community distrust frequently stems from the
belief that politicians and government staff are
“in the pockets” of developers and unwilling
to push back to ensure the public good.
Although the amount of influence elected
officials can have on land use processes
varies from jurisdiction to jurisdiction, the
ability of elected officials to intervene in, and
change the outcomes of, a development
process reinforces and augments distrust in
the process. In contrast, this distrust can be
mitigated when elected officials are involved
early in the development process and make
their positions transparent from the outset.
As described below, the role of politics in the
community engagement and development
processes was a recurring theme in
discussions, particularly the importance of
political will in the decision-making process
and its relationship to trust.
Some jurisdictions’ development
processes are more insulated from political
intervention than others. For example,
some note that the presence of an appointed
planning board, such as exists in Montgomery
County, or a site plan review committee of key
government and community stakeholders,
as is common practice in Arlington County,
can enable a less political site plan process
with clearer expectations for the development
process. Little consensus emerged on the
optimal involvement of elected officials.
Some see locally focused decision-making
structures, such as the District of Columbia’s
Advisory Neighborhood Commissions as
preferable, because of their separation from
citywide politics. Others note the importance
of elected officials’ involvement, given their
ability to ensure that broader public needs
are addressed through development, to set
the tone and ground rules for community
engagement, and to help shepherd projects
through the approval process.
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Detailed area plans can provide political
cover and continuity for development
decisions but are sometimes perceived as
limiting opportunities for compromise and
negotiation. Communities look for the political
will to uphold existing plans for an area, thereby
upholding promises made to the community
during an earlier planning process. However,
although upholding a plan provides elected
officials with the basis to override concerns
that contradict the plan, it also makes it more
difficult for political representatives to resolve
conflicting views by brokering compromise
and negotiating community benefits. Detailed
area plans also have the potential to address
the lack of continuity in elected leadership and
shifting political priorities, which can foster
distrust in government when communitysupported plans are not enforced after elected
leadership changes.

Community Engagement Is Less Contentious
When Planning and Vision-Setting Occur
Ahead of Time
In multiple discussions with a range of
government, development, and community
stakeholders in the region, a recurring theme
centers on the importance of having a vision
in place—articulated in local plans, defined
and agreed upon through community planning
processes—in setting the stage for community
engagement. A common conclusion is that
conflict and controversy around proposed
development is often minimized when a clear
vision—such as a small area plan or master
plan for future development—has been defined
previously through a comprehensive process
that has encouraged significant and meaningful
community input. When communities,
jurisdictions, and the region lack a vision and
plan, community engagement processes can
become more contentious and less efficient, as
the community’s vision is debated and revisited
on a project-by-project basis.
In particular, planning processes offer
community members the opportunity to
have input on their area’s future form and
character, particularly regarding issues
such as compatible densities, anticipated
demographic changes, traffic impacts,
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school impacts, park and other public realm
improvements, and so on. These plans and
processes are most successful when (1)
the planning process has been inclusive;
(2) the jurisdiction has a strong track record
of following the plan as written in its zoning
amendments and development approvals;
(3) the plan is sufficiently specific in defining
future community character, requirements,
and zoning to support the community’s
“vision”; and (4) the plan is relatively upto-date and reflects realistic assumptions
regarding market conditions. The extent to
which the plan reflects current conditions is
especially critical for communities that are
experiencing rapid turnover, since the views
of newcomers to these communities may differ
from those represented in the plan.
Nevertheless, planning ahead and defining
both community and local jurisdictions’
expectations before development pressures
mount and development proposals arise
provides opportunities for setting community
expectations and for two-way education
on the character, benefits, and tradeoffs of
development. The following explores the
importance of vision-setting and how working
out the vision in advance can benefit the
community engagement process.
Getting out in front of change with a
community-centered planning process—
both early on and well before development
proposals are submitted—allows the
public, the development community, and
the jurisdiction to define expectations and
requirements ahead of time. This process
allows planners and the community to “work
it out ahead of time,” before development
applications are submitted, rather than
repeatedly contesting the vision for future
development with each new development
proposal. A common observation from
stakeholders in multiple jurisdictions is that
having a small area plan or comparable
detailed plan in place—and one in which the
community was involved from the beginning—
can reduce conflict and address fears later
on. This is a much-preferred time to have
conversations about development, prior to the
time when a specific development proposal is
before the parties.
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Pike and Rose, Rockville, MD

White Flint Master Plan

In Montgomery County, the White Flint master
planning process was a model of successful
community planning. In creation of the White
Flint Plan, developers and community activists
aligned upon realizing that collaboration
could be mutually beneficial. They used a
mix of new media and traditional techniques
to reach out to a smart and politically savvy
community where nearly one-third of all
adults hold postgraduate degrees. Critics
railed against greater traffic on Rockville Pike
and contended that the plan was a ruse to
pack in more development. However, support
grew among residents who saw the concept
as a means toward more walkability, safe
streets, retail amenities, sense of place, and
affordable housing.
The community acknowledged that if growth
were to take place in a smart manner, density
would need to be concentrated around
Metro stations and transit hubs where more
compact infrastructure could be created
to support the growth. An organization
called Friends of White Flint was formed
and attracted many followers by sharing
information about the Plan. This group was
initially citizen driven and became a group
organization with business, development
interests and citizens working side by side.
A mix of interest groups not normally aligned
on major development, including senior
citizens, environmentalists, and social

equity advocates saw the benefits of a more
walkable, cyclable, affordable White Flint. The
often adversarial paradigm was changed to
a conversation about how to transform the
area to its desired state while maintaining
the quality of life for those in the area.
Commercial real estate property owners
in the area, generally competitors, were
openly discussing market trends and rent
projections, which are not normally shared.
This was viewed as a sign of their collective
commitment to propelling change. This group
of developers spent countless hours with local
community residents, from small gatherings
in individual living rooms to breakfast
presentations at local restaurants on the
details of the planning principles behind the
proposed changes.
In the end, the Sierra Club, Chesapeake Bay
Foundation, and 1,000 Friends of Maryland
supported this project, as well as the local
community representatives. Montgomery
County created a permanent position in the
County Executive’s office to ensure that the
implementation of the Plan moved forward.
The existence of a detailed and communitysupported vision for the area ultimately lay
the groundwork for approval and construction
of the mixed-use Pike & Rose district,
which progressed smoothly through the
development process without significant
community opposition.
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Detailed, specific, and forward-looking
plans are most effective in reducing future
conflict over development proposals and
increasing the speed of the development
process. Government, development, and
community stakeholders generally agree
that adversity in the community engagement
process often stems from a lack of consensus,
or lack of clarity, around a vision. Plans
that clearly and specifically define a vision
area character (and related development
requirements) provide a more useful blueprint
than more general recommendations
that are subject to broad interpretation.
Conversely, leaving plans “too vague” (in
some cases intentionally, to allow for flexibility
for extracting more proffers or community
benefits from developers), or leaving areas of
a community unplanned, frequently results in
greater levels of contentiousness among all
involved in the development process.
Relying solely on comprehensive plans for
guidance (“it’s like the Bible—everyone can
find what they want in it”), moreover, opens
the door to more subjective interpretations of
a plan’s intent and contradictory elements that
could be challenged in court. Similarly, plans
that too closely mirror existing conditions
become “obsolete” sooner and are less useful
in setting realistic expectations for the nature
and extent of community change that will
occur. Ultimately, the challenge is to develop
plans that are sufficiently specific to provide
useful guidance for development while, at
the same time, allowing flexibility for design
interpretation, changing market requirements,
and other development concerns.
Developer and property owner participation
in the planning process lays the
groundwork for a more efficient and
less contentious development approval
process. When developers are involved in
visioning and detailed area planning, the
community can better understand developer
requirements and expectations. Similarly,
when developers participate in crafting the
plan, both sides have a better understanding
about development assumptions, market
conditions, and economic feasibility.
Developer involvement in this proactive
planning process allows the community to
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better understand developer requirements
and expectations and allows the developer
to participate in the visioning process. When
residents and the development community
work together to create a comprehensive
community strategy ahead of time, this can
enable development to move forward more
quickly once a project is proposed.
Plans need to be durable and forwardlooking, yet responsive to neighborhood
changes. Successful plans anticipate
neighborhood change over time and
have time frames that are long enough
to withstand changes in local leadership.
However, they also need to be revisited
periodically to check assumptions in light
of changes to development patterns and
market conditions. As new people move into
an area, revisiting and updating plans also
provides an opportunity to educate residents
about previously agreed upon planning
assumptions, eliminating the need to debate
these assumptions all over again when
development proposals arise.
Sharing project information earlier, before
or during conceptual phases of design, can
build trust in the process. Exhibiting both
flexibility and a true willingness to engage
the community, rather than a desire to simply
“sell” a project, can positively affect the tone
of community engagement processes and
instill confidence that community input truly
matters. Those interviewed cite gestures such
as refraining from showing detailed plans
when first engaging the community, as well as
intangibles such as interpersonal demeanor
during first interactions with the community, as
important factors in establishing a constructive
dialogue about housing and community
needs. Some also note the potential benefits
of greater transparency from developers on
financial and profit-related factors affecting
the feasibility of a development proposal to
address the imbalance of information—and
resulting lack of trust—that characterizes the
developer’s interface with the community.
Developers who “do their homework,”
demonstrate the community benefits of
their projects, and show respect for a
community’s norms have greater success
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with the process—often from the start.
A common theme among participants is
a prevailing sense of disappointment in
community engagement because of a
perceived shifting set of rules, an absence
of clear goals and intended outcomes
for the community process, and a lack
of clarity about who “owns” the process.
Expectations regarding process, time frames,
the number of meetings anticipated, and
intended outcomes are not clearly defined
when community engagement begins, while
prior personal experience with community
engagement provides reason for skepticism
at the outset (“we have these meetings and
nothing ever happens”). In addition, a lack
of clear ground rules—regarding what is on
the table for discussion and negotiation, what
is assumed based on existing plans for an
area, and norms for how participants should
conduct themselves—often contributes to
misunderstandings. In other instances, stated
ground rules are not enforced.

building support for their projects.
Demonstrating a familiarity with, and respect
for, community-supported plans for an
area and the general parameters of what a
community deems acceptable, can build
trust and foster constructive dialogue as the
development process progresses. At the
same time, the ability to define meaningful
community benefits that would result from a
proposed project, and how the project will
improve the community, can increase the
chances of community acceptance and local
government approvals.

Managing the Rules, Methods, and
Processes of Engagement Can Foster Trust,
Equity, and Inclusion

The rules and structure of engagement are
often not clearly defined, which leads to
skepticism, distrust, and disenchantment

The Timing and Duration of Community
Engagement Influence Outcomes
Throughout the research process,
interviewees focused repeatedly on the
role of time, and timing, in the community
engagement process. A common complaint

Marshall Heights Community Development Organization

Engagement methods are not “one
size fits all” but must be tailored to fit
the community context and dynamics.
Official processes, which rely on meetings
and hearings as the primary mechanisms
for providing input, often fail to capture
a representative range of perspectives
from a community. Barriers to broad
and representative participation include
logistical and economic obstacles, such as
transportation limitations, child-care needs,
and employment or other responsibilities that
conflict with meeting times. Other barriers
are more personal: a lack of comfort with
public participation processes and formal
public meetings; a lack of familiarity with
planning and development issues and jargon;
a real or perceived lack of long-term, vested
interest in a community; or a feeling that
providing one’s perspective simply does not
matter. The result is a process that overlooks
large segments of the population, so these
views are not represented in the community
dialogue and are overshadowed by those of
a smaller subset of the population. As such,
reliance on meetings alone is not always the
most equitable strategy for soliciting opinions
regarding housing and development, but few
alternatives are offered to capture a broader
range of voices.
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from all stakeholders in the development
process is the amount of time, and number of
meetings, required to complete the planning
and development processes. Many also
stressed the importance of when community
engagement begins relative to both initial
development proposals and prior planning
efforts. The following explores the role of time
and timing in greater detail.
The community engagement process
has a limited “arc.” Those with personal
experience leading or participating in multiple
community engagement processes note that
a finite window of opportunity exists during
which most community participants will
remain involved in a planning or development
process. For most participants, there is a
limit to how long they will remain involved in
a process before planning and “consultation
fatigue” sets in. Moreover, if community
engagement is inconsistent, with multiple
pauses or delays and irregular communication
from planners or developers, or if the process
drags on too long, all but the most vehemently
opposed are apt to drop out of the discussion.
Engaging the community as early as
possible leads to shorter community
engagement processes and less
confrontation. “Bring me in early,” the saying
goes, “and I’m your partner; bring me in late,
and I’m your judge.” This oft-cited maxim of

•

•

•

•

Mid-City East Livability Study, Washington, DC
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community engagement is substantiated more
than ever by the increasingly fraught nature of
community engagement around development
and housing issues. A recurring theme in
interviews was the sense that engagement
often does not happen early enough. When
engagement starts too late, and development
plans take shape before community input,
an opportunity is missed to build trust, foster
collaboration, and address the prevailing
sense, from the community perspective, that
all decisions are made before anyone comes
to the table. Initial distrust and skepticism can
quickly escalate into outright combativeness
when developers and local planners fail to
start the conversation early enough and in a
meaningful manner. Factors affecting whether
constructive dialogue and collaboration can
be achieved include the extent to which the
following occur:
Local planners and communities work
out contentious issues and development
assumptions well ahead of time, before
development proposals are formulated;

Developers interface early and
meaningfully with the community before
detailed development plans are submitted;
Key groups of stakeholders are involved
early and from the outset of community
engagement; and

Elected officials are involved early and
are “brought along” as development
plans evolve, rather than intervening late
in the process.

Changes in the composition of a
community’s population and the passage
of time between planning updates can alter
the dynamics of community engagement.
Throughout the metropolitan region, many
communities continue to experience
substantial changes to their residential
composition, as new residents move into
an area and others move out. Regardless
of whether these changes reflect natural
demographic and generational change or
are accelerated by factors such as new
residential development, rising rents and
home prices, and displacement, changeover
in a community between initial area planning
processes and subsequent development
proposals can force a reevaluation of
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previously established planning and
development assumptions. Newcomers to an
area may lack the institutional knowledge of,
or commitment to, earlier planning decisions
and may have different perceptions about
the type and extent of development that is
appropriate. Therefore, in areas experiencing
change, the need may exist to periodically
remind the community of existing plans for an
area and, if necessary, revisit these plans to
maintain a broader vision for a community.

Successful Community Engagement Requires
a Shared Understanding of Facts and Data
A recurring theme in research discussions
centered on the ways in which facts
and data—when presented accurately
and clearly—can inform the community
engagement process, help all parties
understand the implications of certain
decisions, and set parameters for
conversations about development. However, a
common conclusion was that, too often, a lack
of agreement on facts and the conclusions
of data analyses related to a development
proposal prevents the community
conversation from advancing. The following
findings focus on the importance of reaching
a shared understanding of project-related
information in order to foster constructive
dialogue about development-related concerns
and expectations.
Community engagement processes break
down when participants do not trust, or
agree upon, facts and data. A recurring
challenge cited by interviewees is that many
community participants choose not to believe
the facts and data presented by developers
or local government during the development
process. This may be because of distrust of
the developers or local government officials
providing the data or because the facts do
not conform to individuals’ perceived reality.
Whether the issue is traffic congestion, the
impacts of residential development on school
capacity, building heights, or other community
concerns, disagreements about basic facts
and data are often at the core of contentious
community engagement processes.

Yet, data—when provided openly, accurately,
transparently, and in an easy-to-understand
manner—also have the potential to change
the story and refocus the discussion.
However, at public events, misperceptions
and misinformation proliferate when planning
staff and local leaders are not prepared or are
unwilling to intervene to “set the record straight.”
Moreover, the use of complex, and often very
technical, terminology and jargon to address
housing, planning, and other development
considerations in public communications only
increases the likelihood of misinterpretation.
The result is a community debate grounded in
disputed facts and one that fails to progress
to actual dialogue and earnest attempts to
understand one another’s concerns.
Nevertheless, it is important to recognize
that even the best data can be imperfect.
Discussions also highlighted instances in
which changing circumstances, poor data
quality, or misinterpretation or omission of data
(e.g., community projections that do not take
into account all variables) have negatively
influenced both community decision-making
and overall trust. While sharing data benefits
the community decision-making process,
it is important to recognize that data can
be imperfect, by being upfront about the
assumptions embedded in projections and
providing explanations of how models are
adjusted to account for new information.
Digital tools and social media decentralize
communication and facilitate the spread of
misinformation. The proliferation of digital
tools and social media as primary means
of community communication facilitates the
sharing of information about development
and housing within communities. However,
it can also aid the spread of misinformation
that heightens fears and fuels distrust. These
tools compartmentalize communication into
separate networks of individuals with shared
outlooks or concerns. As a result, community
conversations about development often reflect
a filtered and siloed form of communication,
in which the voices and perspectives of
community groups, development advocates
and opponents, developers, and local officials
rarely intersect in the same space. In turn,
these separate channels of communication
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Percentage of residential developable area available to
build by right
District of
Columbia

Montgomery
County

Arlington
County

Single-family detached exclusive

30.64%

92.58%

86.74%

Single-family attached* or detached, multifamily
not allowed

32.92%

2.67%

2.00%

Multifamily development allowed

36.44%

4.75%

11.99%

Source: Authors’ analysis of local zoning codes.
Note: Calculations exclude land where no residential construction is currently allowed by right, such as industrial
zones. Figures may not add up to 100 percent due to rounding.
*Single-family attached housing can often also be developed on land zoned for multifamily development.

This map shows the types of residential zoning in place through
Arlington County, D.C., and Montgomery County where different
types of residential uses are allowed.

Source: Authors’ analysis of local zoning codes.
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Montgomery County is facing development
moratoria tied to infrastructure, school capacity
To support environmentally and fiscally
sustainable growth, Montgomery County has
an Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. xxiv
The policy assesses whether roads, schools,
water, sewer, police, fire, and health services
can support a subdivision application. xxv
Developers must provide impact fees to fund
schools and infrastructure. When certain
capacity thresholds are exceeded, the county
can impose a development moratorium.
Though one positive intended outcome of this
and other similar ordinances is to support
infill development in communities with
existing infrastructure, in certain contexts the
policy can have the opposite effect. Rapid
growth in Montgomery County has pushed

further polarize the debate and make true
dialogue more difficult
Community engagement processes fall
short when the benefits and tradeoffs
of a development proposal or plan are
not well understood. Conversations
with housing, planning, and development
practitioners underscore the public’s lack of
understanding about the implications and
tradeoffs of decisions regarding development
at the neighborhood, jurisdiction, and
regional scales. Such tradeoffs include
the range of costs and benefits for the
community of various project alternatives;
developer concerns and requirements,
including costs and what makes a project
feasible; and the implications of various
design options on urban design, mobility,
and project finances. These conversations
also suggest that developers sometimes
fail to communicate the benefits of their
projects for the community, which has
implications for gaining community approval
for a project. Not only the general public
requires education on such issues, but also
community leaders, the members of boards
and commissions, and elected officials.

school enrollment beyond capacity in certain
areas, resulting in a moratorium that affects
portions of Silver Spring, Takoma Park,
Wheaton, and Bethesda. This is inhibiting
housing development in the urbanized areas
where the county has planned for growth.
Preventing school overcrowding is an
important goal. However, negative
consequences can be associated with
development moratoria. In addition to
the potential effects on housing costs
and attainability, inhibiting urban core
development can push development further
out, thus increasing sprawl and raising
infrastructure costs.

The broader local and regional implications
of decisions about housing often are not
understood. When the merits of an individual
project are debated, hyperlocal considerations
often overshadow more expansive thinking
about public needs and benefits. Moreover,
housing supply and attainability needs are
not always effectively communicated—for
example, the impact of increased housing
supply on affordability; the business case
for more housing, the ability of children and
grandchildren to remain in a community; the
economic and fiscal benefits to be achieved
with higher densities. This lack of a broader,
more contextual understanding of housing and
affordability needs in turn affects the process
of identifying, and then negotiating, desired
community benefits as part of a community
benefits agreement or proffer.

Entitlement and Approval Processes
Make Attainable Housing More
Difficult to Build
The specific structure through which
development is approved can have both
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direct and indirect impacts on attainability.
Overall, the research team found that the
region’s approach to planning, entitling,
and approving development raises housing
costs by: limiting the supply of new housing
units, increasing both hard and soft costs
for housing that is built, and making it
more difficult to produce more naturally
affordable housing types. Government and
philanthropic efforts to increase housing
choice through investment in committed
affordable housing have been important, but
insufficient to address unmet needs. The
cumulative effects of the region’s development
framework exacerbate disparities between
neighborhoods and socioeconomic groups.

Local Policies and Procedures Directly
Affect the Amount, Type, and Location of
Development
Local government rules that guide
development may have an adverse impact
on attainability. Zoning and land use codes
too often reflect outdated assumptions about
market conditions, growth, and demand. In
other circumstances, competing priorities
– such as off-street parking or maintaining
the current aesthetics of a neighborhood –

either explicitly or implicitly take precedence
over affordability. These challenges are
exacerbated by inefficiencies in the process
for gaining project approval, particularly when
the developer seeks additional entitlements or
regulatory relief. Fortunately, some jurisdictions
have begun to adopt or consider policy
changes that better enable supply growth
and more diverse housing choices. These
initial steps can offer important lessons for the
broader reforms that are necessary to address
affordability challenges. The following sections
discuss the most significant direct barriers to
the production of attainable housing and the
potential opportunities for change.
By-right zoning levels do not reflect
demand. By-right zoning across the region
shows wide variation. The District of Columbia
and the city of Alexandria have zoning codes
that at least somewhat reflect the “urban”
nature of their development patterns in their
zoning codes. Conversely, a mismatch
exists in other jurisdictions (Montgomery and
Arlington counties in particular) between
their historically suburban by-right zoning
regulations and the need and growing
market for a denser future. Whether through
Arlington’s “grand bargain” or Montgomery
County’s “wedges and corridor” approach,

The cost of developer contributions
Jurisdictions require a range of in-kind and feebased contributions as part of their site plan
process. Typical site plan conditions include,
but may not be limited to, the following: xxiii
• Utility undergrounding and costs of site
infrastructure;
• Tree protection and replacement;
• Landscaping standards;
• EarthCraft/LEED certification;
• Pavement, curb and gutter
improvements;
• Sidewalk design and improvements;
• Temporary circulation plan for vehicles
and pedestrians;
• Bike storage requirements;
• Public art contribution; and
• Documentation of historical artifacts.
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As an example of the total cost of developer
contributions for a specific project, Wesley
Housing Development Corporation and
The Bozzuto Group completed the Union
on Queen development (a mixed-income
property) in 2017. The estimated total cost
of developer contributions was $1.9 million
for 193 units, excluding any costs associated
with navigating the site plan process itself.
Of particular significance in this case is this
development received some subsidy from
Arlington County, and thus any incremental
costs associated with developer contributions
decrease the reach of the county’s affordable
housing subsidies. xxix
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jurisdictions have sought to balance by-right
suburban patterns with the need for more
dense, urbanized growth with additional
layers of rules and regulations.xxii
This model is not efficient and effective In
the face of the region’s current housing
attainability challenges. The region needs
more density, particularly in transit-served
locations to accommodate growth. The
region’s current by-right zoning inhibits the
development of more naturally attainable
housing types, such as duplexes, triplexes,
and stacked flats. The Housing Impact
survey was sent, as part of this study,
to developers and practitioners who are
members of ULI Washington. Respondent
developers who chose to proceed by right
instead of seeking zoning relief, were more
likely to cite challenges with the additional
entitlement process (i.e., schedule delays,
increased costs and growing risk) as the
primary motivation for this decision and not
the adequacy of by-right zoning levels to
meet current market demand for additional
housing units.
To illustrate the limits of by-right development
potential in the region, this research included
an analysis of zoning in the District of
Columbia, Arlington County, and Montgomery
County, beyond the survey, with a focus
on building type. The lowest-cost housing
types are rarely made easier to build by
the respective jurisdictions’ regulatory
frameworks. Only in the District of Columbia is
multifamily housing and attached single-family
housing allowed across a greater percentage
of the “residential developable land” than
single-family detached housing. Outside the
District of Columbia, by-right zoning levels are
in part a reflection of the suburban nature of
past development patterns.
A recent analysis by Dr. Tracy Hadden Loh
for Greater Greater Washington (a nonprofit
focused on a range of regional growth-related
issues) also found that there is a large amount
of zoning in the region that does not permit
attached or multifamily development.
In some instances, such as Arlington County’s
Columbia Pike Form Based Code, regulatory
overlays have been adopted that create a
more streamlined process for alternative
development forms. Such districts are

Percentage of land where attached or
multifamily development is prohibited by
right
District of Columbia

42%

Montgomery County, MD

82%

Arlington County, VA

72%

Gaithersburg, MD

23%

Rockville, MD

52%

Prince George’s County, MD

71%

Laurel, MD

71%

Fairfax County, VA

77%

Alexandria, VA

35%

Fairfax City, VA

40%

generally not included in this analysis, and
thus the relative permissiveness of land use
policy may be understated.
Jurisdictions are overly reliant on
additional entitlement processes.
Developers often pursue land use or zoning
changes to correct the mismatch between
by-right capacity and market demand.
The ULI Housing Impact Survey indicated
that more than half of respondents sought
additional entitlements for at least 75 percent
of their development projects. The additional
entitlement process can yield benefits to the
community, including developer contributions
of money or community assets. It is also
necessary to accommodate market shifts and
the unique, sometimes challenging, needs
of a specific site or development opportunity
in the context of market demand, financing,
and local infrastructure demands. Negative
effects of using additional entitlement steps
are increased time, costs and risks to the
development. Significant variation between
by-right levels and development potential
can create a mismatch between land seller
expectations and market realities that often
result in an owner holding out for a higher
land price than current zoning allows, that
prohibits desired development. If a developer
determines that an additional entitlement
process is too arduous or associated

35

Exhibit 13

Source: DC Policy Center, Washington, DC

Types of Housing in D.C.

Types of Housing Units in DC
SINGLE FAMILY
COOP/CONVERSION
CONDO
APARTMENT

conditions are too difficult to incorporate
in their development plans, by-right
development may be built at the expense of
potential additional housing.
Factors, in order, of why additional
entitlements are not sought:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

6.

7.
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Lengthy processes to obtain additional
entitlements

Uncertainty of ultimate project approval
Risk of community opposition

Insufficient density, height or other zoning
flexibility to offset addition cost and risk
Additional entitlements or regulatory
relief were not necessary to achieve
development goals

Incremental fees, conditions, and
costs associated with obtaining
additional entitlements

Financing risk, specifically when
property is purchased in advance of
attaining approvals

8.

Risk of legal action

9.

The number of internal meetings with
agencies and coordination of comments

Developers provide substantial
contributions that may go beyond
the impact of development. Both byright developments and those receiving
additional entitlements are generally
expected to make contributions to offset
the impact of that specific development.
School and infrastructure impact fees are
notable examples. These fees are important
contributors to local government budgets.
A Montgomery County report recently found
that between fiscal years 2005 and 2018
the county collected an average of $19.37
million for schools and $10.01 million for
transportation per year.xxiii For fiscal years
2019 to 2024, school impact taxes will fund
$240.5 million (13.5 percent) of the county’s
$1.7 billion school capital program.
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Some entitlement fees are tied to specific
impact, such as the District of Columbia’s
one-time development fee that requires new
or larger water and sewer connections scaled
to the development type. Other required
development contributions have a nexus to
the site’s impact but respond to jurisdictionwide policy imperatives. Though developer
interviewees found jurisdictions’ stormwater
policies to be expensive and complex,
interviewees acknowledged that the issue
was critically important from a jurisdictional
or regional perspective, given the impact
that past failures to plan has had on overall
infrastructure use and other nearby properties.
However, the region’s growing infrastructure
needs from aging systems and years
of underinvestment often rely on more
development to fund public needs even
though recent development trends may have
limited impact on infrastructure demand.

finance the project is disrupted. Of most
importance to developers is certainty as the
project application is considered. The cost
of refining plans is extensive, with fees for
service providers increasing every time an
amendment is made to a development plan.
The table below shows the results of one of
the survey’s questions about which costs are
most difficult to accurately predict, quantity,
and incorporate into development plans.

PUD Appeals: Impact on Affordable
Housing Production

Developers understand that proffers
are a cost of doing business but when
parameters change during the review
process, the costs of the development may
increase exponentially. Fifty six percent of
ULI Housing Impact Survey respondents
identified “incremental fees, conditions and
costs associated with obtaining additional
entitlements” as “often” or “always”
contributing to the decision to proceed by
right. Among various developer contributions,
“public infrastructure requirements” and
“direct fees and proffers” were cited as
the most difficult to “predict, quantify, and
incorporate into development.” Developers
understand that proffers are a cost of doing
business, but when the parameters change
during the review process, the ability to

Gramercy - Metropolitan Park, Crystal City, VA

The high costs of obtaining additional
entitlements lead some developers to
proceed “by right,” even if demand
suggests there is a “higher and better
use” for the site. Interviewees and research
participants from across the Washington,
D.C., region generally agreed that the
process for obtaining additional entitlements
substantially raises the cost of development,
which contributes to higher housing
costs, keeps more marginal projects from
proceeding, or both.
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Parking requirements are a major barrier to
housing attainability
Parking is one of the most frequently cited
challenges in interviews with development
practitioners and a major point of contention
in community engagement processes. Recent
analyses have quantified the impact of
providing parking spaces on the attainability
of rental housing:xxxii
•

Development costs:
ºº $5,000 per surface space
ºº $25,000 per above-ground garage
space
ºº $35,000 per below-ground parking
space

The region’s growing infrastructure
needs—particularly around school
capacity—create pressure to require even
more from the development community.
The changing nature of housing demand and
development patterns are creating difficulty
for projecting school enrollment or capacity,
especially at the neighborhood level.
Contributing factors to enrollment growth
are varied, and some are particularly hard to
predict and can drive inaccuracy in forecasts.
Notably, not all capacity constraints are driven
by new development. Turnover in existing
units, particularly coupled with demographic

Incremental costs or conditions, in order of
most difficult to predict
1. Public infrastructure requirements
2. Direct fees and profeers
3. Prescribed design elements
4. Number of required affordable housing units
5. Mixed-use and/or ground floor retail
requirements
6. Green building requirements
7. Parking requirements
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•

Attainability impacts:
ºº $142—typical cost renters pay per
month for parking
ºº 17 percent increase in rent
attributable to parking.

These figures are consistent with anecdotal
evidence from developers and in some
cases may even understate the costs of
underground parking. These costs do not
account for the “opportunity costs” of building
parking: parking spaces take up valuable real
estate and capital that could otherwise be
used to provide housing units.

shifts (seniors downsizing, families
moving in) are contributing to increases
in the student population.xxx As such, new
development should not be expected to bear
a disproportionate amount of the costs of
accommodating school and infrastructure
spending increases.
Prescriptive standards and project
requirements unrelated to meeting market
demand further raise costs and inhibit
project feasibility. In addition to developer
contributions, zoning code requirements
often increase development costs in ways not
responsive to local demand (which means
these costs cannot be offset later by resident/
tenant revenue). These include design, ground
floor retail, parking minimums and height
requirements, among others. Provision of
roads and walkways, stormwater infrastructure,
utility work, forest and tree preservation, and
green building practices can cumulatively
increase housing costs that will be passed on
to the consumer or create a further mismatch
between supply and demand.
Regulations and restrictions that have
a substantial impact on site use and
massing—including parking minimums,
setback requirements, height limits, and lot
coverage ratios—can limit the feasibility of
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by-right development that is allowed by the
zoning code. Minor modifications to baseline
conditions can also create an entry point to
require more substantial approvals or proffers.
For example, despite proceeding through a
special exception use permit process designed
to expedite approvals, the Arlington Partnership
for Affordable Housing’s Buchanan Gardens
rehabilitation ended up including additional
conditions such as site improvements, roads
and walkways, stormwater infrastructure, utility
work, and lawn/tree plantings, totaling $1.65
million for 111 units.xxxi
Parking and ground floor retail
requirements are frequently cited barriers
to attainability. Though practitioners
highlighted several types of burdensome
prescriptive requirements, parking and
ground floor-retail requirements were cited
as being particularly problematic. Parking
occupies space that could otherwise be used
for housing units and imposes significant
construction costs (see sidebar). For ground
floor retail, developers making financial
projections in a mixed-use development must
often assume that profits from the housing
component are sufficient to cover the cost
of the riskier retail space, thereby driving
up housing costs and restraining supply as
marginal developments fail to pencil out.
Jurisdictional design requirements were cited
as both an opportunity and a challenge. Highquality design is a critical component of building
support for more intensive development.
However, design can be a sticking point
in negotiations, and aesthetic preferences
can be “in the eye of the beholder,” creating
inconsistent application of requirements. Such
negotiations can be particularly problematic
when design recommendations focus on design
specifics (color of bricks, balconies) rather
than “big-picture” issues such as massing and
building orientation.
Prescriptive standards can be especially
problematic for properties built before
adoption of zoning and land use codes
or those that seek minimal relief. Such
properties may be “nonconforming,”
and require even minor improvements or
renovations to an existing structure to go

through formal review processes. In some
cases, the property must be brought fully into
compliance with current code standards to
receive approvals for further improvement.
The process to alter setback requirements
requires the same process, time, and costs
whether the encroachment is six inches or
six feet. A developer that seeks to construct
a six-unit building can be subject to the
same process as one constructing a 30-unit
building. In each case, the cost of the process
adds to the unit costs.
Local policies limit the development of
housing for middle-income wage earners.
Regional realtors, builders, and advocates
have noted significant demand and lack of
supply for housing that is less costly than
single-family detached housing, is modest
in size but still provides space for families
and provides some outdoor space.xxxiii This
sentiment was reinforced by the ULI Washington
2018 survey of Millennials living inside the
Beltway. Though definitions vary, middle
income housing is often “a range of multiunit or clustered housing types compatible
in scale with single-family homes that help
meet the growing demand for walkable
urban living.”xxxiv These housing types are
often “missing” from the conversation and
lost between single family and larger scale
multifamily housing types, earning the title
“missing-middle.” Examples of missingmiddle building types include duplex, triplex,
fourplex, courtyard apartments, bungalow
courts, townhouses, multiplexes, and live/
work space. Missing-middle housing can also
include accessory units to middle-density or
single-family housing.
Despite significant demand, by-right
opportunities for missing middle development
are limited. In an analysis of missingmiddle housing opportunities, Montgomery
County’s Planning Department identified
Euclidean zoning as one of the biggest
barriers, whereas the existing stock of such
homes was constructed in earlier decades
that allowed incremental increases to the
next level of density.xxxv The analyses of byright zoning in this section demonstrate the
geographic limits to where such housing can
be developed across the region. Some lower-
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intensity building forms that allow modestly
more development or rental opportunities
(such as stacked flats/stacked townhouses)
are classified as multifamily and are thus not
allowed in attached single-family zones. xxxvi
Such housing is proportionately rare outside of
the District of Columbia and city of Alexandria,
which have a significant, if insufficient, supply
of rowhouses and townhouses.
In addition, interviews and research suggest
that other barriers exist beyond zoning and
use limitations, including restrictions related to
the following:
•

Minimum lot sizes and dimensions;

•

Setbacks, lot coverage, and yard sizes;

•

Building orientation (i.e., requirements
that all lots face public right-of way); and

•

Parking (including prohibitions on tandem
parking).

By-right zoning is often the only tool to
increase missing middle housing since the
length of the review process and entitlement
costs often have a prohibitive impact, given

the limited ability to spread development
costs and risks across the number of units.

Administrative Processes and Protocols Have
an Impact on Attainability
Inefficient approval processes unnecessarily
add delays, risks and costs to development.
Anything that extends the length of the approval
process for any given housing development
adds costs and risks reduced viability,
especially if schedule delays are of an unknown
duration. The cumulative regional impact of
unknown entitlement delays can create marketlevel supply and demand imbalances that
exacerbate development risks. The length
of the overall process can even inhibit the
development of projects that ultimately receive
approvals when investor or debt financing is
lost or construction cost increase to create
a funding gap. This situation has resulted in
a substantial number of developments that
had been approved not moving forward. The
sections below describe administrative barriers
to attainability in more detail.

Columbia Pike Neighborhoods Plan/Form
Based Code creates middle path
Arlington County has undertaken extensive,
community-oriented planning efforts for
its Columbia Pike corridor. To assist in the
area’s transition from a more automobileoriented, suburban form into a “main street”
pattern, the county adopted an Initiative
Plan and Commercial Centers Form Based
Code in 2005. This was followed in 2012 by
adoption of a Neighborhoods Plan and Form
Based Code, which explicitly focused on the
preservation and replacement of the corridor’s
extensive stock of attainable rental housing.
The suite of policies provides flexibility in
development form and more streamlined
approvals than the 4.1 Site Plan process.
Though the form-based codes do provide
some challenges (particularly related to the
specificity of retail requirements), the plans
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have proved resilient in the face of market
shifts and external shocks, including the
cancellation of the Columbia Pike Streetcar
project. Development under the plans and
form-based codes has resulted in 3,084
residential units, including 717 committed
affordable units, nearly 340,000 square
feet of commercial space, a community
center, public plaza, mini-parks, and new
supermarkets.xxxvii The affordable housing
incentives included in the Neighborhoods
Plan allowed the Washington Real Estate
Investment Trust to undertake infill
construction on the parking lot of the
existing Wellington Apartments. This added
density facilitated the conversion of 105 of
the existing 710 apartments to committed
affordable units for 30 years, without any
direct financial subsidy from the county.xxxviii
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Though approval timelines vary, the risk
and cost of the process contribute to some
developers pursuing by-right development.
Respondents to the ULI Housing Impact
Survey were asked to indicate the shortest
and longest amount of time necessary to
obtain additional entitlements. Respondents
indicated that the shortest time experienced
was typically nine months with the longest
typically lasting two years or more.
Practitioners interviewed estimated that a
two-year approval process can add $2 million
to $2.5 million in costs before accounting for
fees and developer contributions regardless
of whether a project is 60 or 600 units. These
extended expenses include changes in land
value, legal, architecture and engineering
fees, staff costs, and carrying costs. These
costs are passed on in the form of higher
rents and home prices. The two most
frequent contributing factors to choosing a
by-right process among respondents were
“uncertainty of ultimate project approval” (73.5
percent) and “lengthy processes to obtain
additional entitlements” (70 percent).
Some process-related delays are attributable
to developer actions. Jurisdictional staff
indicated that the quality of original submissions
often suffers when developers rush to get an
application into the review queue. Planners
then have to build time into the initial review
round for the many failures to meet basic
standards process to review and comment
on original submissions that fail to meet
enumerated standards. Quality challenges
extend to architectural, engineering, and land
use attorney-related issues. Developers do
not always take full advantage of the frontend reviews or resources from planning
departments that could mitigate some of these
issues. These challenges divert staff time
from addressing other developments. Delays
may also occur when a developer does not
promptly respond to agency feedback on the
development proposal.

Interviewees estimated that a two-year
approval process can add $2 million to $2.5
million in costs before fees and developer
contributions regardless of whether a project
is 60 or 600 units.
stages. The perspectives, priorities, and
procedures of each entity and individual
are not always aligned and can contribute
to confusion, complexity, and delays (for
additional discussion of this issue, see
below). In many cases, jurisdictional staff and
developers engage in continuous comments
and multiple rounds of review to reach
mutual understanding. It was noted by some
developer respondents that jurisdictional
planners are not always consistent in
interpreting rules and regulations, which
can create confusion, inhibit predictability,
and add time and costs. Finally, developer
contribution negotiations between developers
and the jurisdiction related to the amount
and type of developer contributions often
lengthen the development process and
jeopardize development viability where
universal standards would be more effective
and efficient.
Efficient planning efforts can improve
approval processes. As discussed on page
27, multiple practitioners cited small area
plans (or similar neighborhood- or corridorspecific planning processes) as a solution to

Inefficiencies are embedded in any
review and approval processes. It has
been said that “process is the product”
for some development review agencies.
Development approvals require engagement
with a number of public agencies during
the planning, approval, and construction
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Statewide legislation in Virginia has made
negotiation of additional entitlements more difficult
Virginia provides an example of the potential
conflict that results from fragmented authority
between state and local governments. Many
Virginia jurisdictions use a proffer system in
granting conditional zoning relief. A proffer
system is one in which a municipality offers
suggestions or accepts proposals for cash or
in-kind contributions to address the potential
impacts of new development. In 2016, a
new law limiting the use of proffers (SB
549) was passed. Many builders, concerned
that proffer amounts were disproportionate
to development impact, supported this
law. However, practitioners in both the
development community and municipal and
county governments have found that the law
has had the unintended consequences of

constraining non-by-right development, rather
than making the process more predictable
and equitable.xxxix Jurisdictions have been
risk-averse in adapting to the new rules,
which make it illegal to receive or request
an “unreasonable” proffer, and the law has
inhibited staff-to-developer communications in
some instances.xl This law has had an impact
on Loudoun, Prince William, and Fairfax
counties. Arlington and Alexandria rely more
on alternative processes for granting zoning
relief. xli Regional jurisdictions may have to
adapt to changing proffer rules again in the
coming year, as state legislation to address
some of the unintended consequences of SB
549 was under consideration as of January
2019.xlii

streamlined project timelines. Such planning
efforts reduce some of the uncertainty
associated with the approval process by more
clearly defining the types of development
the jurisdiction will accept and the specific
contributions that the developer must
provide. This provides more predictability for
the development community and reduces
the points of negotiation that must be
navigated. A Form Based Code can be further
streamlined by “codifying the consensus”—
formally incorporating the process and
incentives agreed to as part of the area
planning process into regulation. Arlington’s
Columbia Pike Neighborhoods Plan includes
a form-based code that serves a similar
function (see sidebar on previous page).

create multiple potential points of conflict,
because each entity generally has its own
regulations, restrictions, and priorities.

Addressing fragmented planning and
approval processes can increase approval
efficiency. Fragmentation among separate
governing bodies that oversee schools,
planning and development, and transportation
infrastructure planning, and funding is shared
between federal, state, and local authority
that create challenges to efficient planning
and development processes. These divisions
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Even when planning efforts are coordinated,
implementation may occur in a siloed manner.
Montgomery County plans include options to
address school capacity, but the public school
system has full discretion in final decisions.
Developments in the Tysons Corner corridor in
Fairfax County have been held up by Virginia
Department of Transportation approvals.
A lack of appropriate planning and
coordination at the neighborhood, corridor,
or jurisdictional level can create projectby-project challenges, as the community
may raise capacity-related concerns, or
a developer may be expected to provide
disproportionate contributions to solving
systemic issues.
Conflict between agencies within the
government, rather than between the
jurisdiction and the developer, can create
process-related challenges. At the site-bysite level, delays and costs can result from
a lack of coordination across government
agencies involved in the approval process.

Sample Land Use Approval Process, Castro Valley, California
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In some cases, the disconnect may continue
beyond the approval process, when building
permitting and inspection staff have different
interpretations of requirements or may not
have been informed of negotiated conditions.
Developers observed that they must carry
this risk until a certificate of occupancy is
issued. On the positive side, jurisdictions that
have adopted proactive policies to manage
internal coordination and expedite project
delivery have yielded results. This includes
creating a single point of authority (“referee or
ombudsman”) to manage the process within
the government and bringing the building
permit and inspection teams into the approval
process which is a good first step.

Policies and Programs to Directly Support
Committed Affordable Housing Can Be Improved
A comprehensive effort to improve housing
attainability should balance market-based

efforts with policies and funding to create
and preserve committed affordable housing.
Several of the region’s jurisdictions have
implemented robust land use and financial
incentives to produce such units. However,
subsidies fall short of need. The following
sections describe opportunities for improving
programs and incentives aimed at filling gaps
in the housing market.

On the positive side,
jurisdictions that have
adopted proactive
policies to manage
internal coordination and
expedite project delivery
have achieved results.
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Planning for replacement units in Alexandria
that would be necessary to replace affordable
units in other redevelopment contexts:
• Foxchase (rental): Four- to one-unit
increase without any additional financial
subsidy;
• South Patrick Street (rental; estimate):
Three- to one-unit increase without
additional financial subsidy;
• Old Town Commons and Chatham Square:
Two- to one-unit increase with one-third of
the cost of affordability offset through the
market-rate sale of for-sale units and city
gap financing.

Inclusionary housing programs are broadly
accepted, but program design could be
improved. Developers of different sizes and
orientations have different perspectives on
the relative merits and challenges associated
with developer contributions. However, local
policies that apply inclusionary housing
requirements in exchange for additional

entitlements had a relatively strong base of
support among developers interviewed as
part of this research. Nonetheless, many
developers also cited practical policy and
implementation-related challenges that can
inhibit the development of both committed
affordable and market-rate units. In some
cases, the specific affordability requirements
(in terms of number of units or income targets)
may not match the needs of lower-income
households, may create a disproportionate
burden on smaller or more marginal
development opportunities, or both.

Columbia Hills Apartments, Arlington, Virginia

As the Route 1 South corridor in the city of
Alexandria and Fairfax County experiences
development pressures, the jurisdictions
have begun to take action to support the
preservation of affordability within that
corridor. In September 2018, the city of
Alexandria adopted the South Patrick Street
Housing Affordability Strategy, which examines
affordable housing needs, the existing housing
stock, and policy and zoning tools to produce
or replace affordable housing in the planning
area.xliii As part of this analysis, city staff
analyzed the approximate density increases
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Some developers called for a wider range of
performance options, such as the provision
of off-site units or payment of fees in lieu of
building affordable housing, arguing that such
an approach could actually yield an increase
in the total number of committed affordable
units produced. While some developers make
it a policy to make all units in a development
have standard finish quality, others noted
that equivalency standards were resulting
in the production of committed affordable
housing that exceeds the finish quality of
market-rate housing in other markets. Others
stated that the potential savings in terms of
finishes was relatively minimal. Finally, some
developers cited operational challenges with
inclusionary units, predominantly related to
the buyer/renter identification, marketing, and
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qualification process that can be complicated
for development firms without this experience,
unlike developers that specialize in the
development of committed affordable housing.
Incentives to replace affordable units
require significant increases in density.
Inclusionary requirements are an important
component of a strategy to improve housing
attainability, but the relative effectiveness
of this approach can vary by development
context. A new construction project that
replaces a surface parking lot or an obsolete
commercial use will produce a net gain of
committed affordable units. However, in
some residential redevelopment scenarios
an inclusionary requirement only offsets

a portion of the loss of attainable units. In
other residential development scenarios,
inclusionary requirement may only offset a
portion of the loss of attainable units and
could result in a net loss of committed or
market affordable units. Such policies need
to be judged within the broader housing
policy agenda. However, if redevelopment
is intended to come closer to one-for-one
replacement of affordable units, jurisdictions
will need to rethink and recalibrate the
incentive structure to offset the costs of
development. Among potential tools are
additional density, reduced parking, and
financial incentives to improve the quantity
and quality of affordable housing.

Montgomery County affordable, age-restricted
housing made possible through public land

Given its deeply affordable rents, the property
relied on multiple sources of public funding
to cover development costs. One of the
key subsidies for the project was a deeply

discounted ground lease of $25,000 per year.
Over its 77-year term, ground lease fees will
total $1.925, while an independent appraisal
valued the land at $8.2 million (assuming
no affordability restrictions on the property).
The project received a higher level of scrutiny
during the approval process because of the
inclusion of public land. In addition, the
public/private partnership created a need for
more intense and frequent communication
with a larger and
broader group
of public agency
stakeholders than
normal during
the development
process. Even given
these challenges, the
partnership model
was clearly a winning
solution for both the
county, the developer
and the nonprofit,
and for the senior
citizens who are able
to live in affordable
units in a vibrant
neighborhood.

The Bonifant, Silver Spring

The Bonifant at Silver Spring is a mixedincome 149-unit apartment building for
seniors in downtown Silver Spring, located
adjacent to the Silver Spring Public Library.
The development is a joint venture of
Montgomery Housing Partnership (MHP),
a 25-year-old nonprofit housing developer,
and Donohoe Development, a division of the
Donohoe Companies, Inc., one of the largest
real estate companies in the Washington,
DC region, and the County. The Bonifant and
the library were built on public land that
Montgomery County acquired and assembled
in the late 1990s, and its development is part
of a local policy to use county-owned land
to increase the supply of housing accessible
to all residents, including those with lower
incomes. The site is located within walking
distance to the Silver Spring Metrorail station,
the future Purple Line station and various bus
lines. Shops, grocery stores and the vibrancy
of downtown Silver Spring are beneficial to the
senior residents living in the building.

45

Exhibit 13
Free or discounted land can enable the
creation of committed affordable housing.
Land costs constitute a considerable portion
of the development budget. Estimates
range from 10 to 20 percent in the context
of a large-scale multifamily development or
significantly higher for infill, lower-density
housing. The reduction or elimination of land
costs can enable developers to provide
a higher number of inclusionary housing
units or reduce the amount of financial
subsidy necessary for developing committed
affordable housing units.
Land costs can be defrayed using surplus
public land (or land owned by communityoriented institutions, such as universities and
hospitals) for housing development. Using
publicly owned land for a deep subsidy to
support committed has the added benefit of
proximity to expensive locations they may
not have been able to purchase or lease
otherwise. One challenge is that there are
many competing interests for public land
critical to a community’s function such as
schools, libraries, policy, fire and rescue
squad stations. One solution is the colocation
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of compatible uses (for example, a senior
center and an apartment building). Land
subsidy could be one solution to a barrier
cited by developers which is a jurisdiction’s
needs for either more or more steeply
discounted affordable housing units can’t be
achieved solely through inclusionary housing
or available financial subsidies.

The Cumulative Effects of Regional Policy
Disproportionately Affect Certain Groups and
Neighborhoods
Each development-related policy exists within the
broader development climate. Though the impact
of any single requirement or process-related
delay may be marginal, the aggregate costs
imposed on development can have a much
more significant impact. The following sections
describe how complex regulations and highcosts increase “barriers to entry” for developers
looking to build, neighborhoods needing
investment, and families looking for a home.
A comprehensive analysis of the full
cost of requirements is needed. Though
some jurisdictions and researchers have
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attempted to quantify certain costs associated
with the development approval process, a
more robust analysis is generally lacking.
Without a full accounting of development
costs, jurisdictional requests will not always
comport with market or economic realities,
and offsetting incentives are not always
appropriately scaled or usable. Among
developer respondents to the ULI Housing
Impact Survey who had elected to pursue
by-right development, 54.2 percent said that
“Insufficient density, height, or other zoning
flexibility available to offset time, cost, and
risk associated with special development
process” was “often” or “always” a factor in
that decision.

Beale Square, Washington, DC

Cumulative barriers have likely constrained
supply growth. Real estate developers are
more likely to pursue by-right development as
the cost and risks associated with additional
entitlements increase. This is problematic
because by-right zoning levels are not
sufficient to meet current forecasted demand.
The ULI Housing Impact Survey indicated at
least 4,000 housing units had been forgone
in the last five years just by the 63 developer
respondents alone, based on the decision
to either proceed by right or because all
or a portion of additional entitlements were
rejected. Four thousand units is almost one
year’s worth of permitting activity in the District
of Columbia and outstrips the combined
average annual permitting activity (2013–
2017) of Arlington and Montgomery counties.
Given local jurisdictions’ inclusionary policies,
a portion of those units would have been
committed affordable housing.
There is no silver bullet for solving this problem.
Seven of the nine “contributing factors” to the
decision to pursue by-right development were
cited by more than half of respondents as
“often” or “always” having an impact. Similarly,
seven of the nine contributing factors had a
median score of 4 or higher on a scale of 1 to 5
(where 5 is the most important).
The broad nature of the challenge creates
both barriers and opportunities. Dramatically
improving the development process will
require a thorough and systematic review of
existing policies to address a large number
of barriers. More optimistically, numerous

opportunities exist to make incremental
and iterative improvements to the process,
with smaller changes aggregating to larger
impacts over time.
Limits on development geographically
concentrate demand for both units and
development sites. If a housing market has
fewer units of a certain type or in a location
with certain characteristics, competition from
current and prospective households that
prefer (or can only afford) housing with that
profile drives up prices. The limited areas
where such housing can be built more easily
attract more developer interest, which can
drive up land cost. Though determining a
causal relationship was outside the scope
of this research, the limited amount of
remaining developable area where multifamily
construction is allowed may in part be
responsible for the shift over time from more
naturally affordable construction types (lowrise and garden-style apartments without
structured parking) to more costly mid-rise
and high-rise buildings, as developers must
adjust to higher land costs.
A completely even distribution of supply
growth is not realistic, given shifts in demand
for different locations and housing types.
Nor would such an approach be desirable,
because it would have significant implications
for sprawl and the efficient use of infrastructure.
However, overconcentration also has negative
consequences. In the aggregate, taking land
“off the market” makes it geometrically more
difficult to produce enough units for a growing
population. Geographic concentration has social
equity and distributional impacts as well. Given
demand trends and economic realities, real
estate developers often focus on neighborhoods
with lower property values that are closer to
the urban core or adjacent to transit or other
amenities. To the extent to which this can lead to
cost and displacement pressures, concentration
of development creates more substantial harm
for a smaller proportion of the population.
Given the history of race- and ethnicity-based
segregation and concentration of poverty in
the urban cores of major metropolitan areas,
such concentration also runs a significant risk of
exacerbating preexisting income disparities and
structural inequities.xliv
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Though the issue of concentration is relevant
throughout the region, an analysis by the
Brookings Institution provides specific
examples from the District of Columbia. The
analysis found as follows from 2008 to 2015:xlv
•

New units were concentrated within a few
neighborhoods, with four of the city’s 40
Advisory Neighborhood Commissions
accounting for half the units built, and
80 percent located in nine Advisory
Neighborhood Commissions.

•

Nearly one-third of the District’s census
tracts had no new housing permits.

•

In higher-income, high-cost areas
that built almost no new housing
(predominantly upper northwest D.C.),
more robust permitting activity was
related to expanding and renovating
existing homes, which is likely to further
raise costs in already exclusive areas.

A more diverse developer network
can support a healthier “development
ecosystem” overall. More marginal projects—
such as those targeting middle or lower
incomes or in lower-demand neighborhoods—
are most affected by a development
climate in which large-scale development
dominates. Neighborhoods may experience
disinvestment if demand is not sufficient to
justify major investments and then experience
radical change when the market shifts. This
dynamic can also have distributional impacts
on historically disinvested communities.
Conversely, developers of different scales may
have different development profiles and return
expectations. Enabling their participation could
mitigate “boom and bust” cycles between
neighborhoods and across market cycles.

Columbia Place, Washington, DC

The cumulative barriers to development
can limit market participation for small and
mid-size developers and developments.
The cumulative impact of development
policies can decrease the diversity of
development and the developer network in
terms of scale. Large-scale development
will remain important for accommodating
the region’s significant growth needs
moving forward. However, as previously
discussed, production of multifamily housing

is increasingly concentrated in mid- or
high-rise buildings, and anecdotal evidence
suggests that smaller-scale developers are
finding it harder to compete in the market.
Since the degree of difficulty in obtaining
approvals is generally not scaled to size of
development, the process disproportionately
challenges smaller or less well-capitalized
developers less able to absorb costs and risk.
Smaller projects may also be more difficult
to complete from a community engagement
standpoint because larger projects can
provide more noticeable (i.e., larger scale)
community benefits.
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Recommendations

49

Exhibit 13

How Can We Build a More
Attainable Housing Supply?
As discussed, the development review process is complicated and there is no single action or
set of actions that can be taken to improve it. Creating a development framework that enables the
creation of more attainable housing requires significant development action across each segment of
the development community: local elected and appointed officials, planners, housing departments,
and developers. To guide implementation, the research team identified several core principles to
improve community engagement and the region’s entitlement and approval processes:
•

Housing supply growth is crucial to improving affordability.

•

What is built, where, and for whom, are critically important to ensuring that the housing
market equitably serves the region’s residents.

•

The regulations and process by which we plan and implement development contributes
to the high cost of housing and must be fundamentally improved.

•

Establishing respect, trust, and open communication among all stakeholders engaged
in the development process is necessary to achieve both local and regional housing
production and preservation goals.

•

Enacting clear and consistent policies, procedures, and regulations to guide the
development process is essential to accomplishing housing attainability goals.

These recommendations emphasize not only changes to existing policies and practice, but are
also ways to improve community engagement as it relates to housing affordability, with the goal
of creating a healthy, collaborative, and equitable climate for addressing housing needs. To
further support implementation, resources that provide more detailed information be found in
Appendix 2.
Following is a list of these recommendations, which are discussed in more detail in the rest of
the section:
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1.

Build trust through inclusive and transparent community engagement.

2.

Improve education and communication about development and housing considerations
in the land use process.

3.

Establish a shared regional and local vision.

4.

Advance geographically and socioeconomically equitable development.

5.

Preserve and expand committed affordable housing choices.

6.

Increase the efficiency of local government planning and zoning processes and
institutional structures.

7.

Adopt flexible planning and zoning policies to accommodate shifts in housing demand
and other market conditions.

8.

Improve how and when developers interact with the community.

9.

Improve clarity and prioritization with respect to community benefits and developer
contributions as a part of the development process.
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1

Build Trust through Inclusive and Transparent Community
Engagement

Make community engagement more
inclusive and equitable.
§

§

Adopt an intentional outreach strategy to
welcome a broad range of perspectives on
the development process, particularly from
underrepresented voices (e.g., minorities,
low-income residents, millennials, renters,
families with children, youth).
Ensure that appointed boards,
commissions, and task forces are
representative of the larger community.

§

Ensure that traditional venues for public
participation (e.g., public meetings and
hearings) are not disproportionately
weighted over other, more inclusive tools
and methods for community input.

Ensure that more people are able to, and
encouraged to, participate.
§

Meet the community “where they are”
through targeted outreach methods (e.g.,
pop-up events, mobile workshops, doorto-door outreach, and smaller meetings
with underrepresented groups).

§

Use online and digital engagement tools
to enable participation by those who
cannot attend meetings.

§

Consider alternative times for meetings
(e.g., daytime and weekend meetings).

§

Provide services and accommodations
that make it easier for the public to attend
(e.g., child care, transportation).

§

Provide multilingual and accessible
public information at public meetings and
in print materials.

Ensure transparency and respect.
§

Establish clear “rules of engagement” by
defining and enforcing predictable ground
rules and a code of conduct.

The Next Ten: Sandy Springs, GA Comprehensive Plan

A constructive and open dialogue about
housing starts with trust—both trust in the
process and mutual trust among its key
participants: developers, local government,
and the community. Trust breaks down
when people feel excluded or disrespected,
and when the rules and assumptions of
the development process are unclear or
inconsistent. Trust is limited when a large
subset of a community feels that it cannot
participate meaningfully or that the process
makes it too difficult to participate at all.
For these reasons, this recommendation
focuses on strategies to build trust by making
community engagement more inclusive,
more accessible and welcoming, and more
respectful of the time and opinions of those
who choose to participate.
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§

§

2

Define expectations and parameters
for discussion through clear articulation
of assumptions regarding future
development, based on existing plans
and regulations.

Acknowledge community inquiries and
comments as they are received.

§

Enlist third-party mediators and
facilitators—which may include impartial
community stakeholders—to lead
community engagement for particularly
controversial projects.

Provide consistent updates on project
status and upcoming opportunities to
offer input.

Improve Education and Communication about
Development and Housing Considerations
The community dialogue about housing can
be improved when all community stakeholders
share an understanding of the costs, benefits,
and—most important—the tradeoffs associated
with planning and development decisions.
This requires understanding the community
issues and concerns from the perspective
of a range of community stakeholders, at
both neighborhood and regional levels.
This recommendation focuses on strategies
for addressing issues related to housing
attainability proactively, rather than reactively,
and fostering community decision-making
that is informed by the regional context. It
also addresses ways to increase community
stakeholders’ understanding of the costs,
benefits, and tradeoffs of development-related
decisions and to better use data and data
analysis as tools to inform the development
and community engagement processes.
Place local housing considerations in a
broader regional context.
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§

§

Broaden the scope of community
engagement to address “big picture”
considerations and enable an
understanding of local issues in a larger
jurisdictional or regional context.

§

Get out in front of future trends and
anticipated development: start the
education process and discussion of
housing attainability before development
proposals are submitted and adversarial
relationships emerge (e.g., educational
or “big ideas” forums, roundtables,
lecture series, and affordable housing

plans and strategies).
§

Incorporate education about housing and
housing attainability into area planning
processes as a key element of future
quality of life.

§

Initiate a “Housing Everywhere” campaign
to underscore issues of geographic fairness
in addressing regional housing needs.

§

Prepare maps that highlight local
and regional constraints to housing
development as well as opportunities to
accommodate new housing.

Build capacity and understanding.
§

Proactively educate decision-makers, local
government staff, and community leaders
about housing and development issues.

§

Educate newly elected and appointed
officials about the development
processes in their respective jurisdictions.

§

Provide information and training for
community groups, local staff, and
elected officials on the fundamentals
of development economics and
related costs and benefits (e.g., the
impact of hard costs and land costs
on development feasibility; the impact
of community benefits/developer
contributions on development).

§

Use decision-making tools to illustrate
development-related tradeoffs related to
development costs, community benefits,
and ways to allocate or accommodate
housing units within a community (e.g.,
decision-making “games” or software;
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programs similar to ULI’s Reality Check
and UrbanPlan initiatives).
§§

Tailor public information about housing to
individual community needs and desires;
expand the focus beyond housing supply
issues to address other relevant housingand community-related concerns (e.g.,
housing cost and availability, fairness
and regional interdependence, the ability
of family members to live nearby, public
health, etc.).

Use data as a tool for storytelling and
building local knowledge.
§§

Create mechanisms for sharing open data
related to planning, development, and
housing issues in an easily accessible
and understandable format (e.g., a
“data dashboard” reflecting the range of
concerns raised about development—
housing costs and needs, infrastructure,
schools, public health, equity, and
economic development, among others;
conducting “data walks” to discuss
community challenges and solutions).

§§

Prepare data analyses to illuminate issues
of community concern related to housing
and counter misperceptions as they
arise during the development process
(e.g., traffic and parking impacts; school
enrollment; fiscal and service-related
impacts, benefits, and costs).

§§

Ensure that local government staff
is prepared and willing to correct
misinformation articulated during public
events or disseminated via online
channels, based on prior data analysis.

§§

Explain and quantify the connection
between the length of the development
process, developer costs (including
carrying costs and other upfront costs),
and the cost of housing units.

§§

Proactively address community fears
and prejudices (such as property
values and traffic) during the community
planning process.

§§

Partner with the region’s educational
institutions to analyze and disseminate data.

Establish a Shared Regional and Local Vision
Housing attainability is a regional issue that
can be solved only through the cumulative
impact of local development decisions.
Bridging this gap in geographic scale requires
the development of a shared vision for how
the region and its constituent communities
should grow. In the absence of clear regional
and local visions that are defined ahead
of time, the vision for each community is
debated and revisited on a project-by-project
basis as new development is proposed,
thus creating inefficiencies for development
processes, community engagement, and the
ability to meet regional housing needs. This
recommendation focuses on the need to fill
this vision gap by setting regional goals and
defining community expectations ahead of
time, thereby providing a clear and consistent
framework for formulating and evaluating new
development proposals.

Establish a regional vision and targets for
housing.
§§

Strengthen regional planning by adopting
a regional housing pact that sets
numerical goals for both market-rate
and committed affordable housing and
identifies how and where each jurisdiction
will contribute to meeting the region’s
housing needs.

§§

Establish an incentive structure for local
jurisdictions to better meet goals set by the
regional housing pact or adhere to regional
plans (e.g., a grant program providing
resources to jurisdictions that meet targets
or adoption of rating criteria based on the
regional housing pact targets).

3

Prepare local plans that set community
expectations for housing and development.
§§

Prepare timely and detailed area plans

53

Exhibit 13
(e.g., small area plans, corridor plans,
sector plans, etc.) that provide clear
and specific guidance for development
and housing, based on agreed upon
community assumptions.

4

54

§§

Fill geographic gaps in area planning
by preparing plans for areas likely to
experience development pressures.

§§

Specifically address housing needs in
area plans. Include sufficient detail and
specificity to provide clear expectations
about the location, types, and form
of future housing, while maintaining
flexibility for developers at the time of the
development application.

§§

Prepare plans with time frames sufficient
to weather changes in local leadership.

§§

Ensure that property owners and
prospective developers participate in
area planning processes to test plans’
market and financial feasibility.

§§

“Codify the consensus” reached during
planning processes by updating zoning
and establishing specific guidance on
developer requirements and contributions.

§§

Create streamlined processes for
updating area plans as housing markets
and development patterns change (e.g.,
allowing for minor technical updates,
rather than complete plan updates or
rewrites, to minimize time and cost).

§§

Modernize service and infrastructure
planning to better link service demand
with developer requirements (e.g.,
parking reform, transportation demand
management, optimizing bus service, etc.).

§§

Establish urban design guidelines based
on area plans to articulate design priorities
and expectations as well as flexible design
options for meeting these expectations.

Advance Geographically and Socioeconomically Equitable
Development
A focus on geographic and socioeconomic
equity—where housing is built and for
whom—is necessary to advance housing
attainability across the income spectrum.
Current development policies limit the
quantity, diversity, and location of new
housing. These restrictions limit housing
attainability and choice, with disproportionate
impacts on lower-income households and
renters. Allowing growth in a smaller number
of neighborhoods concentrates demand and
accelerates neighborhood change, which
makes building community trust more difficult.
Finally, the legacy of historical patterns of
discrimination and disinvestment requires a
proactive approach to improve attainability
and expand opportunity for historically
marginalized communities. To support a
more balanced and equitable approach
to growth, this recommendation focuses
on ensuring that all neighborhoods play a
role in accommodating the region’s growth,
increasing the range of housing choices

available, and ensuring that the region’s
investments in committed affordable housing
break down rather than perpetuate existing
barriers.
Allow geographically balanced growth.
§§

Revise development policies (e.g.,
comprehensive plans, land use policies,
and zoning codes) to allow more intensive
development in all neighborhoods,
particularly those with good schools,
infrastructure, and services.

Increase housing stock diversity.
§§

Revise zoning codes to allow a wider
range of building types by right,
especially the most naturally affordable
forms (e.g., two to four attached
buildings, townhouses, small-lot singlefamily cottages, walk-up apartments).

§§

Adopt pilot programs or incentives for niche
housing types (e.g., accessory dwelling
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units, micro-apartments) that can serve
lower-income and vulnerable populations.
Ensure that investments in committed
affordable housing expand housing choice.
§§

Establish or enhance inclusionary housing
requirements, considering economic
feasibility and appropriate income
targeting (i.e., ensuring that thresholds fill
identified market gaps).

§§

Establish policies for the siting of
committed affordable housing units that
deconcentrate poverty.

§§

Use publicly owned or community-serving
parcels to facilitate community control of
land or committed affordable housing.

§§

Adopt programs to facilitate
ownership opportunities for historically
marginalized communities.

Preserve and Expand Committed Affordable Housing
Choices
Increasing market-rate housing development
is necessary but not sufficient to address
the region’s housing needs. New production
is unlikely to be affordable to lower-income
households, and the region’s long-term
housing shortage limits the “filtering” of older
units to lower price points. Addressing the
challenges faced by those not served by
the market is critical to advancing equity
and creating the shared vision necessary
for supporting the region’s growth. As such,
this recommendation focuses on preserving
and creating committed affordable housing
units, incentivizing lower housing costs,
and providing household-based supports to
lessen cost and displacement pressures as
neighborhoods change.
Preserve and create committed affordable
housing units.

policy and funding tools (e.g., targeted
acquisition funds, opportunity-to-purchase
and right-of-first-refusal programs).
§§

Include incentives (e.g., density bonuses,
parking reductions) for the preservation,
replacement, and creation of committed
affordable housing in small area and
corridor plans.

§§

Adopt or enhance flexible land use tools (e.g.,
transfers of development rights) to preserve or
create committed affordable units.

Create incentives for affordability in
market-rate properties.
§§

Adopt or enhance jurisdiction-wide
inclusionary housing requirements in
exchange for zoning and land use flexibility.

§§

Offer subsidies in exchange for reduced
rents (e.g., property tax abatements).

§§

Conduct a housing needs assessment and
develop a strategy to improve affordability.

§§

Increase public and philanthropic
subsidies for the production and
preservation of committed affordable
housing (e.g., local housing trust funds,
targeted acquisition funds).

§§

Robustly enforce tenant protection
laws and provide eviction-related legal
assistance.

§§

Provide emergency antidisplacement
assistance and relocation resources.

Use data on rent levels and unit counts to
identify displacement risk and attainable
housing in need of preservation.

§§

Expand tenant-based rental subsidies.

§§

Offer property tax deferrals for vulnerable
homeowners.

§§

§§

Create or enhance preservation-specific

5

Establish robust household-level supports.
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Increase the Efficiency of Local Government Processes
and Institutional Structures
Reducing the cost and risk associated
with the development approval process
requires a multifaceted approach. Many
actions require difficult tradeoffs between
competing priorities. However, jurisdictions
can also make incremental progress by
improving the review and approval process
itself, including policies and processes
regarding community engagement. Such
reforms reduce “deadweight losses,” or
costs that do not provide a clear benefit to
the jurisdiction, developer, or community.
Reducing process-related costs may also
positively affect a developer’s capacity to
provide contributions or address development
impacts. To improve the review and approval
process, this recommendation focuses on
providing greater clarity and consistency,
improving cross-agency collaboration, and
establishing mechanisms for accountability
and improvement.
Reduce the length and complexity of the
development review process.

7
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§§

Simplify and clarify development
standards and submittal requirements.

§§

Create or enhance options for
presubmittal proposal review.

§§

Create clear standards related to the
length of time for proposal review.

§§

Clearly define the length and structure of
the community engagement process.

§§

Create specific limits to issues germane
to negotiations.

Improve internal agency coordination.
§§

Build agency staff knowledge of
development issues and tradeoffs.

§§

Assign clear authority to a local
government project manager for crossagency coordination, mediation, and
conflict resolution.

§§

Improve communication between
planning, permitting, and inspections staff
to reduce conflicting interpretations of
development rules and plans.

§§

Create a streamlined approval process if
conditions change between approval and
start of construction.

Create a structure for agency
accountability and improvement.
§§

Adopt data collection standards and
accountability measures regarding
the timeliness of review and approval
process.

§§

Create an iterative policy feedback/
review/revision structure to address
barriers to development.

Adopt Flexible Policies to Accommodate Shifts in Housing
Demand and Other Market Conditions
Development policies should be responsive
to market conditions. The prescriptiveness
of the region’s current development policies
inhibits current growth and makes responding
to market shifts more difficult. Updating plans
and policies requires a substantial amount of
jurisdictional capacity—budgetary resources,
staff time, and political capital—which limits the
ability to adjust in real time. This underscores

the importance of creating a more flexible
system that can accommodate changes in
economic conditions, demographics, and
consumer preferences in between more
intensive updates to plans and policies (see
Recommendation 3). To achieve these goals,
this recommendation focuses on updating
policies to better reflect present-day needs,
reducing challenges associated with seeking
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regulatory relief, and creating policies that can
be more responsive to change.
Reform policies to better meet current
conditions and needs.
§§

§§

Update comprehensive plans, zoning
codes, and growth-related policies to
accommodate projected economic and
population growth.
Allow low-impact, neighborhood-serving
retail (i.e., corner markets, bookstores,
coffee shops) in residential zones to
better meet demand for mixed-use
neighborhoods.

Reduce the burden of getting waivers and
approvals.
§§

Closely examine ancillary policies and
“stress test” existing regulations to identify
de facto barriers that can preclude the
development or improvement of attainable
housing.

§§

Create “safe harbors” or expedited
approvals for de minimis variations from
baseline regulations unrelated to health and
safety (e.g., height, setbacks, lot coverage).

Create flexibility to accommodate growth
and market shifts.
§§

Modify by-right development standards
to accommodate more diverse housing
types and the next degree of development
intensity (e.g., flexible standards related
to floor area ratio and height).

§§

Adopt alternative approval processes and
requirements (such as form-based codes)
for less-intensive development scaled
to the amount of regulatory relief being
sought in terms of time, intensity, and
developer contributions.

§§

Regularly evaluate developer contribution
requirements and offsetting incentives
for viability based on current market
conditions.

§§

Create a policy framework that allows
minor changes to development standards
(e.g. fees, contribution amounts) by
administrative process to better reflect
market conditions.

Improve How and When Developers Interact with the
Community
Both the nature and outcomes of the
community engagement process can
be greatly influenced by the developer’s
relationship and interactions with a
community—and, ultimately, the level
of trust that exists between them. Trust
is compromised when key community
stakeholders are engaged too late and
feel that their input does not matter. In
contrast, informed, transparent, and direct
communication—accompanied by a
willingness to listen and a demonstrated
understanding of community concerns—can
go a long way toward building the necessary
trust. This recommendation focuses on these
and other ways to foster trustful and mutually
respectful relationships between developers
and the communities where they wish to build

housing. Although other recommendations
focus to a greater extent on local jurisdictions’
relationships with the community and
developers, this recommendation highlights
what developers themselves can do to
improve their interactions with communities.

8

Meaningfully engage the community early
in the development process.
§§

Particularly for large and complex
projects, and developers seeking
entitlements, engage key community
stakeholders and the larger community
before a project is publicly proposed
to gauge support and identify potential
community concerns.

§§

Engage the community before developing
and sharing detailed design plans.
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Encourage concept submissions
and presentations for large-scale or
controversial development projects.
§§

Demonstrate an understanding of community
norms and applicable planning guidance
when proposing new development.

minimize the use of lawyers and public
relations specialists.
§§

Maintain transparency and consistent
communication throughout the
development process.

§§

Set realistic expectations regarding
the time and cost required to conduct
meaningful community engagement, and
budget accordingly.

§§

Articulate the project’s benefits to
the community and how the plan is
consistent with a community’s vision for
future development.

Maintain transparent and consistent
communication.

9

§§

Foster a meaningful conversation with
community stakeholders—rather than
simply offering a “sales pitch”—by being
straightforward, honest, and willing to listen.

§§

Prioritize direct communications between
the developer and community and

Improve Prioritization among Community Benefits and
Developer Contributions
The length and cost of the additional entitlement
process reflects difficulties in balancing
competing priorities. Developers, agency staff,
community members, elected officials, and
other stakeholders often enter the process
with a different perspective on the optimal
development outcome, which contributes to
extensive negotiations and increased costs.
Though difficult, bridging the gap between
expectation and reality is necessary to increase
housing supply and improve attainability. This
requires balancing predictable standards that
allow developers to plan with the flexibility
to accommodate site-specific challenges
and community needs. To that end, this
recommendation focuses on tailoring policies
to development economics, improving the
structure of site-by-site negotiations, and
prioritizing housing attainability.
Establish jurisdiction-wide policies that
scale costs to development economics.
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§§

Evaluate the cumulative costs imposed
on development by approval processes
(e.g., fees, developer contributions, other
regulatory conditions, other processrelated costs).

§§

Scale overall costs to the incremental
impact on infrastructure and services and
the level of regulatory relief being sought.

§§

Address broader, district- or jurisdictionwide needs, in addition to localized
community needs, through community
benefits contributions.

§§

Create predictable standards at the
policy level for the overall costs of
receiving development approval, rather
than making determinations on a site-bysite basis.

Create an efficient structure for site-by-site
negotiations.
§§

Within the parameters set at the policy
level, provide a flexible, transparent menu
of the types of developer contributions
that can be provided (e.g.., affordable
housing, community space, infrastructure
improvements).

§§

Allow multiple performance options in
meeting specific developer contribution
requirements (e.g., in-kind provision vs.
fee in lieu).

§§

Allow monetary contributions (for
example, on a dollars-per-square-foot
basis), at least a portion of which could
be allocated by the community to meet its
specific needs.

Exhibit 13
Prioritize housing attainability among
other competing uses for developer
contributions.
§§

§§

Provide additional incentives for providing
committed affordable housing (e.g.,
additional regulatory relief, increased
weight among menu of contribution
options).
Reduce compliance burden for
developments with a specific threshold of
committed affordability (e.g., expedited
approvals, fee reductions).

§§

Allow flexible performance options for
inclusionary requirements (e.g., onsite units, grants of land, contributions
to preservation of nearby attainable
properties).

§§

Pair inclusionary policies with direct
financial resources (including tenantbased subsidies) to provide deeper levels
of affordability or additional committed
affordable units.
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Appendix: Resources
The following organizations, research, and publications offer additional information that supports
implementation of the recommendations included in this report.

Community engagement
resources
Frameworks Institute and Enterprise
Community Partners, “Piecing It Together:
A Framing Playbook for Affordable Housing
Advocates.” Frameworks Institute and
Enterprise Community Partners, 2018.
https://www.enterprisecommunity.org/
resources/piecing-it-together-framingplaybook-affordable-housing-advocates
Levay, PhD, Kevin, Andrew Volmert, PhD,
Nat Kendall-Taylor, PhD “Finding a Frame
for Affordable Housing: Findings from
Reframing Research on Affordable Housing
and Community Development.” Frameworks
Institute and Enterprise Community Partners,
2018.
https://www.enterprisecommunity.org/
resources/finding-frame-for-affordable-housing
Murray, Brittany, Elsa Falkenburger, and Priya
Saxena. “Data Walks: An Innovative Way to
Share Data with Communities.” Washington,
DC: Urban Institute, 2015.
https://www.urban.org/research/publication/
data-walks-innovative-way-share-datacommunities

Entitlement and Permitting:
Improving local codes,
regulations, and ordinances
Form-Based Code Institute, a program of
Smart Growth America.
https://formbasedcodes.org/
Building a Better Burb. Congress for the New
Urbanism http://buildabetterburb.org/
Center for Applied Transect Studies.
https://transect.org/
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Jakabovics, Andrew, Lynn M. Ross, Molly
Simpson, and Michael A. Spotts. “Bending
the Cost Curve: Solutions to Expand the
Supply of Affordable Rentals.” Washington,
DC: Enterprise Community Partners & ULI
Terwilliger Center for Housing, January 2014.
http://www.enterprisecommunity.org/resources/
bending-cost-curve-solutions-expand-supplyaffordable-rentals-13127

Resources on affordable
housing choices
Sturtevant, PhD, Lisa. “A Guidebook for
Increasing Housing Affordability in the
Greater Washington Region: Local Resources
and Strategies for Housing Production and
Preservation.” Housing Leaders Group of
Greater Washington, June 2017.
https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/06af46_0268b7d74a0a40ec88b5a7cfaa11333f.pdf
Willams, Stockton, Ian Carlton, Lorelei
Juntunen, Emily Picha, and Mike
Wilkerson. “The Economics of Inclusionary
Development.” Washington, DC: Urban Land
Institute, July 20, 2016.
http://uli.org/centers-initiatives/economicsinclusionary-development/
Spotts, Michael A., Genevieve Hale-Case,
and Ahmad Abu-Khalaf. “Public Benefit from
Publicly Owned Parcels: Effective Practices
in Affordable Housing Development.”
Washington, DC: Enterprise Community
Partners, June 5, 2017.
http://www.enterprisecommunity.org/resources/
public-benefit-publicly-owned-parcels-19782
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Study Objectives
The City of Rockville contracted with Lisa Sturtevant & Associates, LLC to conduct a study of housing
market conditions and housing needs in the City and to assist in the development of strategies for
accommodating future City residents with housing that is affordable and connected to transit, jobs and
other amenities. The unique and changing characteristics of Rockville’s population and job base, the
current housing programs in the City, and the limited opportunity for greenfield development within
Rockville’s boundaries will all shape housing needs in the future and will dictate the extent to which those
needs can be met. The City’s housing needs and the ability to meet those needs will also be driven by
factors outside of the County, including changes to the regional economy and policy decisions in
Montgomery County and the State of Maryland. Finally, the ability to talk about the City’s housing needs
in a way that has saliency with a broad set of stakeholders will also be key to successfully implementing a
comprehensive housing strategy in the City of Rockville.
The study was organized around several interrelated tasks that culminate in this final report. The results
from the study will be used by City staff to update the housing element of Rockville’s comprehensive plan
and to inform the development of the City’s housing strategies.
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Report Summary
CURRENT DEMOGRAPHIC, ECONOMIC AND HOUSING MARKET CHARACTERISTICS
Demographic Characteristics
The City’s population is changing in some dramatic ways, which drive the housing needs of
residents and workers. Like much of the rest of the Washington DC region and the country,
Rockville’s population gains in recent years have been driven by increases in the non-white
population. The well-documented trend toward greater racial diversity is largely a result of a
greater share of childbearing-age women and higher fertility rates among the non-white
population, specifically the Hispanic and Asian populations. While there is significant diversity
within the non-white population, this growth in the non-white population has implications for
housing in the City, including growing demand for rental housing, lower-cost housing and housing
that can accommodate multi-generational households.
The population of single-person households, including young people starting out in their careers,
has increased substantially. The population of young adults includes a significant number of
people who may be living alone now but may be heading towards marriage, children and,
potentially, homeownership. Many other young adults have not yet made the move into their
first home, whether a rental or homeownership. Instead, they are living at home with their
parents. Housing options in the City of Rockville will be an important determinant of whether
these young adults remain in the City as they age.
The number of older adults in the City of Rockville has increased substantially in recent years as a
result of broad demographic trends and the development of senior housing in Rockville. As seniors
comprise a larger share of Rockville’s population, there will be more demand for a variety of
housing types that can facilitate aging within the community. As a result, there is increased
demand for housing that can serve persons with physical and mental disabilities of all ages.
Like in Montgomery County and many other places in the Washington DC metropolitan area, the
median household income in the City of Rockville is relatively high. However, the income
distribution in the City is becoming increasing bifurcated, with growth at both the low and high
ends. There are also economic divides in the eastern and western parts of the City. Changing
demographic characteristics, along with changes to the structure of the local and regional
economy, mean that the number of households with more moderate incomes will increase in the
future though high-income households will continue to be attracted to Rockville and will put
upward pressure on home prices and rents.
Employment and Labor Force
The City of Rockville is an important job center in the region, but its economy and labor force is
closely linked to the Montgomery County economy. Because of Rockville’s small size, the share of
people both living and working in the City is relatively low, but there is a substantial amount of
commuting between the City and the rest of Montgomery County.
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The City has key private sector employers in the Professional & Business Services and Health
Services sectors. However, Government—including City and County governments—continues to
be the largest sector of the Rockville economy. Future job growth in the City will depend critically
on the growth of the Government sector but as the population increases more slowly, growth in
the Government sector will also slow. The City of Rockville can continue to be an attractive
location for private sector employment, given its transit-accessibility.
The economic restructuring that is happening at the regional level may be more important to the
City’s housing demand than the local employment base. As Federal procurement spending has
declined in the Washington DC metropolitan area, the region’s economy is shifting towards one
that is less reliant on government and more reliant on diverse, private sector employment. Recent
economic growth has been led by jobs that typically pay lower wages and as a result, average
wages across the region have stagnated. Slower-growing wages have been making it more difficult
for working households in Rockville and across the Washington DC metropolitan area to find
housing they can afford.
Housing Market Conditions
Like the rest of the region and the country, the Rockville housing market experienced the ups and
downs of the most recent housing market boom and bust. As a result of relatively strong postrecession job growth in the region and Rockville’s attractive location near transit, the housing
market in the City rebounded fairly quickly.
Since the downturn, the number of renters in Rockville has increased dramatically. The rising
rental rates has been driven by demographic and economic trends in the region, and the renter
population has become more diverse. The growth in the renter population is also a direct result
of new multi-family construction in the City. The biggest impediments to homeownership have
been slow-growing wages and rising student debt (particularly among young, potential first-time
home buyers), as well as limited inventory. New home construction ground nearly to a halt during
the recession, and single-family home building activity—including townhouses—is still very weak
in Rockville. Options for first-time home buyers remain fairly limited in the City.
Housing Affordability
More than 10,000 Rockville households—including 53 percent of renters and 29 percent of home
owners—are cost burdened, meaning they spend 30 percent or more of their income on housing.
Many are severely cost burdened, with housing costs accounting for half or more of their income.
The rates of cost burden are highest among lower-income households, but households all along
the income spectrum face affordability challenges.
The challenges of housing affordability are, of course, not unique to Rockville. The rates of cost
burden for homeowners and renters in the City are similar to those in other places in Montgomery
County.
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FUTURE HOUSING DEMAND
Forecasts of housing demand in the City of Rockville between 2015 and 2040 are based on demographic
and economic trends within the City and the Washington DC region, as well as existing land use and zoning
in the City, and represent the most likely scenario for future housing demand in Rockville. The purpose of
the forecasts is to help the City better understand future housing needs and to develop a comprehensive
housing strategy to meet those needs.
Between 2015 and 2040, the City of Rockville will need to add nearly 10,000 net new housing units to
accommodate future housing demand. The types of housing units that will be needed depend on the
demographic characteristics of future households, including age, labor force participation, disability status
and household type, as well as the types of jobs that these households will hold in the future.
Household Characteristics
By 2040, the number of senior households in the City of Rockville is forecasted to rise
significantly, increasing from 6,900 in 2015 to 12,000 in 2040. This increase is driven largely by
the aging of the Baby Boomer population, and the increase in the senior population in Rockville
mirrors the increase throughout the region. The majority of these households will be retirees
living on fixed incomes.
Similarly, the number of households that include a person with a disability is expected to rise,
primarily due to the aging of the population. Both senior households and households with a
disabled person will need homes that are more accessible to allow for aging-in-place.
The City is expected to add 7,200 two-adult households and 4,600 one-adult households
between 2015 and 2040. The number of families with children is expected to grow by just 2,000.
The growth in the number of smaller households suggests a need for a significant growth in
smaller units in multi-family buildings.
Household Income
Over the forecast period, the fastest growth in Rockville will be among households earning less
than 30 percent of Area Median Income (AMI). This trend is driven largely by the growth of the
senior population. About 1,650 more households will be extremely low income in 2040
compared to 2015. The number of households earning between 30 and 59 percent of AMI is
forecasted to increase by 2,250, largely as a result of the shift in the types of jobs coming to the
region by 2040.
The majority of low-income households will need rental housing in Rockville. In 2040, nearly
8,000 renters in Rockville are expected to earn less than 60 percent of AMI, an increase of 3,000
from 2015. Despite the increases in low-income households, the majority of the households in
the City will remain relatively high income. Between 2015 and 2040, it is expected that Rockville
will add more than 2,700 households with incomes of 120 percent of AMI or higher.
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Housing Unit Characteristics
By 2040, there are forecasted to be more multi-family homes than single-family detached homes
in the City of Rockville. Demand for multi-family ownership units is forecasted to increase
significantly, rising an average of 2.7 percent per year over the next 25 years. The demand for
multi-family rental units is also expected to increase sharply, with new units needed at a rate of
2.4 percent per year during the forecast period.
Even with the fast growth in multi-family ownership units, the majority of multi-family homes
will remain rentals. And because multi-family units are projected to become the most prevalent
home type by 2040, the homeownership rate in the City is projected to decline modestly. In
2015, about 55.7 percent of the City's residents own their homes. By 2040, the homeownership
rate is expected to decline to 49.3 percent.

STRATEGIES TO MEET HOUSING NEEDS
Like communities across the Washington DC region, Rockville faces challenges to producing
sufficient housing to meet demands from all income levels. The ability for the City of Rockville to
provide enough housing affordable to individuals and families all along the income spectrum is
critical to its ability to remain a vibrant and thriving community and to support strong local
economic growth. Based on the assessment of current and future housing needs in Rockville, it is
clear that the City needs to expand its resources and tools to be able to respond to growing and
changing housing demand. The biggest needs are among extremely and very low-income
households, including seniors. However, many families with higher incomes face housing
affordability challenges or have limited housing options within the City of Rockville.
The range of policy options available to the City of Rockville include financial tools, land use or
zoning strategies, and other programs that promote access to housing. A comprehensive housing
strategy for the City of Rockville includes tools for new construction, as well as preservation. It
should promote homeownership while also expanding rental housing options. The City should
leverage Federal resources as much as possible, but should also look for innovative local and state
funding sources. While the primary goals of the recommended strategies are to support
production of housing affordable to low- and moderate-income households, the City should also
seek to remove major barriers to market-rate construction to expand options for higher-income
households.
Key recommendations include leveraging existing Federal and state resources for housing, and
identifying expanded local sources of funding to build up Rockville’s local housing trust fund. The
strategies also include recommendations for how to modify the City’s MPDU program to meet the
needs of a broader range of households. Several new tools are recommended, including using
public land for affordable housing, creating medium density housing zones, and developing
policies to promote preservation of existing naturally-occurring affordable rental housing.
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CASE STUDY PROFILES
The analysis of current conditions and the forecasts of housing demand demonstrate that housing
affordability and limited housing choices will be challenges for many people in the City of Rockville. Case
studies are included as part of this report to describe examples of current or future residents of Rockville
and to highlight the challenges and trade-offs they make in order to be part of the Rockville community.
The objective of the case study profiles is to put faces to the facts and figures described in the rest of the
report.
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Current Demographic, Economic and Housing Market Characteristics
Demographic Characteristics
The City of Rockville’s population grew steadily over the 2000s, but some of the demographic changes in
the City have been remarkable. Many of these changes reflect broader national demographic trends, but
others reflect Rockville’s unique position as an urbanizing community in the Washington DC region. The
changing characteristics of the City’s population and households will have important implications for
housing needs.
Figure 1. Population, 2000-2030

Population and Demographics
The population of the City of Rockville
was approximately 68,000 in 2016, and
has grown more than 40 percent since
2000 (Figure 1). City staff projects that
Rockville’s population will increase to
71,518 by 2020 and will surpass 80,000
by 2030, which suggests a growth rate
of about 1.3 percent annually between
2015 and 2030. This is slightly lower
than the average annual population
growth rate in Rockville between 2000
and 2015 (2.3 percent), and is indicative
of an urbanizing community that is
approaching build out under existing
zoning and land use plans.

Age
Between 2000 and 2014, the City experienced relatively fast growth in its young adult population (under
age 35) and in its older population (ages 55 and older). While overall numbers increased, the shares of
the population under 18 and in their late 30s and 40s (e.g. parents and children) declined over this time
(Figure 2).
The City of Rockville has a higher share of 25 to 34 year olds than either Montgomery County or the
Washington DC metropolitan area. 1 In 2014, 16.9 percent of Rockville’s population was age 25 to 34 (up
from 14.2 percent in 2000). This share for Rockville compares to 13.5 percent in Montgomery County and
15.5 percent in the Washington DC region. The capacity for the City to meet the housing needs of young
families will partially determine whether young adults remain in Rockville as they form independent
households, marry and have children.

The Washington DC metropolitan area comprises the following jurisdictions: District of Columbia; City of Alexandria, Arlington
County, Clarke County, Culpeper County, Fairfax County, City of Fairfax, City of Falls Church, Fauquier County, Loudoun County,
City of Manassas, City of Manassas Park, Prince William County, Rappahannock County, Spotsylvania County, Stafford County,
City of Fredericksburg, and Warren County in Virginia; Calvert County, Charles County, Frederick County, Montgomery County,
and Prince George's County in Maryland; and Jefferson County in West Virginia. In this report “Washington DC metropolitan area”
and “Washington DC region” are used interchangeably.
1
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While Rockville has a somewhat Figure 2. Age Distribution, 2000 and 2014
larger share of young adults, it also
has a relatively higher share of older
adults. In 2000, 22.8 percent of the
City’s population was age 55 or older;
in 2014, that share had increased to
28.7 percent. The share of the
population that is age 55+ is higher in
Rockville than it is in either
Montgomery County (26.5 percent)
or the Washington DC region (23.1
percent). The population of retirees
and older adults in Rockville has
grown rapidly in recent years and will
continue to increase at a fast pace.
A portion of the recent increase in the Figure 3. Race/Ethnicity, 2000 and 2014
older adult population in Rockville is
almost certainly related to the
increased supply of senior-only
housing in the City, which has
attracted new residents (e.g.
Brightview, Ingleside, Victory Court).
However, the primary driver of the
growth of the older adult population
has been the aging of the City’s
existing residents.
Though a relatively small share of the
population, the 85+ population is the
fastest-growing age group in the City.
There will be growing numbers of
people seeking options to age-in-place or age-in-community.
Race/Ethnicity
Nearly 80 percent of Rockville’s population growth since 2000 has been driven by the non-white
population. In 2000, non-Hispanic whites comprised 61.9 percent of the City’s population. In 2014, that
share had declined to 50.8 percent (Figure 3). Thus, in 2014, nearly half of Rockville’s population (49.2
percent) was non-white, compared to 45.8 percent of Montgomery County’s population and 46.8 percent
of the overall Washington DC region population. 2
The fastest population growth in Rockville has been among the Hispanic population, but the black, Asian
and multi-racial populations have all increased faster than the overall growth rate since 2000. In 2014,
In all discussions of race and ethnicity, Hispanics are treated as a separate race category. All other races (i.e. white, African
American, and Asian/Pacific Islander) are non-Hispanic.
2
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17.7 percent of Rockville’s population was Hispanic, a share that is slightly lower than in Montgomery
County (18.7 percent) but higher than for the region (15.1 percent).
Figure 4. Educational Attainment, 2000 and 2014

Educational Attainment

Population age 25+

Rockville’s population reflects a
growing number of highly
educated individuals. In 2000,
52.9 percent of people age 25 or
older living in Rockville had a
bachelor’s degree or higher (Figure
4). In 2014, the share of collegeeducated residents had increased
to 64.1 percent. The fastestgrowing group was individuals
with a graduate or professional
degree. The number of Rockville
residents with a high school
degree or less actually declined
between 2000 and 2014, from
about 9,000 residents to about 8,700 residents. Typically, more highly educated individuals have higher
incomes and can afford higher rents and home prices. However, structural changes to the regional and
local economies and increases in the number of single-worker households, along with fast-rising home
prices and rents, suggest that a more highly-educated population does not necessarily translate into
greater abilities to afford housing.

About American Community
Survey (ACS) Data
Data from the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey (ACS) are used in this report to describe many of the
characteristics of Montgomery County’s residents. The ACS is the best source of demographic data for local jurisdictions,
and the most recent ACS data is for 2014. In many cases, 2014 ACS data are compared with data from the 2000 decennial
Census. While ACS data can be used to describe broad characteristics, such as age, race and home ownership rate,
sometimes the sample sizes for the City of Rockville are small, which can mean that sometimes the data provide unreliable
results. All data presented in this report should be interpreted with this caveat in mind. For more information on the ACS,
see http://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/acs/.
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Household Size and Type
The number of one-person households living in the City of Rockville has increased substantially. In 2014,
nearly 30 percent of Rockville households contained only one person. In 2000, the share of one-person
households was 23.8 percent. While single people live in all types of housing in the City of Rockville, the
increase in the number of one-person households in recent years was likely boosted by increases in the
number of multi-family units in the City. Rockville has a greater share of one-person households than
either Montgomery County (25.1 percent) or the Washington DC metropolitan area (27.4 percent). About
one-third of households in the City are two-person households, 15.9 percent are three-person households
and 21.9 percent have four or more people.
The overall average household size in the City of Rockville declined from 2.65 to 2.55 between 2000 and
2014; however, the average family household size increased from 3.13 to 3.22 over the same time. 3 The
decline in the overall average household size reflects the growing number of non-family households,
particularly people living alone. But at the same time, the numbers of Hispanic and Asian family
households has been on the rise in Rockville, leading to an increase in the size of an average family
household in the City.
Figure 5. Household Type, 2014

The number of non-family households in the City
increased by 82.4 percent between 2000 and
2014. The growth in non-family households is
linked to the type of new residential construction
in the City, which has been primarily multi-family
housing that tends to attract individuals living
alone and roommates.
The household type that has grown the fastest,
however, is seniors living alone. The number of
households with a person aged 65 or older living
alone more than doubled between 2000 and 2014.
About two out of five single-person households in
the City of Rockville are seniors age 65 or older
(Figure 5).

Among family households, the number of singleparent and multi-generational (i.e. other family) households in the City of Rockville also increased
substantially between 2000 and 2014. At the same time, the number of married couple with children
households increased much more slowly than the overall number of households. However, families with
children still comprise a sizeable share of Rockville households. In 2014, 20.8 percent of households were
married couples with children and 7.9 percent were single-parent families. Married couples without
children accounted for 26.5 percent of all households in the City in 2014.

The U.S. Census Bureau defines a “family” household as two or more people living together who are related by birth, marriage
or adoption. All other households, including people living alone, are defined as “non-family” households.
3
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Household Income
The median household income in the City of Rockville was $90,606 in 2014 (in 2014 $s) up from $68,918
in 1999 (in 1999 $s). The increase was driven by a surge in the number of households with incomes of
$150,000 or more, which more than tripled between 1999 and 2014.
Despite this growth in the number of high-income households, when adjusted for inflation, the real
median income fell in the City of Rockville over the past 15 years. In 1999, the median household income
in the City was $97,931 (in 2014 $s), so there
Figure 6. Household Income Distribution, 2014 (2014 $s)
was a decline of 7.5 percent in terms of real
median income between 1999 and 2014.
This decline in the inflation-adjusted median
household income has occurred even as the
number
of
relatively
high-income
households has increased because the
number of lower-income households has
also increased. In fact, the number of
households with incomes below $15,000
(about the salary of a full-time worker at the
Federal minimum wage) increased about 43
percent between 2000 and 2014.
Rockville still remains a place with relatively
high-income households, and its income
distribution is fairly similar to the income
distribution in Montgomery County. About
12.5 percent of households in Rockville have an income below $30,000 (about 30 percent of AMI for a
family of three). Another 18.2 percent of households have incomes of between $30,000 and $59,999
(about 60 percent of AMI for a family of three). About nine percent of households have incomes between
$60,000 and $74,999 (about 80 percent of AMI for a family of three) and 14.2 percent have incomes
between $75,000 and $99,999 (about 100 percent of AMI for a family of three). These shares are fairly
similar in Montgomery County. The one notable difference in the incomes of Rockville and Montgomery
County households is that the share of households with incomes of $200,000 or more (roughly 200
percent of AMI) is lower in Rockville than in Montgomery County overall—13.2 percent compared to 17.9
percent. 4
Summary of Demographic Characteristics
Population growth in the City of Rockville was fairly strong over the 2000 through 2004 period, as new
developments in King Farm and Fallsgrove were built out, and then again in 2009 and 2010 in the postrecession period when the Washington DC region attracted thousands of new workers. Like much of the
rest of the Washington DC region and the country, Rockville’s population gains have been driven by
increases in the non-white population. The well-documented trend toward greater racial diversity is
largely a result of a greater share of childbearing-age women and higher fertility rates among the nonwhite population, specifically the Hispanic and Asian populations, which has been the case both nationally
4

See page 37 for details about area median income (AMI) in Rockville.
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and locally in Montgomery County 5. While there is significant diversity within the non-white population,
Hispanic and Asian households are more likely to be larger and multi-generational compared to the white
households. Hispanic households tend to have lower incomes and are more likely to be renters compared
to the white population. Asian households are more likely than Hispanic households to have higher
incomes and be homeowners, though there is a fair amount of variation among the Asian population. As
Rockville’s population becomes more racially and ethnically diverse, housing needs in the City will also
evolve.
Even as the first- and second-generation immigrant population has led to increases in average family sizes
in the City, the number of people living alone has also been on the rise in Rockville. The population of
single-person households includes both young people starting out in their careers and older people who
may have been retired for many years. The population of young adults includes a significant share of
people in their late 20s and early 30s, including many who may be living alone now. While there is no
reliable data for the City of Rockville, recent data for the U.S. have shown that the share of young people
living with their parents is at the highest level in decades. 6 The types of housing options in the City of
Rockville will be an important determinant of whether these young adults remain in the City when they
do move out on their own.
At the other end of the age spectrum, the number of older adults in the City of Rockville has increased
substantially in recent years. The leading edge of the Baby Boom population has reached its mid-60s and
over the coming decades the senior population will grow much faster than the population under age 65.
This growth in the older adult population is a result primarily of the aging in place of the existing
population in their 50s and early 60s, but seniors have also moved into the City attracted by new senior
developments. As seniors comprise a larger share of Rockville’s population there will be more demand for
a variety of housing types that can facilitate aging within the community. In addition, as the population
ages, there will be increased needs for housing that can serve persons with physical and mental
disabilities.
Finally, like Montgomery County and many other places in the Washington DC metropolitan area, the
median household income in the City of Rockville is relatively high. However, the median does not tell the
whole story. The income distribution in the City is becoming increasing bifurcated, with growth at both
the low and high ends. Changing demographic characteristics—including more one-worker households,
more retirees, and more younger workers—along with changes to the structure of the local and regional
economy mean that the number of households with more moderate incomes will increase in the future
though high-income households will continue to be attracted to Rockville and will put upward pressure
on home prices and rents.

Detailed data on fertility rates are not available for the City.
Fry, Richard. 2016. “For the First Time in Modern Era, Living with Parents Edges out Other Living Arrangements for 18- to 34Year Olds.” Washington, DC: Pew Research Center. May.

5
6
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Employment and the Labor Force
The City of Rockville is an important employment node in the region, with more jobs than people.
Employment growth in Rockville, as well as in Montgomery County and in the greater Washington DC
area, will be an important driver of housing demand in the City.
The City of Rockville has a robust job market, but one that has not fully recovered from the Great
Recession. In 2014, the City has 680 fewer jobs than during its peak in 2009, with the declines driven by
losses in the private sector. Public sector employment has increased steadily since the downturn and has
nearly 2,000 more jobs in 2014 than in 2009. Just over five percent of all the at-place jobs in Rockville are
held by Rockville residents but the majority of jobs located in the City (55.8 percent) are held by residents
of Montgomery County. Public sector jobs are more likely than private sector jobs to be held by a City of
Rockville resident.
The City of Rockville has a relatively dense employment base and accounts for 16.0 percent of all the jobs
located in Montgomery County, despite being only 2.7 percent of the County’s land area (Figure 7). The
City is well connected by both Metrorail and bus transit, making it attractive to employers and residents
alike. One-third (33.7 percent) of the jobs located in Rockville are within a half mile walking distance to a
Metrorail station, and the City has one-fifth (20.0 percent) of all jobs throughout Montgomery County
that are walkable to Metrorail.
Even though the City has a disproportionate share of jobs relative to its size, the City has just 2.6 percent
of all the jobs in the Washington DC metropolitan area. Because of Rockville’s small size, regional trends
will affect the City's economic trajectory, primarily in the City's private sector employment. However,
Rockville has a large local government presence, including public education, which tends to follow the
population and demographic trends of both the City and Montgomery County.

Figure 7. Characteristics of the Rockville Employment Base
Rockville as a Share of
City of
Rockville

Montgomery
County

Washington DC
Metropolitan
Area

Land Area*

13.5 sq. mi.

2.70%

0.2%

Population

65,601

6.4%

1.1%

Employed Residents

34,785

6.7%

1.1%

Jobs

75,477

16.0 %

2.6%

Jobs w/in Half Mile to Metro

25,433

20.0 %

3.1%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, OnTheMap Application and LEHD Origin-Destination Employment Statistics, U.S. Bureau of Labor
Statistics, U.S. Census Population Estimates, and 2005-2009 American Community Survey, Washington Metropolitan
Transportation Authority
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The
Washington
DC Figure 8. Jobs and Average Wage in the Washington DC Metro Area,
Metropolitan Area Economy
2001-2015
The City of Rockville’s economy
and labor force are closely
related to the regional economy.
The Washington DC metropolitan
area did not suffer the effects of
the Great Recession as acutely as
the rest of the nation. The
number of jobs in the region
declined by 1.7 percent between
2008 and 2009, but growth
returned in the following year
and continued through 2012.
Regional job growth was more
subdued in 2013 and 2014 as a
Figure 9. Net Job Change by Wage Category, Washington DC
result of sequestration and a Metro area, Recession (2008-2009) and Recovery (2010-2013)
decline in government spending.
Job growth in the region
accelerated in 2015 and in the
first half of 2016.
Wages region-wide fell during
the early years of the economic
recovery, first, as a result of the
contracting regional economy,
and subsequently, as a result of
changes in the demographic
characteristics of the regional
labor force (Figure 8). In 2010,
the average wage in the
Washington DC metropolitan
area began to fall slowly, but steadily, as the region continued to undergo a structural shift that began
during the recession.
During the recession, the region’s employment losses were concentrated in mid- and low-wage jobs. In
the recovery period, the region has experienced growth in low-wage jobs and high-wage jobs but there
has been continued loss in mid-wage jobs (Figure 9). Th e large gains in the low-wage sectors pulled down
the average wage for the region over the 2010 through 2013 period. Since 2013, high-wage jobs in the
region, primarily those in the Professional, Scientific and Technical Services sub-sector, have rebounded,
leading to a rising average wage in the Washington DC metropolitan area. However, gains in the low-wage
sectors remain strong and have resulted in a much more bifurcated employment base that the region has
had in the past.
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At-Place Employment
There were 75,500 jobs 7 located in Figure 10. Jobs in the City of Rockville by Sector, 2014
the City of Rockville in 2014. The
jobs in the City are overwhelmingly
in two sectors—Government and
Professional & Business Services
(Figure 10). These two sectors
account for 58.6 percent of the jobs
in the City. Government, the largest
sector, accounts for 35.0 percent of
the City’s jobs. This sector is divided
into two main categories, Public
Educational Services and Public
Administration.
The
Public
Educational Service sector includes
both
local
public
school
employment and Montgomery
College
employment.
Public
Administration primarily consists of
Montgomery County and Rockville
City administrative jobs, as well as
fire and security occupations.
Throughout Montgomery County,
the average wage in the
Government sector was $58,300 in 2014. This is slightly below the average wage for all jobs in the County
($67,500). 8
The second largest employment sector in Rockville is the Professional & Business Service Sector, which
accounted for 23.6 percent of all jobs in Rockville in 2014. This is a diverse sector that includes many
Federal contractors, as well as administrative and other support staff. Major employers in the City in this
sector include Westat, Inc., Lockheed Martin and Booz Allen Hamilton. About three-quarters of the jobs
in this sector were in the Professional, Scientific & Technical Services sub-sector, which generally includes
highly-educated workers who command high wages. Within Montgomery County, the average wage in
this sub-sector was $98,400.
About one-fifth of the jobs in the Professional & Business Service Sector in Rockville were in
Administration & Support, and Waste Management & Remediation Services. These jobs provide
administrative and building support for those working in technical or management jobs, and typically
require less education. The average wage for a job in this sub-sector throughout the County was just
$42,000 in 2014.

7
8

Jobs include wage and salary jobs only and exclude certain types of self-employment, military and farm jobs.
Reliable data on wages by sector are not available from public data sources for the City of Rockville.
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The third largest sector is Private Educational & Health Services with 7,400 jobs or 9.8 percent of all jobs
in Rockville. Health Services accounted for nearly all of the jobs in this sector and there were fewer than
1,000 Private Educational Services jobs. 9 Health Services include jobs at Adventist HealthCare, as well as
smaller medical establishments and home healthcare aides. The average wage associated with a hospital
job anywhere in Montgomery County was $55,700 and the overall average wage for a worker in the Health
Services sector was $50,900 in 2014.
Since 2005, the number of jobs in the City has increased 10.5 percent, but this growth was not consistent
throughout the decade. Between 2005 and 2008, the number of jobs in the City increased steadily, rising
from 68,400 jobs in 2005 to 75,900 jobs in 2008. The number of jobs increased modestly in 2009, reaching
76,100 jobs and the highest total during the past ten years. The total number of jobs decreased between
2009 and 2010, but job gains returned in 2011 and 2012. The private sector rebounded more quickly after
the recession and reached a new high in 2011, at 52,500 jobs. But in the following years, the number of
private sector jobs in the City declined, falling to the lowest level since 2005.
As of 2014, the City had still
not returned to its 2009-peak
employment level and had
680 fewer jobs. The largest
decreases were in the
Professional & Business
Services
(-2,900
jobs),
Information (-860 jobs), and
Construction (-350 jobs)
sectors (Figure 11). Notably,
the Health Care and Social
Services sub-sector has had
gains (+640 jobs) in the City.
Nationally, this sector has
expanded due to the aging of
the population and increases
in the home healthcare
industry. Similarly, the Leisure & Hospitality sector in Rockville had 430 more jobs in 2014 than it did in
2009. Regionally, the gains in this sector have been in restaurants and have also been a result of
demographic trends.
Figure 11. Jobs in the City of Rockville by Select Sector, 2005-2014

The jobs located in the City have a wide range of salaries. During the 2010-2014 period, an average of
10,100 jobs, or 14.4 percent of all jobs located in Rockville, paid less than $15,000 annually and are either
minimum wage jobs or part-time jobs. These jobs are most likely in Retail or Leisure & Hospitality. Nearly
one-fifth (19.2 percent) of the jobs in the City had a wage between $15,000 and $35,000, which includes
a mix of part-time and full-time employment, likely in less technical service occupations. Over one-third
(37.0 percent) of the jobs in the City paid over $75,000. Workers in these jobs will have more flexibility in

This includes private pre-schools, elementary schools, middle schools and high schools as well as any private schools offering
post-high school degrees and certifications, like Strayer University.
9
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their housing choices but the number of workers in their household, their household size and overall
household income will play an equally large role in housing choice.
Geographic Distribution of Jobs
One-fifth of the jobs, or 25,400 jobs, located in the City of Rockville are within a walkable half mile to a
Metrorail station. Public Administration jobs in Rockville are disproportionately likely to be located near
Metro (Figure 12). About 14,400 Public Administration jobs are walkable to metro, or 91.0 percent of all
Public Administration jobs. Retail jobs were also likely to be near a Metro station; 36.1 percent of all retail
jobs (about 1,400 jobs) are within a half mile of Metro. Just over one quarter (26.3 percent) of all
Professional & Business Service jobs in Rockville are walkable to a Metro station (about 4,700 jobs).
Companies view access to Metrorail as a key to both recruiting and retaining employees and is increasingly
seen as a critical component for recruiting younger workers. The City's ability to add both new commercial
and new residential buildings and to increase density near its Metro stations will create a competitive
economic advantage for Rockville.

Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment
City of Rockville, Maryland

17

Exhibit 13

Figure 12. Job Density and Proximity to Metro
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Workers in the City
Among the workers who hold a job located in the City of Rockville, the majority are between 30 and 54
years old. This age group accounted for 57.8 percent of Rockville jobholders in 2014. Workers age 55 years
or older hold about a quarter (24.8 percent) of all jobs located in the City, while those under 29 years old
hold just 17.3 percent of the jobs in the City (Figure 13). Compared to 2005, a significantly larger share of
the City's jobs are held by workers Figure 13. Jobs in the City of Rockville by Age of Worker, 2005,
aged 55 or older. Conversely, 2009 and 2014
workers with jobs in Rockville are
less likely to be either under 29 year
old, or between 30 to 54 years old
than they were in 2005. The older
workforce reflects both regional
and national trends and will have
housing implications regionally as
these workers begin to retire.
Where Rockville Workers Live
Overall, only 5.4 percent of jobs in
the City are held by City residents;
however, more than half (50.4
percent) of the jobs in the City are
held by Montgomery County
residents who live outside of Figure 14. Home Location of Rockville Job Holders, 2016 (est.)
Rockville (Figure 14). Thus, about
56 percent of all people who work
in the City of Rockville live in
Rockville or Montgomery County.
Other jobholders tend to live in
other parts of Maryland including
Prince George's County (7.9
percent), Frederick County (7.6
percent) and Howard County (3.4
percent). Nearly all Rockville
jobholders live in either the
Washington DC metropolitan area
(82.0 percent) or the Baltimore
metropolitan
area
(12.4
percent). 10

The Baltimore metropolitan area consists of Anne Arundel County, Baltimore County, Carroll County, Harford County, Howard
County, Queen Anne's County, and Baltimore city.
10
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City Government Employees
City government employees are more likely to live in or around the City of Rockville or within Montgomery
County than all jobholders. Among all City government employees, including permanent, as well as
temporary and part-time employees, nearly one third (31.2 percent) live in the ZIP codes 20850, 20851 or
20852, which include much of the City's boundary. About 80 percent of all City government employees
live within Montgomery County.
Full-time, permanent workers are somewhat less likely to live close to Rockville when compared to parttime or temporary workers. One-fifth (20.4 percent) of the full-time employees live in ZIP codes 20850,
20851 or 20852, compared to 39.0 percent of part-time or temporary employees. Over 90 percent of all
part-time or temporary employees live in Montgomery County, while 64.5 percent of permanent, fulltime employees do.
Montgomery College Employees
Montgomery College is a major employer in Rockville. The majority of Montgomery College employees
live in Montgomery County, though a small share live in the City of Rockville itself. About two-thirds (67.1
percent) of Montgomery College employees live in Montgomery County, including 11.0 percent who live
in the ZIP codes closest to Rockville. Prince George's County is home to 9.0 percent of Montgomery
College's Rockville campus employees, while 5.2 percent live in Frederick County.
Thus, while a relatively small share of people who work in Rockville live within the City’s boundaries, the
majority live somewhere in Montgomery County. City government and Montgomery College employees
are more likely than private sector workers to live in Rockville.

Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment
City of Rockville, Maryland

20

Exhibit 13

Figure 15. Unemployment Rate, 2005-2015

Resident Labor Force

The resident labor force includes
anyone living in Rockville who is
either employed or looking for a
job. The City of Rockville has
more than 35,000 people in the
labor force. In 2015, the
unemployment rate in the City of
Rockville was just 3.6 percent
(Figure 15). Over the past decade,
the unemployment rate in the
City has been lower than both
Suburban Maryland 11 and the
Washington DC metropolitan
area. Unemployment in the City
has largely followed regional trends, rising between 2007 and 2010. At its highest level in 2010, the
unemployment rate for the City was just 5.1 percent and was over a percentage point lower than the
regional rate. Since 2010, the unemployment rate has fallen each year.
The number of employed residents in the City of Rockville has increased significantly since 2005. Between
2005 and 2015, the number of employed residents increased 20.3 percent, to 35,200 residents. This
Figure 16. Sector of Jobs Held by Rockville Residents, 2014 increase is roughly in line with the overall
population increase during this period, as
the population increased 23.1 percent.
In 2014, about one quarter of employed
Rockville residents worked in the
Professional & Business Service sector
(23.7 percent) and about the same share
worked in the Government sector (22.5
percent). Nearly 13 percent of Rockville
residents had a job in the Private Education
& Health Services and 9.7 percent held a
Leisure & Hospitality job (Figure 15).
Compared to the jobs located in the City,
Rockville residents were more likely to
have a job in Retail, Leisure & Hospitality or
Private Education & Health Services.
Rockville residents were most likely to
work in Montgomery County, either within
the City of Rockville (15.1 percent) or
elsewhere in the County (42.6 percent).
Suburban Maryland includes Calvert County, Charles County, Frederick County, Montgomery County, and Prince George's
County.

11
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Thirteen percent of residents had a job located in the District of Columbia, and nearly all of Rockville’s
working residents had jobs in either the Washington DC metropolitan area (87.0 percent of all working
residents) or in the Baltimore metropolitan area (9.6 percent).
Summary of Economic Conditions
The City of Rockville’s economy is closely linked to economic conditions in Montgomery County and the
Washington DC metropolitan area. The City continues to be an important employment base in the region
with key employers in the Professional & Business Services and Health Services sectors. Government—
including City and County governments—continues to be the largest employment sector in Rockville. The
number of Government jobs generally tracks with population growth, and as population growth slows in
the upcoming years, growth in the Government sector will also slow. However, the City of Rockville will
continue to be an attractive location for private sector employment, which will likely constitute a growing
share of employment in the City in the decades to come.
Overarching any City economic development efforts, however, is an economic restructuring that is
happening at the regional level. As Federal procurement spending has declined in the Washington DC
metropolitan area, the region’s economy will shift towards one that is less reliant on public spending and
more reliant on diverse, private sector employment. In the early years of this restructuring, economic
growth has been led by jobs that typically pay lower wages. As a result, average wages across the region
have stagnated. Slower-growing wages will make it more difficult for working households in Rockville and
across the region to find housing they can afford.
It is clear that the Rockville economy and labor force is closely linked to the Montgomery County economy.
Because of Rockville’s small size, the share of people both living and working in the City is relatively low.
However, residents and workers are very likely to both live and work in Montgomery County.
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Housing Market Conditions
Like the rest of the country and the region, Rockville experienced the ups and downs of the current
housing market boom and bust. The City of Rockville is still a majority homeownership market, but the
share of homeowners is lower in 2014 than it was in 2000. In 2000, 65.2 percent of households in the City
were homeowners. The homeownership rate in 2014 was 57.0 percent (Figure 17). At the same time, the
share of households that owned their
Figure 17. Tenure, 2000 and 2014
homes free and clear (i.e. without a
mortgage) increased from 13.5
percent to 18.7 percent. The
homeownership rate in the City of
Rockville is lower than the rate in
Montgomery County (65.5 percent)
and in the Washington DC
metropolitan area overall (62.7
percent).
The corollary to the decline in the
homeownership rate in Rockville is the
rise in the renter population. The
number of renter-occupied housing
units in the City of Rockville nearly doubled between 2000 and 2014.
The increase in renter-occupied housing units in the City of Rockville has been accompanied by an increase
in the number of units in medium and large multi-family buildings. In 2000, nearly 60 percent of all
occupied homes in the City of Rockville were single-family detached homes. By 2014, that share had fallen
to 43.2 percent as new housing construction was driven by the development of multi-family buildings and,
to a lesser extent, townhouse projects (Figure 18). Between 2000 and 2014, the number of housing units
in multi-family buildings more than tripled. In 2014, about 20 percent of all of the housing units in Rockville
were in multi-family buildings with 50 or more
units. That share is up from just 8.8 percent in Figure 18. Housing Units by Building Type, 2014
2000. Not surprisingly, given its more compact size
and development history, the City of Rockville has
a greater share of multi-family units than
Montgomery County overall. In 2014, 13.4 percent
of the housing units in Montgomery County were
in buildings with 50 or more units.
As a result of more multi-family construction, along
with small household sizes, the City of Rockville has
a greater share of smaller units in 2014 than it did
in 2000. In 2014, 17.5 percent of all housing units
in the City were one-bedroom or studio units and
40.2 percent had two or fewer bedrooms. In 2000,
the relevant shares were 14.4 percent and 30.8
percent. The number of “family-sized units,” with
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three or more bedrooms, constituted 69.2 percent of all housing units in 2000 but just 59.8 percent in
2014.
The City of Rockville has added a substantial number of new housing units over the past 15 years. In fact,
more than a quarter of existing housing units in the City have been constructed since 2000. By comparison,
less than 14 percent of Montgomery County’s existing housing stock has been built since 2000. As a result
of the limited amount of available land, current zoning, and the accessibility via Metro, it is not surprising
that the vast majority of new residential construction has been multi-family construction. Demand for
rental housing has increased in the aftermath of the housing market downturn, which has meant the
construction of new owner-occupied units, including both single-family and multi-family units, has also
slowed in the City of Rockville.
Rental Housing
According to data from the U.S. Census Bureau, between 2000 and 2014, the City of Rockville gained
nearly 2,900 homeowners (households) but added more than 5,400 renter households. The increase in
the number of renters reflects broader economic and demographic changes in the region, as well as the
impact of the housing market downturn. Many new households have chosen to be renters—young
households, in particular are much more likely to be renters than are older people. But others have
become renters by necessity. They have lost their homes to foreclosure during the housing crisis, or they
find they can’t qualify for a home loan, or they have too much debt or too little income (or both!) to
accumulate a down payment.
The growth in the renter population in Rockville is also a direct consequence of residential construction
in the City, which primarily has been multi-family development in recent years. Of the 5,400 new renter
households added between 2000 and 2014, more than 80 percent (4,450 households) live in units in multifamily buildings. But many renters in Rockville do live in single-family housing. About 11 percent of singlefamily detached homes in Rockville are renter occupied, a share that has remained relatively constant
over the past 15 years. About 40 percent of single-family attached homes (townhomes) are occupied by
renters. This share is up from 35 percent in 2000. Therefore, while the vast majority of renters in Rockville
live in multi-family housing, there is a significant number of single-family renters in the City.
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The renter population has grown faster in Rockville than in many other places in the region. Between 2000
and 2014, the number of renter households in Rockville increased by 97.1 percent, while the increases
were about 24 percent in both Montgomery County and the Washington DC metropolitan area. Perhaps
not surprisingly, given its compact and urbanizing character, Rockville has a higher share of renters (43.0
percent) than Montgomery County (33.5 percent) or the Washington DC metropolitan area (36.2 percent).
But the renter population increased much more quickly in the City of Rockville than in the surrounding
County (Figure 19). In fact, between 2000 and 2014, the renter rate actually fell in both Montgomery
County and the Washington DC
metropolitan area (or conversely,
Figure 19. Renters, 2000, 2006, 2010 and 2014
Rockville, Montgomery County and Washington DC Metro Area
the homeownership rate rose).

the City. In 2014, that share had declined to 25.6 percent.
Figure 20. Gross Rent, 2010-2014 (average)

The vast majority of rental units in
the City are apartments in multifamily buildings, and the stock of
single-family rentals is much lower in
2014 than it was in 2000. More than
half (51.7 percent) of rental units in
the City of Rockville are in buildings
with 20 more units. Another 18.6
percent are in smaller multi-family
buildings with between five and 19
units. In 2000, single-family homes,
including single-family detached
homes and townhomes, made up
36.0 percent of all rental housing in

According to data from the U.S. Census Bureau,
rents in the City have increased much faster than
incomes. The median household income in the City
(in current dollars) increased by 31.5 percent
between 1999 and 2014. Over roughly the same
period (2000-2014) median gross rent in the City
increased by 85.4 percent, from $972 in 2000 to
$1,802 in 2014. 12 This reflects a nearly doubling of
rents in the City over the 14-year period, very
similar to the rent increases in other high-cost
desirable neighborhoods in the region, including in
the District of Columbia, Bethesda and Arlington.
According to ACS data, the median rent is slightly
higher in the City of Rockville compared to in

12 According to

data from Delta Associates, the effective rent in Class A and Class B apartment buildings was $1,814 per month in
the second quarter of 2016. Effective rent deducts from “face” rent any concessions or rent specials given. "Face” rent is the
asking rent for each unit. Delta Associates reports the weighted average asking base rent for Class A and Class B apartments.
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Montgomery County ($1,636 in 2014) and rents increased faster over the 2000 to 2014 period than they
did in Montgomery County (gross rent increased by 79.0 percent between 2000 and 2014 in Montgomery
County.) According to data from the 2010-2014 ACS, over that five-year period, only 15.6 percent of rental
units in the City of Rockville rented for less than $1,000 per month. Nearly 60 percent of rental units in
the City (59.5 percent) had rents of $1,500 or more, and 25.0 percent had rents of $2,000 or more over
the 2010-2014 period (Figure 20). 13
The City of Rockville operates a number of housing programs that assist low-income families to find
housing they can afford. 14 The City’s Moderately Priced Dwelling Unit (MPDU) program requires
developers to include units in new projects (with 50+ units) that are affordable to households earning 60
percent of the area median income ($45,900 for a single person, $65,500 for a family of four). According
to data from the City, Rockville currently has 661 MPDU units. In addition to MPDU units, Rockville
Housing Enterprises, the City’s public housing agency, owns and operates 282 affordable rental units
including 105 public housing units, 59 units of Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) and other affordable
housing in King Farm and Fallsgrove, and 118 units in the Fireside Park mixed-income development. In
addition, Rockville Housing Enterprises administers 414 units in its Housing Choice Voucher (HCV)
Program. By federal law, the HCV program must serve households with incomes at or below 50 percent
of AMI, including 75 percent of units affordable to households at or below 30 percent of AMI.

“Class A” product is defined by Delta Associates generally as built in 1991 or later and offering a separate clubhouse, decorated
model units, two bedroom/two bath units, and a large community amenity package most often including a fitness center
and swimming pool. The tenant pays gas and/or electric in addition to telephone and cable television. The projects are typically
200+ units except in submarkets where quality product is scarce. Class B apartments are in older buildings with fewer amenities.
13 When available, data from the Montgomery County Rental Housing Survey will supplement this information.
14 More detailed information on the City of Rockville’s housing programs will be discussed in a forthcoming report on strategies
for meeting housing needs.
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Homeownership Market
As the number of renters has increased substantially, the homeownership rate in the City has fallen. In
2000, 67.7 percent of Rockville households were homeowners. In 2014, the rate had fallen to 57.0
percent. Some of this decline reflects the changing demographic characteristics of the region’s residents.
Another factor is the type of residential development that has been built recently in the City that favors
renting. However, part of the decline in homeownership can be attributed to escalating home values in
the City and across the region. According to ACS data, the median home value in the City of Rockville
increased 141.7 percent, from $198,700 in 2000 to $480,200 in 2014. In 2000, more than three quarters
of homes were valued below $300,000. In 2014, the share had dropped to 18.0 percent. In 2000, virtually
all homes in Rockville (99.2 percent) had values below $500,000. In 2014, 53.0 percent of homes were
valued below $500,000.
Home Sales

Figure 21. Home Sales by Type, 2000-2015

The number of sales of
existing homes in the City of
Rockville peaked in 2004 for
all housing types. The
number of annual sales
have fluctuated since the
downturn and sales levels
are still below long-term
averages. In 2015, there
was a total of 649 sales of
existing and new homes in
the City of Rockville. 15 The
vast majority of sales in
2015 were existing homes.
New home sales ground to a virtual halt in 2010 as new home construction was stalled during the
recession. Before the downturn, new homes accounted for about 10 percent of home sales in the City of
Rockville, and about a quarter of single-family attached/townhome sales.
In 2015, about one-fifth of home sales in the City of Rockville were condos, one-fifth were single-family
attached homes/townhomes and 60 percent were single-family detached homes. Condominiums have
become an increasing share of the Rockville market. In 2000, they accounted for just 11.5 percent of home
sales (Figure 21).
Home Prices
The median existing home price in the City of Rockville in 2015 was $441,250. Home prices have gone up
and down in Rockville since the downturn. However, the median home price in Rockville has increased
145.1 percent since 2000 when the median was just $180,000 (Figure 22). Prices have increased 9.3

15

Unless otherwise specified, data on home sales, prices and inventory are from the MRIS, the regional multiple listing service.
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percent since 2010 when
the median home price in
the City bottomed out at
$400,000. Part of the
decline in home prices
during the downturn was
associated with a rise in
the number of bankmediated sales. The share
of bank-mediated sales
(i.e. foreclosures, short
sales) in the Rockville area
peaked in 2010 at 19.9
percent. In 2015, 7.1
percent of homes sold in
Rockville were bankmediated sales, about the
same rate as in Montgomery County and the Washington DC metropolitan area.
Figure 22. Median Home Price by Housing Type, 2000-2015
Existing Homes

Home prices have been on the rise in Rockville. They are still not at the levels they hit during the housing
boom, which had been inflated by an unfettered mortgage market. In 2015, the median home price in
Rockville was at about 81.7 percent of the peak home price (which occurred in 2007 at $481,350). But
there is variability across housing types. Prices for single-family attached homes/townhomes have
rebounded more strongly and in 2015 the median sales price for a townhome was 90.8 percent of the
peak value. Condominium prices and prices of single-family detached homes have not rebounded as
quickly and remain at between 76 and 78 percent of peak prices. A slowdown in new construction,
coupled with relatively strong demand for townhomes, has continued to put pressure on townhome
prices in Rockville and in many other parts of the region.
Condominium and townhouse prices are higher in
Rockville than they are in Montgomery County, and
single-family detached home prices are lower in Rockville
compared to the rest of the County. In 2015, the median
price of a condominium in Montgomery County was
$220,000, compared to $305,000 in Rockville. A typical
single-family attached home in Montgomery County sold
for $310,000 in 2015, compared to a $540,000 median
sales price in Rockville. Condominium and townhome
prices are likely higher in Rockville because they are
relatively newer and are more likely to be situated near
transit, particularly Metro. The relatively strong demand
for smaller homes with good access to jobs and transits
have resulted in a premium price for these homes.
Single-family detached homes in Montgomery County,
on the other hand, are more expensive than they are in
Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment
City of Rockville, Maryland

Ownership Type and Building Type
Homes can be described by both the type of
ownership and the type of building. When
describing the for-sale market, this report typically
uses three main categories that combines both.
Single-family detached homes have fee simple
ownership and are free standing buildings, not
connected to any other units.
Single-family attached homes have fee simple
ownership and are in structures with between 2
and 4 units, including homes that are side-by-side,
or stacked.
Condo properties includes any home that has
either a condominium or cooperative ownership
structure, regardless of the building type. These
homes are more likely to be in buildings with more
than 5 units, but also include townhomes and twoover-two homes.
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Rockville—the median price of a single-family detached home in Montgomery County is $516,000
compared to $444,500 in 2015. The single-family detached housing stock in Rockville is likely smaller and
older, on average, compared to Montgomery County, which accounts for much of the price differential.
Because the stock of single-family detached homes is limited, and there is little potential for developing
significant amounts of new single-family detached housing, it is likely that both redevelopment (i.e.
teardowns) and prices of single-family detached homes will increase in the years to come.
Geographic Distribution of Housing
According to the 2012 Metrorail Passenger Survey conducted by WMATA, there were about 2,200 people
who walked to the Rockville, Twinbrook or Shady Grove Metro stations. The vast majority of these walkers
(66.1 percent), walked less than a half mile, calculated using an "as a crow flies" method. 16 Based on an
analysis of parcel-level housing unit data, housing in the City of Rockville is very-well connected to transit.
The Rockville and Twinbrook stations are within the City boundaries and Shady Grove is within a half mile
of the northern edge of the City. According to our analysis, more than 41 percent of rental housing units
in the City of Rockville, including 46.8 percent of units in high-rise buildings, are within a walkable half
mile of Metro station, which takes into account the road and sidewalk connectivity (Figure 23). Even more
units are within a "as a crow flies" half mile radius, which may be somewhat longer than a half-mile walk.
More than 56 percent of rental units, including 69.3 percent of high-rise units, are within a half-mile radius
to a Metro station. Extending the radius to three-quarters of a mile increases the share of rental units
near a Metrorail station to 70.5 percent, including 87.6 percent of all units in high-rise buildings.
Homeownership units are somewhat less likely to be near rail transit. About 10 percent of ownership units
are with a walkable half mile of a metro station. However, nearly three quarters (72.5 percent) of highrise condominium units were more likely to be near Metrorail. Of single-family detached units, only 6.6
percent were walkable to a Metrorail station. Similar to rental units, more units were within a "as a crow
flies" half mile radius, including 15.8 percent of all owner units, 72.5 percent of all high-rise condos and
8.6 percent of all single-family detached units. Nearly 38 percent of owner units in the City are within a
three-quarter mile radius. This radius includes all the high-rise condo units, two-thirds of the garden condo
units, 39.5 percent of the single-family attached homes and 31.1 percent of the single-family detached
homes in the City.
Extending the definition of walkability, one-fifth of the housing units in Rockville, including both rental
and homeownership, are within a walkable mile to Metrorail.
The City's designated affordable units are also likely to be near Metrorail which potentially decreases the
transportation costs of these households. Nearly 42 percent of the designated affordable units are within
a half mile of a Metrorail station. This includes 72.6 percent of all MPDUs and 16.7 percent of all Housing
Choice Voucher Units. Well over half (58.5 percent) of the City’s designated affordable units are within a
three-quarter mile radius from a station, including 80.3 percent of the MPDUs, 43.8 percent of the HVCV
units and 20.2 percent of the other units managed by Rockville Housing Enterprises.

Throughout the region ‘within a half mile’ was also the most common distance for those walking to the metro. Other research
also generally supports this half mile radius as the walkable distance to a transit node. There are two ways to measure this walking
distance: using a linear radius ("as a crow flies") or using a walkshed which takes into account the road and sidewalk connectivity.
When deciding where to locate, residents may decide to use either. In addition, an "as a crow flies" three-quarters of a mile radius
may be attractive to many people who may be willing to walk a bit further or bike to the station.
16
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Homes in the City of Rockville are also well-served by local and regional bus services. Nearly every home
is within a "as a crow flies" half-mile radius of a bus stop either for WMATA bus service or for Montgomery
County Department of Transportation's Ride On service. This connectivity to transit is highly desirable for
residents throughout the region, allowing for easier access to jobs and providing a foundation for a "live,
work, play" environment. High levels of connectivity typically translates into higher housing costs, both
for owner and renter units. The increased housing costs can reflect a trade-off between housing and
transportation costs. However, transit can be a valuable amenity for some households, even if they do
not regularly use the transit. Younger households are generally most likely to live near transit, but retirees
may also drive demand in the near future, when driving becomes less attractive and the daily commute is
less of a factor. In addition, lower-income working households are more likely to be reliant on transit,
making the location of affordable units near transit even more important.
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Figure 23. Proximity of Residential Units to Metro
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Figure 24. Proximity of Affordable Residential Units to Metro
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Summary of Housing Market Conditions
Like the rest of the region and the country, the Rockville housing market experienced the ups and downs
of the most recent housing market boom and bust. As a result of relatively strong post-recession job
growth in the region and Rockville’s attractive location near transit, the housing market in the City
rebounded fairly quickly. An important outcome of the housing market downturn, however, has been a
decline in the homeownership rate. The nature of recent development in Rockville—multi-family rental
housing close to Metro—has also attracted a renter population leading to a decline in the overall
homeownership rate in the City.
Demographic factors alone likely would have pushed up the number of renters in Rockville. Young adults
are more likely to rent, so as this population is a greater share of the Rockville population, they will drive
up the renter rate. But other changes—some potentially permanent, others temporary—have prompted
an even more dramatic rise in renters. Tightening of the mortgage market after the housing market crash
left some would-be home buyers out of the market. Other households that were impacted by foreclosure
have also become renters. In recent months, mortgage restrictions have loosened somewhat, which has
allowed some first-time and move-up buyers to get back into market.
Bigger impediments to homeownership, however, are slow-growing wages and rising student debt
(particularly among young, potential first-time home buyers), as well as limited inventory. New home
construction ground nearly to a halt during the recession, and single-family home building activity—
including townhouses—is still very weak in the City of Rockville. Options for first-time home buyers in
Rockville remain fairly limited. Condominiums, which may be an important source of relatively affordable
homeownership, come with their own challenges. It can still be difficult to get a home loan for some
condominiums. Even if a condominium unit is affordable, condo fees can be prohibitive. And it is an open
question about whether condominiums, particularly those in multi-family buildings, can be an attractive
option for families with children.
In the years to come, expanding homeownership options will be key to the City’s desirability, but ensuring
there is a sufficient supply of rental housing to accommodate the growing and diversifying renter
population will also be critical. Rental housing that is affordable to moderate-income workers that can
accommodate multi-generational households, that is suitable to seniors, and that is connected to transit,
jobs and services will all be in demand.
In addition, Rockville’s housing stock is well-served by transit, and that connectivity will continue to drive
up demand, and therefore rents and sale prices, in the City. The individuals and families that could lose
out are lower-income working households that are most reliant on public transportation but will not be
able to compete for market-rate homes near the City’s Metro stations. Montgomery County is working
on a plan for Bus Rapid Transit, which could have fixed stops that could offer at least some of the real
estate value that Metro Stations offer. The lines being considered now are along 355, from the southern
to the northern border and along Virs Mill Road, from Town Center to the edge of the city. Coordinating
housing and transportation planning will be important for ensuring that households of all incomes benefit
from these investments.
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Housing Affordability
Rising home prices and rents can make it difficult for many
Measuring Housing Affordability
households to find housing they can afford. Difficulty finding
affordable housing directly affects the individuals and
Affordability is typically measured by
families who cannot find housing. But a lack of a sufficient
comparing a household’s income to its
housing costs. When a household spends
supply of housing affordable to low- and moderate-income
30 percent or more of its income on
households has broader implications for the local economy
housing, it is referred to as “cost
and community. When households spend a disproportionate
burdened.” A household spending 50
share of their income on housing, there is less left over for
percent or more of its income on housing
other necessities. Families are sometimes forced to make
is referred to as “severely cost burdened.”
trade-offs between paying for housing and paying for other
necessities, including food and health care. In addition, these
households spend less on local goods and services, and this reduced spending can have a negative impact
on the local economy.
Housing affordability challenges are greatest for individuals and households with low incomes, but even
families higher up the income scale face limited housing options. Many middle-income households have
trouble finding housing they can afford in Rockville or are not able to find the type and quality of housing
they want in the City.
In 2014, 28.8 percent of homeowners and 52.9 percent of renters in the City of Rockville were cost
burdened, spending 30 percent or more of their income on housing (Figure 25). The shares of both owners
and renters that are cost burdened have increased since 1999, though the increase has been much more
dramatic among renters.
In 2014, 11.5 percent of homeowners and 22.9 percent of renters were severely cost burdened in
Rockville.
The rates of cost burdened are somewhat higher in the City of Rockville than they are in either
Montgomery County or the
overall
Washington
DC Figure 25. Cost Burdened Households by Tenure, 2000 and 2014
metropolitan area. In 2014, just
over
one
quarter
of
homeowners
were
cost
burdened in Montgomery
County and the Washington DC
metropolitan
area
(25.5
percent and 25.8 percent,
respectively). In Montgomery
County, 50.6 percent of renter
households
were
cost
burdened while in the
Washington DC metropolitan
area the share was 49.0
percent.
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Compared to other cities
and
neighborhoods
in
Selected Montgomery County Cities and Neighborhoods
Montgomery County, cost
burden rates in Rockville fall
about in the middle. For
example, based on data over
the five year period from
2010-201417, about 21.9
percent of homeowners in
Bethesda and 33.6 percent
of
homeowners
in
Germantown were cost
burdened
(Figure
26).
Among renters, the lowest
rate of cost burden was in
Clarksburg (37.5 percent)
and the highest was in White
Oak (59.1 percent). It is important to remember that cost burden depends both on housing costs and
incomes. So, while housing costs are relatively high in Bethesda, incomes may be even higher which results
in lower rates of cost burden. Similarly, rents might be lower in Clarksburg, but so too might be incomes,
which can lead to higher cost burden rates.
Figure 26. Housing Cost Burden, 2010-2014 (average)

The challenge of housing affordability among renters in Rockville is magnified because the number of
renters in the City has increased dramatically. There is a substantial number of households that face
daunting affordability challenges. In 2014, nearly one quarter (22.9 percent) of renters in the City was
severely cost burdened (paying half of more of their income for housing costs), up from 16.7 percent in
1999.

17 For small places (less than 65,000 people) the Census Bureau only reports data from the American Community Survey for the
five-year period 2010 through 2014. The data presented for the 2010-2014 period represent an average of the characteristics
over that time period. In order to compare across cities and neighborhoods, the five-year data were used for all geographies.
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Not surprisingly, income is the single biggest predictor of whether a household in the City of Rockville is
cost burdened. More than 80 percent of households with incomes below $35,000 spend 30 percent or
more of their income on housing. This
income level is about 30 percent of AMI Figure 27. Cost Burdened Households by Household Income,
for a family of four and 50 percent of 2010-2014 (average)
AMI for a single-person household.18
Nearly three quarters of households
with incomes between $35,000 and
$49,999 are cost burdened, and 60.0
percent of households with income
between $50,000 and $74,999 are cost
burdened. This latter income category
includes four person households with
incomes up to about 70 percent of AMI
or one-person households at 100
percent of AMI (Figure 27).
While lower-income individuals and
families face the biggest housing
affordability challenges, even higher income households in Rockville are cost burdened. Nearly 40 percent
of households with income between $75,000 and $99,999 are cost burdened, including 43.0 percent of
homeowners in this income group. Nearly 10 percent of households earning $100,000 or more in Rockville
are cost burdened.
Younger owner households are more likely to be cost burdened than others, but older renters face
daunting affordability challenges. About 33 percent of homeowners under age 35 are cost burdened
(compared to 26.9 percent of households age 35 to 64 and 24.7 percent of households age 65+). Senior
(age 65+ renters) face the biggest burdens—more than 70 percent of renters age 65 or older are cost
burdened, compared to 44.5 percent of 35 to 64 year olds and 46.3 percent of households under age 35.
Seniors are particularly vulnerable to rising housing costs as many live on fixed, and often low, incomes
and can deal also with high health care costs.
Housing + Transportation Costs
Housing costs and income alone cannot provide a full picture of housing affordability. Particularly during
the run up in home prices, many families looked for housing further away from jobs and amenities in order
to find a home they could afford. When lower home prices and rents are accompanied by higher
transportation costs, the affordability picture may not be improved for families. Researchers at the Center
for Neighborhood Technology and the Center for Housing Policy have recommended that households
spend no more than 45 percent of their incomes on combined housing plus transportation costs to allow
households to have sufficient income for other household necessities. 19
The American Community Survey data for Rockville do not allow us to examine cost burden by households at different levels
of area median income, so we have approximated those levels in this discussion.
19 Hickey, Robert, Jeffrey Lubell, Peter Haas and Stephanie Morse. 2012. Losing Ground: The Struggle of Moderate-Income
Households to Afford the Rising Costs of Housing and Transportation. Washington, DC: National Housing Conference. Available
online http://www.nhc.org/#!2012-losing-ground/cs9n5
18
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An online tool released by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development and the U.S.
Department of Transportation allows users to explore the combined housing plus transportation (H+T)
costs for six different types of households through the U.S. According to the data, H+T costs accounted to
46 percent of household income (32 percent for housing, 14 percent for transportation) for a medianincome family ($89,826) with two children and two commuters in Rockville.
Combined H+T costs exceed the Figure 28. Housing + Transportation Costs, 2008-2012
recommended level for lower- Selected Montgomery County Cities and Neighborhoods
income households in Rockville.
For example, the average H+T
costs for a single-parent family
with two children earning $44,913
in the City of Rockville is estimated
to be 71 percent (50 percent for
housing,
21
percent
for
transportation).
According to this tool, H+T costs
range from a low of 41 percent in
the White Oak neighborhood to 49
percent in Clarksburg. Housing
costs are highest as a share of
household income in Bethesda
while transportation costs are
highest in Clarksburg (Figure 28).
The data on the combined impact of housing plus transportation costs on household budgets emphasizes
the importance of locating housing near transit to enable households to have greater transportation
choices which can lower transportation costs.
Summary of Housing Affordability in Rockville
More than 10,000 households in Rockville are cost burdened, meaning they spend 30 percent or more of
their income on housing. More than 4,000 are severely cost burdened, with housing costs accounting for
half or more of their income. The rates of cost burden are highest among lower-income households, but
households all along the income spectrum face affordability challenges. Most of the cost burdened
households are working households, holding jobs that are critical to the vitality of the local community—
retail and restaurant workers, child care providers, nurses aids, teachers and police officers, and many
entry level professional workers. Higher income households in Rockville are less likely to be cost burdened,
but can face limited options for housing that is both affordable and suitable for their families’ needs.
Younger households, including many either looking to move out of their parents’ homes into their first
apartment or thinking about buying their first home, have some of the highest rates of cost burden as a
result of escalating housing costs and slow-growing wages, particularly for new workers. Seniors, and
particularly older renters, also have a notable housing affordability challenge. Many live on fixed incomes
and rising rents—or rising property taxes and costs of home maintenance—make it challenging to find
housing they can afford while reserving income for other necessities, such as health care and food.
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The challenges of housing affordability are, of course, not unique to Rockville. The rates of cost burden
for homeowners and renters in the City are similar to those in other places in Montgomery County. The
City of Rockville is uniquely positioned to help individuals and families reduce the combined burden of
housing plus transportation costs because of its compact development patterns and access to highcapacity transit and transportation options and major employment centers both within its borders and in
nearby Montgomery County.
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What is Area Median Income (AMI)?
Area Median Income (AMI) is the median household income for a metropolitan area. The metropolitan area AMI varies
by household size. In FY2016, the AMI for the Washington DC region was $108,600 for a family of four and $76,100 for
a single person

Who are these households in Rockville?
Income Group (FY 2016)

What type of household is this?

0-30% AMI
$0-$32,600 family of four
$0-$22,850 single person

People who are unable to work due to
disability or age.
$0 - $815 family of four
Seniors on fixed incomes.
$0 - $571 single person
Low-wage workers, including many retail,
restaurant workers and day care workers.

30-60% AMI
$32,600-$65,160 family of four
$22,850-$45,660 single person

One person working as an administrative
assistant, electrician, or teacher’s aide.
$815 - $1,629 family of four
Two workers in the retail, restaurant or $571 - $1,141 single person
child care sectors.

60-80% AMI
$65,160-$86,880 family of four
$45,660-$60,880 single person

How much can they afford to
spend on housing?
(30% of income)

One or two workers in entry-level,
$1,629 - $2,172 family of four
including research associates, program
$1,141 - $1,522 single person
managers, nursing aids and nurses (LPNs).

80-100% AMI
$86,880-$108,600 family of four
$60,880-$76,100 single person

One or two workers in entry- or mid-level
$2,172 - $2,715 family of four
jobs, including police officers, fire fighters,
$1,522 - $1,903 single person
school teachers and IT support personnel.

100-150% AMI
$108,600-$162,900 family of four
$76,110-$114,150 single person

One or two workers in mid-level
professional jobs, including researchers, $2,715 - $4,073 family of four
scientists, association professionals and $1,903 - $2,854 single person
financial analysts.

Note: The median rent in Rockville in 2015 was $1,847 (ACS) and the median home value was $468,000 (Zillow).
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Pipeline Development

Figure 29. Multi-Family Apartment Construction, 2000-2015

Residential
construction
activity in the City of Rockville
has accelerated though the
pace
of
construction,
particularly construction of
single-family homes and
townhomes, is still quite low.
For the most part, new and
planned
residential
construction
has
been
meeting the demand of
higher-income households
looking for rental housing
near Metro.

Project
Typea
Low-Rise
Low-Rise
Low-Rise
Low-Rise
Mid-Rise
Low-Rise
Low-Rise
Low-Rise
Mid-Rise
Low-Rise
Mid-Rise
Mid-Rise
High-Rise
Mid-Rise

Total
Project
Units
Delivered
417
3/00
352
8/00
317
~5/02
277
7/02
124
1/03
187
7/03
233
11/04
349
9/05
492
8/07
163
3/09
237
3/10
182
5/15
223
5/15
302
12/15
3,855

Jefferson at King Farm
Centergate King Farm - Phase II
Alden Branch at Fallsgrove
Centergate King Farm - Phase III
Crest at Congressional Plaza
Westchester at Rockville Town Ctr.
Summit Falls Grove
Jefferson at Congressional Village
Fenestra
Westchester at Rockville Station
The Alaire
The Terano
Since 2000, 14 multi-family Upton at Rockville
apartment projects have Galvan
been built in the City of Total
Rockville, with a total of 3,855
Source: Delta Associates
a Low-Rise: <5 stories, Mid-Rise: 5-8 stories, High-Rise: 9+stories
units (Figure 29). The majority
of these units are in low- and
mid-rise buildings under nine stories in projects located within walking distance of a Metro station. Rents
in these buildings are typically at the higher end. For example, one-bedroom apartments at Galvan at
Twinbrook, completed late last year, rent from between $1,560 to $1,945 per month. Rents for a twobedroom apartment start at $2,125 and can go as high as $2,975 for a two-bedroom, two-bathroom
apartment with a den. 20 The Upton at Rockville Town Square was also delivered in 2015 and commands
even higher rents. One-bedroom rents start at $1,913 per month and two-bedroom units start at $2,354. 21
Rents at other recently completed projects are similar.

In order to afford a one-bedroom apartment in either of these projects (assuming a $1,900 per month
rent), an individual or household would have to earn $76,000, an income that is about the area median
income for an individual. A family looking to rent a two-bedroom unit (assuming a rent of $2,500) would
need an income of $100,000 annually, about area median income for a family of four. 22
Thus, new market rate construction appears to be meeting well the housing needs of individuals and
households, particularly small households, at 100 percent of the area median income. However, these
new projects include very few—or any—units with three or more bedrooms, which means that the
availability of new homes for families or larger households is limited. Furthermore, the new rental
buildings in Rockville target the higher-end of the market. With the exception of the MPDUs included as
Rent information from the Galvan at Twinbrook’s website http://www.liveatgalvan.com/, accessed 8/30/16.
Rent information from The Upton’s website http://www.uptonrockville.com/, accessed 8/30/2016.
22 The median income is the income at which half the region’s households fall below and half are above.
20
21
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part of new developments, most new rental homes are not affordable to individuals and families earning
below the area median income.
As a result of strong local rental demand, rental vacancy rates in the City are at very low levels. In the
second quarter of 2016, the rental vacancy rates in Class A and Class B developments stood at 2.4 percent.
Rental vacancy rates peaked at 7.7 percent in 2003 and then again at 6.9 percent in 2009 but have fallen
steadily since then.
Despite the high rents and low vacancy rates, there may be some evidence that the supply of luxury rental
housing may be more than enough to meet current demand of high-income renters. Most new residential
projects are currently offering rent concessions (e.g. one or two months of free rent) to new tenants,
which impacts effective rents.
New Construction and Approved Projects
As of August 2016, there were 918 residential units under construction in the City of Rockville. This
includes a 195-unit senior building (Brightview at Town Center), two multi-family buildings totaling 594
units (The Metropolitan at Rockville Town Center and 1900 Chapman Avenue), and the 129-unit King
Farm-Irvington Center townhouse development (Figure 30).
The Brightview project will include three senior housing components—independent living, assisted living
and Alzheimer care. The 15 MPDU units included in the project are within the independent living
component.
The King Farm-Irvington Center townhouses reflect the first new substantial townhouse development in
several years in Rockville. However, these homes will not necessary meet the demands of a typical firsttime home buyer. It is expected that these townhomes will have starting sales prices in the upper
$500,000s. 23 Assuming a 10 percent down payment and a $580,000 sales price, a household would need
an income of more than $100,000 and a sufficiently low debt-to-income ratio to qualify for a loan to
purchase.
A total of 3,261 additional residential units have been approved by the City but have not yet started
construction. The vast majority—2,610 units—are multi-family projects, with the single biggest approved
project is the 405-unit Silverwood project on near the Shady Grove Metro. More residential development
is coming to the Twinbrook Metro station area, including the proposed 359-unit Twinbrook Station (West)
project.
As part of the King Farm – Ingleside project, there is a 355-unit senior building that has been approved by
right. The 225 townhouses and 30 single-family detached homes have also been approved as part of the
Tower Oaks PD development. The King Farm PD has additional residential capacity of 261 units of
undetermined unit type within the existing approval. The Fallsgrove PD has additional residential capacity
of 119 units of undetermined unit type within the existing approval.

23

Projected sales prices were obtained from the King Farm website

http://www.michaelharrishomes.com/communities/King-Farm/King-Farm-overview.html, accessed 8/30/2016.
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Figure 30. Residential Project Pipeline, August 2016

Project Name

Address

Residential units
SingleSingle-Family Family MultiDetached Attached Family Senior Total

Projects Under Construction
Brightview at Town Center
285 N. Washington St.
1900 Chapman Avenue
1900 Chapman Avenue
Julius West Middle School Addition
651 Great Falls Road
King Farm-Irvington Center (F5/F6)
900/901 King Farm Blvd
The Metropolitan at Rockville Town Center
255 N Washington St
Total Under Construction

-

129
129

319
275
594

195
195

Approved Projects
Avalon Bay
Quality Suites
Silverwood
1900 Chapman Avenue (Phase 2)

-

61

238
203
405
-

-

30
30

225
225

359
30
100
222
7
718

335 335
359
285
100
222
7
335 1,308

-

751
295
61 1,534

751
295
335 1,930

30

286 2,610

335 3,261

30

190 2,128
415 3,204

530 2,848
530 4,179

12720 Twinbrook Parkway
1380 Piccard Drive
15931 Frederick Road
1900 Chapman Avenue

Approved Planned Developments
Without Site Plan Approval
King Farm - Ingleside (Phases 2 & 3)
King Farm Blvd
Twinbrook Station (West)
Chapman Ave
Tower Oaks PD
Tower Oaks - Hotel/Fitness/Condo (Phases 2-4)
2250/2300 Tower Oaks Blvd
Duball (Phase 2)
198 E. Montgomery Ave.
Chestnut Lodge (Remaining phase)
Bullard Circle
Total Approved and Unbuilt
With Site Plan Approval
King Farm PD (1)
Fallsgrove PD (2)
Twinbrook Station PD
Rockville Center PD
Total Site Plan Approved and Unbuilt
Total Approved and Unbuilt
TOTAL PIPELINE
Site Plan Approved and Construction Pipeline
Total Approved Pipeline

195
319
129
275
918

238
203
405
61
-

(1) The King Farm PD has additional residential capacity of 261 units of undetermined unit type within the existing approval.
(2) The Fallsgrove PD has additional residential capacity of 119 units of underermined unit type within the existing approval.
Source: City of Rockville
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Summary of Current Residential Pipeline Activity
Based on this assessment of residential pipeline activity, the market seems to be able to serve the demand
for rental housing near Metro fairly well for individuals and small households earning the area median
income and higher. These new market-rate rental units, well served by transit, will not be able to meet
the demand from more moderate-income and lower-income households or from families with children.
On the homeownership side, planned townhouse developments mark an important shift in new home
construction in the City. The current homeownership opportunities in the City are largely be targeted at
higher-income households. Increases in condominium construction may create more options for more
moderate-income first-time home buyers but these units may not be suitable or desirable for larger
families.
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Forecasts of Housing Demand
Summary of the Forecast Process
As part of the analysis of housing needs in Rockville, we have estimated future needs in the City. These
forecasts of housing demand use both demographic trends and regional employment trends to estimate
the demand for housing in the City of Rockville between 2015 and 2040. 24 In addition, these housing
demand forecasts are constrained by the amount of residential development capacity expected to be
available in the City. These forecasts are meant to be the most probable estimates of future housing
demand in the City, given demographic and economic projections and using assumptions about the
housing preferences of different types of households. Local, state or federal policy changes, targeted
development of particular housing types, shifts in preferences or other external economic shocks could
impact the housing demand forecasts.
The employment-driven portion of the housing demand estimates only includes payroll jobs, or those
positions with regular salaries or wages. This type of employment is covered by estimates from the Bureau
of Labor Statistics and the IHS Economics forecasts of employment, which are used to estimate the
number of net new jobs coming to the region by 2040. In addition to these jobs, these forecasts assume
nearly all workers who are over 55 years old will retire over the next 25 years. Most of the workers who
will directly replace them are already in the region, but it is assumed that a new worker will be needed at
a less senior level. The increase in the number of jobs and projected retirements is combined to determine
how many new workers will be needed in the region. These workers are assumed to be younger and live
in the region because of their jobs. The household and unit type characteristics of these new workers are
forecasted based on the patterns of housing choice among current workers of the same age and industry.
The demographic-driven demand includes all other households without a payroll job, including retirees,
students and some types of self-employed residents. These households are assumed to be living in the
region for a reason other than a payroll job, but are not necessarily without any income from
entrepreneurial endeavors. The forecasted age and sex of the householder is used to determine how
many of these households will be in the City by 2040. Similar to the employment-driven forecasts, the
household characteristics and preferences are based on the age and sex of the householder and are
assumed to mirror closely the behavior of those in the region today.

24

A complete methodology is included in the Appendix.
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Characteristics of Households
The characteristics of future households living in Rockville and the region—their ages, whether they are
married or have children, their incomes—are important predictors of future housing demand in the City.
Based on these forecasts, it is estimated that the City of Rockville will add nearly 10,000 households
between 2015 and 2040. The changing demographic and economic characteristics of these households
suggest changes to the types of housing that will be needed in Rockville in the years to come.
Age of Householder
Over the next 25 years, the City of Rockville, like the region and the
nation, is expected to have relatively high growth in the number of
senior households, primarily due to the aging Baby Boomer population.
The Baby Boomer generation is now between 52 and 70 years old and
is one of the largest generations this nation has seen and will continue
to transform the region and the nation as it ages. In addition to its sheer
size, advances in health care, life expectancy and technology will allow
a larger share of Baby Boomers to stay in their homes for longer than
ever before. While many homes may need alterations to allow for this
aging-in-place, or aging-in-community, to occur, the dense and transitrich environment in the City of Rockville will continue to be an
attractive place for seniors to live.

Migration Rates
This forecast assumes that retiring Baby
Boomers will leave the region, and the
City, at the same rates as prior
generations. This assumption limits the
number of housing units available to new
households, particularly those coming to
the region to take a net new job.

In 2015, there were 6,900 senior households, those headed by someone at least 65 years old. This
excludes the population in group quarters, including nursing homes that provide full-time medical care.
The City of Rockville had a higher share of senior households than the region in 2015, and it is forecasted
to do so in the future. However, the
Figure 31. Share of Households Headed by a Person 65 Years
City is forecasted to have a lower
or Older, 2015-2014
growth of senior households relative
to the region.
By 2040, the City is projected to have
12,000 senior households, which will
comprise 33.9 percent of all
households
(Figure
31).
By
comparison, 27.8 percent of all
households in the region are
expected to be headed by a senior.
The plurality of the senior households
in Rockville will own a single-family
detached home, but a large number
will shift to smaller units in either
single-family attached or multi-family
buildings and become renters.
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Labor Force Participation Status
The City of Rockville is home to about 5,500 households where no member
has a payroll job. These households include retirees and students, who are
assumed to be in the region for reasons beyond the employment market.
Additionally, many self-employed households are included and these
households are assumed to be in the region in the same rates as current
residents and grow proportionally to the population. As such, the changes
in these households are assumed to be demographically-driven and
forecasted separately from the households coming to the region to fill a
new job.

Labor Shed
This forecast looks at job
growth throughout the
region to determine the
future housing demand from
worker-households.
Commuting
patterns,
housing stock and household
characteristics are then used
to determine the distribution
of these households within
the region.

By 2040, the City is expected to have 8,800 such households, with the
increase driven primarily by retirees. While many of these households are
also senior households, many seniors in the City currently work, and are expected to do so in the future.
Figure 32. Share of Households Without a Payroll Job, 20152040

Households without a payroll job
tend to have lower incomes, a
pattern that is not projected to
change over the next 25 years.
About 34 percent of these
households will be extremely low
income and earn less than 30
percent of the area median income
(AMI). Overall, nearly 75 percent of
these households will earn less than
the median household income. The
remaining quarter, who earn more
than the median household income,
have an income stream that is not
tied to a payroll job, including real
estate
rental
income,
selfemployment income and other
forms of investment income.

The number of households where at least one member has a payroll job is forecasted to grow more slowly
than those that do not. But the absolute increase is expected to be much larger. In 2015, there were about
19,900 households in the City of Rockville where at least one person had a payroll job. By 2040, the
number is expected to increase to 26,600. The additional 6,600 workers will be primarily filling jobs that
are brand new to the region, or those that have been left vacant by a retiree. The incomes of new working
households reflect the types of jobs that are forecasted to come to the region. Over the next 25 years,
relatively fewer of these households will earn above the median household income in the City of Rockville,
because of the types of jobs they are expected to fill. In 2015, 56.2 percent of households with a payroll
job had a household income above the median. By 2040, just 52.4 percent will. Despite the decline in
share, households with incomes over the median will increase by about 0.9 percent per year, and account
for 2,700 new households by 2040 (Figure 32).
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Disability Status
By 2040, the City is likely to house an
additional 2,200 households that
include a person with a disability
(Figure 33). During the forecast
period, households with a disabled
person are expected to grow more
quickly than those without a
disability. The aging population will
drive the majority of this increase.

Figure 33. Number of Households With at Least One Person
With a Disability, 2015-2040

Households with a disability are more
likely to have lower incomes than
households without a disability, both
in 2015 and in the future. But the
presence of a payroll job increases
the likelihood of the household
earning above the median income. Nearly half of the households with a disability and a payroll job are
forecasted to earn more than the median income in 2040. Only 27.8 percent of households with a
disability without a payroll job are forecasted to do so.
In 2015, households with a disability were largely single-family detached owners (39.7 percent) or multifamily renters (26.7 percent). These two unit types will continue to house the majority of households with
a disability in 2040, but the shares will converge. By 2040, 35.6 percent of households without a disability
will be in multi-family rentals, while 33.6 percent will be in single-family ownership units. The shift will be
disproportionately driven by households with a payroll job.
Ensuring housing and neighborhood accessibility—as well as housing affordability—will be important for
ensuring the housing needs of the disabled population can be met in Rockville. Universal design features
in homes, visitability standards in residential and commercial buildings, as well as community facilities,
and assistance with rehabbing existing homes can help meet the needs of the disabled population in the
Rockville.
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Household Type and Size
Single-person households are forecasted to continue to be the most common household size in the City
of Rockville. In 2015, about 7,300 households consisted of just one person, or 29.8 percent of all
households. By 2040, nearly 11,900 people will be living alone, which is an increase of 4,600 or 63.5
percent (Figure 34). This is the largest increase of all the household types and reflects the changing
building stock and the increase in seniors, largely retirees, living alone. Between 2015 and 2040, the
number of seniors living alone is forecasted to increase from 3,000 to 5,200, which accounts for nearly
half of the increase in single-person households. Single person households are most likely to live in multifamily units and 71.0 percent will do so in 2040, including about 58 percent who will rent.
Two adult households, including married couples, partners and roommates, are expected to have the
second highest growth in the City of Rockville. Between 2015 and 2040, two adult households will increase
39.2 percent, rising from 7,200 households in 2015 to 10,000 households in 2040. Both empty-nesters
and younger households are included in this increase. In 2015, almost half (48.9 percent) of two adult
households owned a single-family detached home and another fifth (20.3 percent) rented a multi-family
unit. By 2040, 42.6 percent will own a single-family detached unit and 26.6 percent will rent in a multifamily building.
Figure 34. Number of Households by Household Type
The number of families with
children is expected to grow
relatively slowly in the City of
Rockville. Between 2015 and
2040, the number of families
with children will increase from
8,100 to 10,100, or 25.3
percent. This household type
will continue to be a significant
share of all households,
although it will decrease slightly
from 33.2 percent in 2015 of all
Rockville households to 29.8
percent in 2040.
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Household Income
Household income is the key driver of housing needs and housing affordability. Household income is
measured as a percent of area median income. Because of the increase in households without a payroll
job and the changing structure of jobs that new Rockville residents will hold, the distribution of
households along the area median income (AMI) spectrum will shift over the forecast period. The fastest
growth will be among households earning less than 30 percent of AMI, an increase almost exclusively
caused by the increase in the number of retirees living in the City. The number of extremely low income
households is expected to increase from 2,800 households in 2015 to 4,400 households in 2040, a 59.4
percent increase (Figure 35). Because of the high growth, extremely low-income households will increase
from 10.9 percent of all households to 12.5 percent of all households in the City of Rockville over the
forecast period.
The second fastest growth will be in the 30 to 59 percent AMI group, but this increase is a result of
households with a payroll job. Some of these households will be semi-retired, hold a part-time job, or hold
a low wage job. Between 2015 and 2040, households in this AMI group are forecasted to increase by 2,300
and reach 6,500 households (18.3 percent of the total) in 2040.
Figure 35. Number of Households by Area Median Group

The number of households with
incomes of between 60 and 120
percent AMI is expected to increase
42.0 percent, rising to 11,300
households in 2040. Households in
this AMI group maintain their share
of about 32 percent of all
households during the forecast
period.

The slowest growth is forecasted to
occur for households earning over
120 percent AMI. Between 2015 and
2040, these households will increase
from 10,400 households to 13,200
households, rising just 26.1 percent.
However, because this AMI group is
currently the most numerous, the absolute increase in these households is projected to be the largest of
all AMI groups (+2,720 households). In 2040, this AMI group will continue to be the most common and
38.6 percent of all households will earn over 120 percent of AMI.
Renters are expected to have the largest growth between 2015 and 2040, with nearly equal increases in
the number of renters earning less than 60 percent of AMI (+3,000 households) and over 80 percent AMI
(+2,900 households). The low-income renters will include both households with and without a payroll job,
and young households just starting out and older households who are living on retirement income (Figure
36).
Among owner households, the fastest growth will be from those earning less than 60 percent of AMI.
Between 2015 and 2040, the number of owner households in this income range will increase by 41.4
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percent, or 860 households. This increase is largely a result of the retirement of existing owners. The
largest absolute increase will be from owners earning more than 120 percent AMI. By 2040, there are
forecasted to be 1,300 more owners in this AMI group, an increase of 15.6 percent compared to 2015.

Figure 36. Number of Households by Area Median Income and Tenure
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Characteristics of Occupied Housing Units
By 2040, the City of Rockville is projected to house 35,400 households, which means the City will add
nearly 10,000 new housing units over the next 25 years. The types of housing that Rockville will need is
driven by the characteristics of Rockville households, including those who age-in-place, as well as new
households coming to the City. In these forecasts, the types of housing supplied is also constrained by the
availability of land in the City, though not specifically by plans for specific unit types.
Based on the changing demographic and economic characteristics of the population, there will be
increased demand for multi-family housing. However, there will be demand for all types of housing in
Rockville, including single-family housing, in the years to come. The preferences for different types of
housing are driven by household characteristics, including the age of the head of the household,
household size and composition and household income.
Building Type
By 2040, the largest share of housing units in Rockville will be multi-family units. In 2015, 35.4 percent of
all households were living in multi-family homes. By 2040, this share is expected to grow to 47.1 percent,
an increase of nearly 7,700 units (Figure 37). The increase will be most dramatic over the next decade,
growing 4.0 percent annually. As a result, the number of multi-family homes is expected to surpass the
number of single-family detached homes by 2025. Between 2025 and 2040, the annual growth will slow
to 1.5 percent, but be consistently higher than that of the other building types.
Single-family attached homes are projected to have the second highest growth, increasing by 1,200 units
over the forecast period. Growth in this building type is expected to be steady and average 0.8 percent
per year. Because the overall building stock is expected to increase 1.3 percent per year during this period,
the share of homes in the City that are single-family attached homes will decline modestly. In 2015, singlefamily attached homes accounted for about a fifth (20.4 percent) of all homes. By 2040, 18.0 percent of
all homes will be single-family Figure 37. Building Type, 2015-2040
detached units, according to these
forecasts of housing demand.
The number of single-family
detached homes is expected to have
the slowest growth of the building
types. Between 2015 and 2040, the
City of Rockville is forecasted to add
1,100 single-family detached units.
In 2015, 44.2 percent of all
households in the City lived in singlefamily detached homes. By 2040,
just 34.9 percent will.
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Figure 38. Tenure, 2015-2040

Figure 39. Annual Growth by Unit Type, 2015-2040

Tenure
By 2040, the City of Rockville is projected
to have nearly equal numbers of
homeowners and renters. In 2015, nearly
11,300 households rented their homes,
or 44.3 percent of all households (Figure
38). By 2040, about 17,900 households
are projected to be renters, an increase
of nearly 6,700 renter households that
grows the share of renters to 50.7
percent of all households. The increase
correlates with the shift in building stock,
as multi-family units are more likely to be
rentals.
The number of owner households in the
City is forecasted to increase by about
3,300. About 1,500 of the increase will be
from ownership units in multi-family
buildings, nearly doubling the number of
owned multi-family units in the City.
Unit Type

Of the combinations of tenure and
building type, the number of multi-family
ownership units (e.g. condominiums) is
forecasted to be the highest, at 2.7
percent per year (+93.5 percent during
the total forecast period). While this unit
type will likely have the highest
percentage growth, the highest absolute
increase will be in the number of multifamily rental units. The number of multi-family rental housing units is expected to increase by 6,150 units
to accommodate future demand. Over the next 15 years, this unit type is forecasted to be more numerous
than single-family ownership units (Figure 39).
In 2015, single-family detached ownership units comprised 37.6 percent of all homes, the highest of any
unit type. By 2040, this share is projected to decline to 30.1 percent. This decrease is a result of the slower
projected growth rate, not an absolute decline. By 2040, there will be about 1,100 more owner
households in single-family detached units.
Both ownership and rental single-family attached units are projected to grow at about the same rate (0.8
percent per year). About 700 ownership units and nearly 500 rental units in this building type will need to
be added by 2040 to meet projected demand.
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Unit Size
By 2040, there will be nearly as many one bedroom homes in the City as three-plus bedroom homes. In
2015, there were about 10,400 occupied homes with at least three bedrooms, including 6,000 homes with
four or more. There were 7,300 one bedroom homes and 7,800 two bedroom homes. By 2040, there are
projected to be 12,800 3+ bedroom homes, 11,900 one bedroom homes and 10,800 two bedroom homes.
While there will be more homes in all sizes, the share of larger units is projected to decline from 40.8
percent in 2015 to 36.9 percent in 2040. Conversely, the share of one bedroom homes is projected to
increase from 28.6 percent in 2015 to 33.6 percent in 2040. Two bedroom units are forecasted to stay
between 30 and 31 percent of the building stock. This shift in home sizes will be reflected in the types of
households in the City.
Summary of Housing Demand Forecasts
By 2040, the City of Rockville is projected to be the home to 35,400 households, nearly 10,000 more than
in 2015. Many of the households in 2040 are currently living in Rockville and are anticipated to stay in the
City as they age. Others will be new to the City and come to fill a new job somewhere in the region. The
types and prices/rents of housing needed to accommodate these future households will be determined
by their characteristics, including household composition, household size and income. These household
characteristics also influence the extent to which the market or current housing programs in Rockville will
be able to meet demand.
Senior households are projected to account for about half of the overall household growth in the City of
Rockville between 2015 and 2040. The relatively large increase in the number of retired households will
result in a similarly large increase in households with relatively low incomes. Based on this analysis, the
plurality of senior households will live in single-family detached ownership units. However, nearly as many
are projected to live in multi-family rental units. This pattern represents a modest shift when compared
to 2015, when a somewhat lower share of senior households were renters. This shift in the senior
population is one reason for the increase in the overall demand for smaller, multi-family rental units in
the City of Rockville over the forecast period.
Between 2015 and 2040, households headed by someone under 45 years old will account for over a third
of the overall increase in households. The increase in these households will be driven by job gains
throughout the region, and their incomes will reflect the mix of jobs projected that they will fill. These
households will include families, including new families formed by Millennials. Many of these households
will be high income and earn over 120 percent of AMI, but relatively large gains in low- and mid-wage jobs
is projected to drive growth in households earning more moderate incomes. Future households headed
by someone under 35 are projected to overwhelmingly live in multi-family units, while the majority of
householders between 35 and 44 years old are projected to demand single-family detached homes.
Overall, the fastest household growth in the City is projected to occur in the number of households earning
less than 30 percent of AMI, primarily driven by seniors. The increase in younger working households will
result in relatively fast growth in households earning between 30 and 59 percent of AMI. The majority of
low income households earning less than 60 percent of AMI are projected to need rental housing, and by
2040, almost 8,000 renters in Rockville are expected to be low income.
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There will also be significant demand for housing from higher-income households. Between 2015 and
2040, Rockville is expected to add more than 2,700 households with incomes of 120 percent of AMI or
higher.
These forecasts of housing demand are based on demographic and economic projections, as well as
assumptions about preferences. Given the increase in the number of relatively high-income households
and increases in the number of families that will want to live in Rockville in the future, these forecasts
suggest a demand for single-family detached housing that the City may not be able to accommodate given
constraints on land. Housing preferences generally involve trade-offs. If the demand for specific types of
housing is not met in Rockville, households will have two choices: 1) shift their housing choice within the
City (i.e. from a single-family detached home to a townhome or a home in a multi-family building) or 2)
choose to move to elsewhere that has more of their desired housing stock (e.g. another community in
Montgomery County with more single-family housing options). The City of Rockville could make the
decision to facilitate the development of more single-family housing by looking for ways to make more
developable land available within the City’s boundaries or by exploring zoning options to allow more
single-family homes through redevelopment (i.e. allowing the demolition of one single-family home to be
replaced by two). Alternatively, the future demand for single-family detached housing may not be met
within the City and therefore household growth in the City may look somewhat different than these
forecasts suggest.
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Strategies to Meet Housing Needs in the City of Rockville
The ability for the City of Rockville to provide enough housing affordable to individuals and families all
along the income spectrum is critical to its ability to remain a vibrant and thriving community and to
support strong local economic growth. Based on the assessment of current and future housing needs in
Rockville, it is clear that the City needs to expand its resources and tools to be able to respond to growing
and changing housing demand. In partnership with the development community, non-profit organizations
and Montgomery County, Rockville needs to develop a comprehensive housing strategy that makes use
of financial, land use and other tools to expand and preserve housing opportunities.
The City of Rockville already has in place a set of housing policies and programs that have been effective
at meeting some of the City’s housing needs. Building on those tools, the recommended strategies below
are designed to target the specific future needs in Rockville and to recognize Rockville’s place in the larger
region, and particularly the impact of growth and policy changes in Montgomery County. Any one
individual tool or strategy will not be sufficient to meet the full range of housing needs. The City may
decide not to adopt all of the recommended strategies below; however, in order to ensure that Rockville
has a sufficient supply of appropriate and affordable housing to meet future housing demand in the City,
it will be important to implement a broad and comprehensive set of tools.
Several general principles guide the following recommendations:
The City of Rockville Should Have Housing Choices for All Incomes. While Rockville is a relatively
small community, a housing strategy for the City should promote housing options affordable to
individuals and families at all stages of the life cycle and at all income levels. Goals for the
production and preservation of housing in Rockville should be linked to the estimates of current
and future housing demand, which are based on economic and demographic trends in the City
and in the region. The City government should actively support the preservation and production
of housing to meet needs that are not met by the private market alone. In addition, however,
Rockville should look to remove barriers to market-rate construction to ensure the overall housing
supply in the City is able to increase to accommodate population growth.
Housing in the City of Rockville Should Be Connected to Transit, Jobs and Other Opportunities.
Rockville’s housing strategy should ensure that housing planning, transportation planning and
land use planning are connected. There are currently a number of City and County plans for
investments in transportation that could improve access for many Rockville residents and
workers. The full benefits of transportation investments occur only when there is prudent and
comprehensive community planning around these investments. Particularly important to the
City’s housing strategy is promoting housing options near transit for lower-income workers who
are most likely to be dependent on transit. Inclusive transit-oriented development policies are
also good for transit systems by increasing ridership on the system.
Rockville’s Housing Strategy Should Take into Account Local and Regional Conditions. As
housing demand in Rockville increases, so, too, will demands outside of the City, particularly in
portions of Montgomery County immediately outside of Rockville—in White Flint to the south; in
Montgomery County’s Twinbrook Sector to the southeast; in the Great Seneca Sciences Corridor
to the northwest; near the Shady Grove Metro Station; and to the north in Gaithersburg.
Rockville’s ability to meet housing needs depends both on the City’s actions, but also on actions
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in Montgomery County. In addition, and to the extent it is consistent with Rockville’s goals, the
City should work closely with the County to create consistency in housing and planning policies
across jurisdictional boundaries. Common and transparent policies create certainty among the
for-profit and non-profit development community that will be the engine of new construction and
rehabilitation in Rockville. This is important if Rockville wants to capture its share of the County’s
residential development moving forward.
The range of policy options available to the City of Rockville include financial tools, land use or zoning
strategies, and other programs that promote access to housing.
Financial tools include sources of funding for the development and/or preservation of housing, or direct
financial support to families to make housing more affordable. The City of Rockville has a fairly limited set
of financial tools available to support the preservation and/or development of housing or to provide direct
assistance to families. Federal resources in Rockville are modest. Opportunities for expanding local
resources are may be limited but new funds will like have to be generated at the City or County level. To
meet the needs of the lowest-income individuals and families in Rockville, it is likely that Rockville will
need expanded financial resources.
Land use tools include policies that work through the zoning code or otherwise use land use regulations
to incentivize the production and/or preservation of housing. Land use and zoning regulations are the
primary means by which the City of Rockville can facilitate or incentivize the preservation and production
of affordable housing. In some cases, the City maintains complete autonomy over land use and zoning
decisions; in other cases, the City is subject to regulations authorized by Montgomery County. While
Rockville has its own land use priorities, it may be helpful to make some of its land use requirements
consistent with Montgomery County’s requirements to create more certainty for the for-profit and nonprofit development community. Land use tools will be critical for supporting the development of housing
not just for lower-income households but for individuals and families at all income levels. Of course,
changes to land use or zoning will be appropriate in some parts of the City and not others and these policy
decisions will be made as part of broader comprehensive planning efforts.
Other programs include supports that help individuals and families gain better access to safe, high-quality
affordable housing. Services offered through City programs can promote housing and rehabilitation
programs or connect individuals and families with both housing and services. These programs are critical
for ensuring that residents have access to both affordable and high-quality housing and safe
neighborhoods.
A comprehensive housing strategy for the City of Rockville includes tools for new construction, as well as
preservation. It promotes homeownership while also expanding rental housing options. Rockville’s
strategy should leverage Federal resources as much as possible, but should also look for innovative local
and state funding sources. While the primary goal of the recommendations below is to support production
of housing affordable to low- and moderate-income households, a comprehensive housing strategy
should also seek to remove major barriers to market-rate construction and support the development of
housing for individuals and families at all income levels. In general, the City of Rockville will need to employ
a comprehensive set of financial, land use and other tools to help create housing options that meet the
projected demands in the City.
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Figure 42 below provides a summary of programs and recommendations outlined in this section and
Figure 43 outlines the link between the recommendations and the estimates of future housing needs in
Rockville. The rest of this section describes in more detail the strategy recommendations.

Existing Tools
This section describes Rockville’s existing housing policies and programs, particularly those targeting
housing for low- and moderate-income individuals and families in the City. In some cases, there are
recommendations for how these programs could be modified or expanded to better meet the City’s future
housing needs.
A1. Moderately Priced Dwelling Unit (MPDU) Program
The main local policy designed to produce new housing affordable to low- and moderate-income
households is the City’s MPDU program. Established in 1990, the MPDU program requires that 12.5
percent of units in new housing projects (in subdivisions/buildings with 50 or more housing units) are
affordable to households with lower incomes. In the Mixed-Use Transit District (MXTD) and the MixedUse Corridor District (MXCD) zones, at least 15 percent of the total number of housing units must be
MPDUs. The MPDU program includes a provision for an exchange of additional density for greater
affordability requirements in some zoning districts, though no developer has taken advantage of that
exchange to date.
The City’s Mayor and Council establish the income limits and maximum rents/prices for the MPDU
program. The household income limits are based on gross household income per year and vary by
household size. Current MPDU maximum income limits are about 60 percent of the FY2016 area median
income (AMI) for the Washington DC metro area. The maximum rents are based on standard affordability
thresholds. Prices of MPDUs are established by regulation and generally range between $120,000 and
$240,000.
Figure 40. 2016 Income Limits – Rockville’s MPDU Program
Family Size
1
2
3
4
5+

Source: City of Rockville

Income Limit
$45,900
$52,400
$59,000
$65,500
$70,800

Figure 41. 2016 Maximum Rents – Rockville’s MPDU Program
Unit Size
Studio/Efficiency
One-bedroom
One-bedroom + den
Two- bedroom
Two-bedroom + den
Three-bedroom

Source: City of Rockville

Rent
$955
$1,090
$1,160
$1,230
$1,300
$1,365
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All MPDU units must be provided on-site unless the Mayor and Council approve an alternative option to
allow the provision of affordable units off-site, donation of land, or a fee in lieu of units to the City’s
Moderately Priced Housing Fund. To date, no developer has taken advantage of one of these alternative
compliance options.
Housing choice vouchers, issued by RHE, can be used towards rental payments for an MPDU apartment.
All MPDU units in the City of Rockville—both rental and ownership units—have affordability terms of 30
years. MPDUs offered for sale may be sold during the 30-year period. The resale price is calculated by the
City and the affordability term resets.

Recommendations:
The City’s MPDU program is modeled off of Montgomery County’s pioneering inclusionary zoning
(IZ) program, adopted in 1974, that has served as a model for local jurisdictions throughout the
country. However, while the program remains pioneering in many ways, innovative policy
approaches have emerged elsewhere in the U.S. that might be effective in Rockville for increasing
the MPDU program’s capacity to meet the full range of the City’s housing needs. Furthermore, as
part of its Rental Housing Study, Montgomery County is considering changes to its MPDU program,
and Rockville should consider adopting some of these changes to provide consistency and
predictability to for-profit and non-profit residential developers working in Rockville and the
County.
Monitoring. It is important to ensure as much as possible that rental MPDU units continue to be
occupied by income-eligible households and that homeownership units remain in the affordable
stock as required by deed restriction. The City is in the midst of collecting data on families living in
MPDUs, which is an important step for on-going monitoring and stewardship of its MPDU units.
The City should establish procedures for on-going monitoring of units, confirming income of
residents, and ensuring compliance with other program requirements. The City (on its own, with
the County or through a non-profit) could annually verify income of all MPDU renters or confirm
the eligibility of a random set of MPDU households each year (e.g. Arlington County’s approach).
Affordability term. The City of Rockville should lengthen the affordability terms for their rental
housing program. Many other local jurisdictions in the region have recently lengthened their
affordability periods, and longer terms are becoming standard throughout the country. In
Arlington County, committed affordable rental units must remain affordable for 60 years; in
Alexandria the affordability term is 40 years. In Montgomery County, rental MPDUs must remain
affordable for 99 years. Lengthening the affordability term would keep Rockville’s program in line
with other local programs and would help ensure that affordable units remain in the stock as long
as possible.
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On the ownership side, there is less guidance from other location jurisdictions on lengthening
affordability periods. In Montgomery County, the affordability duration for ownership units is 30
years with the affordability term re-set upon re-sale.
Sliding scale affordability requirements: In general, the affordability requirements in IZ programs
across the country range between 10 and 15 percent, and local IZ programs generally serve
households with incomes between 50 and 80 percent of AMI. The City’s MPDU program is in line
with this majority. However, some local jurisdictions recently have begun allowing developers to
select from a menu of income targets to meet their affordability obligations. For instance, a
program that normally asks a developer to make 15 percent of total units affordable to households
at 60 percent of AMI might also allow the developer to meet their obligation by making a smaller
share of apartments affordable to households at 50 percent of AMI, or a greater share affordable
at 100 percent of AMI. This “sliding scale” approach to income targeting can make affordability
requirements more feasible for developers by allowing them to customize their income targeting
to the financial necessities of a given property. Perhaps more importantly, the sliding scale can be
used to incentivize the production of more deeply affordable rental units or more middle-income
rental units, depending on how it is designed.
Montgomery County is considering modifications to the County’s MPDU program to allow for
variation in the set aside percentage (i.e. lower or higher than 12.5 percent) targeted at
households with different incomes (e.g. higher or lower than 60 percent AMI).
If Montgomery County does, in fact, make these changes to its MPDU program, Rockville should
evaluate whether there are locations within the City where a similar sliding scale is appropriate.
For example, if Montgomery County introduces the sliding scale option around Shady Grove Metro
station, Rockville should consider that option in the Shady Grove Metro planning area within the
City.
Revise Price Thresholds for Condominiums. Condominiums are increasingly an important option
for lower-cost homeownership, particularly among first-time home buyers. As the for-sale market
continues to pick up, condominium construction in the City will also accelerate. The City should
implement a change to how maximum sale prices are calculated to better account for condo fee
escalation in their MPDU units. The District of Columbia is developing a policy—one of the first, if
not the first, in the nation—that sets condominium prices in its IZ program so that when combined
with condo fees, the units will remain affordable to residents over time and will also ensure the
condominium property has sufficient reserve funding. The City should review DC’s final policy and
consider whether a similar change makes sense for Rockville.
Increase income thresholds for MPDU Ownership. The City should consider increasing the MPDU
program income eligibility for owner-occupied units to 80 percent of AMI, which can make the
development of affordable for-sale homes more financially feasible, particularly in higher-cost
Metro-adjacent areas.
Review bonus density/greater affordability option. Rockville should consider planning for higher
densities within one-half mile of Metro stations in exchange for up to 20 percent affordability.
Guidance for potential maximum densities and affordability requirements could come from
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potential revisions to Montgomery County’s MPDU program, should those changes go into effect,
or potentially from the recent Tysons Corner plan.

A2. Public Housing
Rockville Housing Enterprises (RHE), the City’s public housing agency, owns and operates 105 public
housing units—David Scull Courts, First Street in Rockville (76 units) and at various single-family sites
throughout Rockville (29 units). There are currently no plans by RHE for redevelopment at David Scull
Courts. Public housing is one of very few housing programs that target extremely low-income individuals
and families (i.e. with incomes below 30 percent of AMI).
Recommendation: Work with RHE to develop a comprehensive strategic plan that seeks to
preserve and maintain existing housing stock and produce new units through mixed finance
development or other feasible alternatives.
A3. Housing Choice Vouchers (HCV)
The City of Rockville, through RHE, administers 414 federal housing choice vouchers, including 359
vouchers through the regular HCV program, 50 mainstream vouchers supporting elderly/disabled
households, and five moderate rehab program vouchers.
Recommendation: Continue ongoing outreach to landlords about the opportunities and benefits
of participating in the HCV program.
A4. CDBG
The City receives about $230,000 in CDBG funding through Montgomery County annually. These funds
have been mostly used for rehabilitation and improvements to owner-occupied single-family homes,
group homes operated by non-profit housing providers and to public housing units in the City.
Recommendation: Identify other funding sources that could be used to better leverage the City’s
CDBG funds, thereby allowing the assistance of more households.
A5. Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC)
The Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC or Tax Credit) program has become the primary funding tool
for rental housing affordable to low- and moderate-income households. The program provides federal tax
credits that are sold to investors to raise equity to construct affordable housing and maintain affordable
rents. Nine percent credits (typically used for new construction) are awarded to developers by the state
through a competitive process. RHE owns and operates 59 units of LIHTC and other affordable housing in
King Farm and Fallsgrove.
Recommendation: Participate in a regional effort to lobby the state for a special set aside of tax
credits for the Washington DC suburbs.

Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment
City of Rockville, Maryland

60

Exhibit 13

A6. Rockville Housing Opportunities Fund
The City of Rockville has a relatively small local trust fund that can be used for affordable housing
rehabilitation or development projects. Currently, the sources of funding can include developer
contributions (i.e. in lieu payments) and proceeds from sales of MPDUs. In recent years, the City loaned
$300,000 to RHE towards the acquisition cost of the Fireside Park Apartments. The fund currently totals
about $493,000.
Recommendation: Explore additional sources of funding for the MPHF, including in a City portion
of recordation fees, in lieu fees on small projects and condominium conversion fees (see below).
Consider an annual City appropriation to the fund from general revenue. Evaluate potential for
better leveraging funds. Set realistic priorities (e.g. small scale investments) for the fund and make
these priorities public.
A7. Montgomery Housing Initiative (MHI) Fund
The MHI Fund is Montgomery County’s local housing trust fund that provides loans to the Housing
Opportunities Commission (HOC), nonprofit developers, experienced rental property owners, and forprofit developers to build new housing units, renovate deteriorated multi-family housing developments,
preserve existing affordable housing, and provide special needs rental housing. In recent years, the
majority of funds have been used for preservation, with fewer resources for new construction. Currently,
the County has no formal, established priorities for MHI investments.
Recommendation: Identify and formalize MHI’s funding priorities so that it is clear when potential
projects within the City of Rockville might be competitive to receive MHI funds.
A8. County Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILOT)
Montgomery County’s Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILOT) exemption creates an opportunity for rental
property owners to lower their County real property and special area taxes. In return, the property owner
commits to providing affordable housing to low-income residents. Following the legal, budgetary, and
procedural review of a negotiated PILOT agreement, the County Department of Housing and Community
Affairs (DHCA) recommends a PILOT to the Director of Finance for approval. The Department of Finance
computes the fiscal impact and, subject to the guidelines and an annual funding limit, either approves or
denies the recommended PILOT. This exemption is applied to the real property tax bills once the
agreement is executed. The County Council sets the maximum annual funding amount for PILOT programs
for a 10-year period only for properties that are not owned or controlled by the Housing Opportunity
Commission (HOC).
The City of Rockville negotiated a PILOT for the Fireside Apartments project.
Recommendation: Find additional opportunities for negotiating PILOTs to support affordable
rental housing within the City.
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A9. Code Enforcement
Code enforcement efforts are critical to ensuring not only the preservation of housing but also the safety
and quality of housing and neighborhoods. The City’s Community Enhancement and Code Enforcement
department conducts inspections of residential properties within the City to identify code violations and
educate property owners and residents on property maintenance codes. The City staff proactively
inspects properties and also has a mechanism for residents to report potential code violations. The City’s
Landlord-Tenant Affairs Division can provide guidance to both property owners and tenants around issues
related to the safety and quality of residential units.
Recommendation: Track building code issues/violations among market-rate affordable rental
properties. Proactively reach out to property owners to offer ways in which the City can help
support building maintenance and improvements in exchange for a commitment to keeping
properties affordable (see Affordable Multi-Family Rental Property Tax Exemption below).
A10. Single-Family Rehabilitation Program
Through the City of Rockville's Single Family Rehabilitation Program, eligible Rockville homeowners may
apply for forgivable loans to make improvements to their homes. Eligibility is based upon annual
household income, up to 80 percent of AMI. Typical repairs include: roof replacement, plumbing and
electrical upgrades, furnace replacement, and kitchen and bathroom remodeling. Funding for this
program comes from the City’s CDBG allocation.
Recommendation: Increase education/outreach about this program, particularly to the City’s
seniors and persons with disabilities.
A11. Downpayment Assistance
In collaboration with Housing and Community Initiatives, Inc. (HCI), the City of Rockville has, in the past,
supported the REACH Program, which was established in the mid-1990s to assist first-time home-buyers
with downpayment and closing costs for the purchase of a home. The City provided seed funding to the
program but does not currently play an active role. The program currently has about $380,000 from
repayments and interest and is managed by HCI.
Recommendation: Re-engage with HCI (or other organizations) to see how the City can partner—
either with new funding and/or through education—to expand downpayment assistance to firsttime home buyers in Rockville.
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New Tools
To develop a comprehensive housing strategy, the City of Rockville should implement new tools to help
enable the development and preservation of housing affordable to low- and moderate-income individuals
and families.
B1. Public Land for Affordable Housing
Public land policies make government-owned land available at reduced or no cost for affordable or mixedincome housing. Making public land available can be the key way to make it financially feasible to develop
below market-rate multi-family housing units. Because localities often own land in myriad locations
throughout a jurisdiction, public land redevelopment can be a helpful strategy for siting affordable
housing in dispersed, opportunity-connected settings. A successful public land policy should involve
collaboration among multiple public agencies and should include a transparent process that attempts to
balance competing interests in the publically-held properties.
In Montgomery County, surplus public properties suitable for affordable housing have been made
available to for-profit and non-profit developers for assisted or below market housing. In addition, new
county facilities, such as police and fire stations, often include an on-site affordable housing component.
Several public land projects have been completed in the County in recent years, including The Bonifant at
Silver Spring.
Although the City of Rockville is a small jurisdiction, it is possible that there are undeveloped and,
importantly, underdeveloped City-owned sites that could be used to support the development of
affordable housing. (An example of an underdeveloped site could include a public parking lot, a one-level
public facility on a site zoned for higher density, etc.)
Recommendation: Conduct an inventory of undeveloped and underdeveloped publically-owned
land, share information with the community, and engage with the community to identify potential
sites that may be suitable for affordable housing.
B2. Density Averaging
Density averaging can shift density from one part of a site to another, or from one adjacent site to another,
to incentivize housing production and the preservation of existing affordable housing. (A related policy,
transfer of development rights (TDR) is a market-based tool often used to promote protection of open
space and encourage development in areas that are underutilized or can accommodate higher densities.
TDR works by designating "sending areas," where future development will be limited, and "receiving
areas," on which more intense land use will be targeted. A density averaging program may be more
straightforward than a TDR program since the density shifting occurs for one project and/or on one
parcel.)
There are examples of projects that have done this kind of density average (e.g. Arlington County) and
Montgomery County is looking closely at a policy of density averaging in areas around the proposed Purple
Line to help enable the preservation of existing market-rate affordable rental properties.
Recommendation: Identify market-rate affordable housing properties where redevelopment is
likely and where density shifting on the site may be possible (i.e. garden apartment projects that
are developed under existing or planned density, and which have a surface parking lot).
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B3. Medium Density Housing Zoning
Medium density housing, including townhouses, but also triplexes, fourplexes and other small multifamily properties, can be a source of affordable rental and ownership housing in the City and provide
housing options for a wide range of incomes. Zoning for medium density housing will likely be most
appropriate in transition areas, between single-family neighborhoods and higher-intensity or commercial
areas, but there may other areas in the City where medium density zoning would make sense. Creating
opportunities for the development of a wider range of smaller housing types can potentially create more
lower-cost housing, but can also broaden the range of housing options for individuals and families in
different phases of their lives (e.g. single people, small families, retirees). Additional medium density
housing could also potentially alleviate pressures on overcrowding and/or illegal renting in single-family
homes.
Currently, about three-quarters of the land in Rockville is zoned residential, with the largest areas zoned
R-90 (23%), R-60 (20%), R-S (11%) and R-E (10%). R-90 and R-60 zoning districts require lot sizes of 9,000
square feet and 6,000 square feet per housing unit, respectively. The R-S zone is 20,000 square feet per
unit, and is primarily being used as City-owned parkland or institutional uses. R-E zoning districts require
one acre lots. Virtually no housing is built on R-E parcels; the Lakewood Country Club and Woodmont
Country Club are zoned R-E. These residential zones generally are not designed to allow for the
development of townhouses or small multi-family buildings.
About 13 percent of the City’s land is zoned Mixed-Use, which can include residential, as well as office and
retail uses. The major mixed use areas in Rockville are the Town Center and the Tower Oaks, King Farm
and Fallsgrove developments. These areas have included townhouse and multi-family development.
The City should explore zoning changes that create more places that allow townhouse development and
that allow new forms of development (e.g. fourplexes). In transition areas—that is, areas between singlefamily neighborhoods and townhouse and/or multi-family neighborhoods—consider how to develop
density categories to maintain neighborhood character while allowing for more housing units. Explore
other areas in the City where zoning for medium density may be appropriate. In medium density zones,
changing the basis for zoning from units per acre to floor area ratio (FAR) could create more opportunities
for affordable units. The units per acre approach can incentivize larger and less affordable housing, while
an FAR approach can make it easier to build smaller units.
Recommendation: Zone areas within one-half mile of a Metro station at densities that allow
townhouses and multi-family housing. Change some medium density zones in areas within one
mile of a Metro station from a units-per-acre basis to an FAR basis to encourage the development
of smaller, more affordable units. Evaluate other areas in the City where medium density zoning
would be appropriate.
B4. Accessory Dwelling Units
Accessory dwelling units (ADUs) are generally defined as a small dwelling unit located on the same lot as
or attached to a single-family house, including an apartment over the garage or a so-called “tiny house”
(on a foundation) in the backyard. ADUs can be a source of affordable housing for individuals or couples,
and can also be a source of income to the primary homeowner.
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The City of Rockville currently does not have an ADU ordinance. The City does have a process for granting
special exceptions for accessory apartments, which must be contained within the primary residence and
have the same address. The accessory apartment must have an entrance and be located in such a way
that the primary residence appears as a single-family housing unit.
Recommendation: Establish an ADU policy in Rockville that allows accessory units that are on the
same lot but are not part of the primary structure, to include garage apartments and “tiny”
houses. Make the development of an ADU policy a public process that addresses potential
concerns about parking, density and neighborhood character.
B5. Inventory of At-Risk Properties
The most important source of rental housing that is affordable to lower-income households is found
within the existing housing stock. In the City of Rockville, there is a stock of market-rate affordable housing
that could potentially be lost from the affordable stock through rent increases, redevelopment or condo
conversion. Preserving the affordability of these units is important for meeting future needs.
The effectiveness of a preservation program depends on the timely identification of at-risk properties. A
strong data collection effort can help municipalities identify which affordable rental properties appear to
be at risk of loss and for what reason, and target their outreach and preservation efforts accordingly. Few
local jurisdictions across the country have demonstrated successful processes for tracking unregulated
units. Because of Rockville’s relatively small size, it is in a better position than many to create a
comprehensive inventory of affordable (market rate and subsidized) rental properties, along with building
ownership information (including changes in ownership), code violations, and other property information.
Recommendation: Conduct a comprehensive inventory of market-rate affordable rental
properties, map the locations of those units (e.g. proximity to transit, other amenities) and share
information with the community. Track information on these properties through records on code
enforcement, real estate transactions and other information.
B6. Special Affordable Housing Preservation District
A Special Affordable Housing Preservation (SAHP) District is an overlay zone that could be adopted in areas
of the City where there is a significant share of market-rate affordable rental housing that is close to transit
and other amenities. The goal of a SAHP District is to retain affordable housing, either through
preservation or replacement, in high-opportunity areas where redevelopment is likely. Higher densities
are allowed in these districts, projects are approved through a community process, and projects that are
able to build at higher densities must include one-for-one replacement of affordable units (either units or
bedrooms) within the proposed project.
Recommendation: Identify areas within the City where a special affordable housing district overlay
may be appropriate.
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B7. Modified Parking Standards
Modifying parking requirements can reduce overall development costs, which could potentially be
converted to the provision of more affordable units. There is evidence from communities within the
Washington DC area and across the country that individuals and families that live in affordable housing
tend to have fewer cars and therefore need less parking than higher-income households. In addition,
housing close to Metro requires less parking than housing without transit access. Reducing the amount of
parking required can lower overall development costs, making housing more affordable. De-linking
parking from rent (i.e. residents pay for their rent and parking separately and only pay for parking if they
want it) can also result in more affordable housing.
Recommendation: Review the City’s current parking requirements, conduct a parking study
associated with MPDUs and other affordable rental housing properties both at Metro and in nonMetro accessible locations, and evaluate the potential for lowering parking requirements, delinking parking from rent or both.
B8. Local Housing Voucher or Grant Program
A local housing voucher or grant program provides a rent subsidy to income-eligible households for them
to use in the private market. Similar to the Federal HCV program, a local housing voucher program is
designed to make up the difference between market rents and the rents affordable to low-income
individuals and families. However, with a local program, jurisdictions have more flexibility in how they
target subsidies and in setting income and other eligibility standards.
Recommendation: Consider establishing a local housing voucher program, funded with additional
resources from the HOF or from general funds. Target subsidies at households that are most in
need and/or are not being served by other programs. Give preference to seniors, disabled persons
and low-income individuals with jobs in Rockville.
B9. Affordable Multi-Family Rental Property Tax Exemption
Older market-rate affordable rental properties often require maintenance and improvements. A property
tax exemption provides an incentive for owners of older multifamily buildings to improve their properties
in exchange for tax relief. Eligible owners of older multifamily rental properties (e.g. buildings that are 25+
years old with 5+ units) could receive an exemption of property taxes on the additional value created by
any improvements or renovations for a determined period (e.g. 10 years).
Recommendation: With cooperation from the County, offer a property tax exemption to owners
of affordable rental properties. Eligible owners of older multifamily rental properties could receive
an exemption of property taxes on the additional value created by any improvements or
renovations for a determined period.
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B10. Real Estate Tax Relief for Seniors/Persons with Disabilities
A real estate tax relief program is an incentive that reduces the amount of property tax owed by an
individual homeowner. For low-income homeowners and those on fixed incomes, a reduction in real
estate taxes can enable them to afford to remain in their home. In many programs, the tax relief is a
deferment and homeowners who qualify for a full or partial property tax exemption are required to pay
the tax balance when the property is sold. Eligible homeowners should meet income and asset limits (with
the primary residence not counted towards total assets).
Recommendation: With cooperation from Montgomery County, offer property tax relief to lowincome seniors and persons with disabilities who meet income and asset requirements.
B11. In Lieu Fee on Small (<50 units) Properties
Under the City’s MPDU program, projects than include fewer than 50 units are exempt from the
affordability requirements. If the City of Rockville is successful in encouraging more medium-density
options, it is possible that the number of smaller projects could rise in the City. The City would collect an
in lieu fee associated with the approvals of these projects and these in lieu funds could help support the
City’s Housing Opportunity Fund. While not a dedicated source of funding, this fee could provide an
additional influx of resources into the HOF.
Recommendation: Evaluate the feasibility of an in lieu payment for small multi-family projects and
conduct a careful economic analysis to set an appropriate payment level.
B12. Condominium Conversion Fees
Condominium fees are fee (generally per-unit) assessed when an owner of a multi-family rental building
coverts to ownership. Condo conversion fees are designed to prevent or mitigate the loss of affordable
rental housing that is lost due to condo conversion. An owner of a multi-family rental building would be
assessed a fee on each rental unit that is converted to ownership. Condominium conversion fees are also
another source of revenue for the City’s HOF.
More condominium conversions may be possible in the future as the demand for homeownership
increases. While condominiums can be a source of affordable homeownership, the loss of market-rate
affordable rental housing is also a big concern for the City.
Montgomery County’s condominium conversion policy includes tenant notification and displacement
mitigation requirements but no condominium conversion fee or tax.
Recommendation: Require tenant notification and a displacement mitigation plan for all
condominium conversion (of 10+ units). If Montgomery County adopts a condominium conversion
tax or fee, the City of Rockville should implement a similar tax, if properties in the City are not
automatically subject to the levy.
B13. Universal Design/”Visitability”
Universal design or visitability often refer to the development of housing and surrounding areas so that
they can be used by people with a wide range of mobility. The State of Maryland has accessibility code
guidelines for buildings and facilities. Montgomery County has adopted a voluntary certification program
for visitability in new residential developments. Education materials about these programs, as well as
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other universal design/visitability initiatives, should be disseminated to homebuilders, property owners,
real estate agents, architects and other interested parties to increase the understanding and the benefits
of incorporating universal design features in homes.
Recommendation: Provide education and outreach around universal design/visitability.
B14. Villages Model
The villages model has been adopted in many communities throughout the country to meet the needs of
a growing senior population. Under this model, residents are connected to a system of local service
providers that can help enable them to stay in their homes. Residents typically pay a monthly fee to be
part of the village. Services can include rides to doctors, pharmacies, and grocery stores; access to support
service providers and home healthcare; and access to volunteer networks to assist with home
modifications or minor repairs, technology services, gardening, etc. Additionally, fees pay full-time staff
coordinators who also analyze service providers to determine cost efficiencies. Over 190 villages are
operating in the U.S., and the Village to Village Network (VTV) provides resources and best management
practices for villages and areas hoping to develop villages.
Recommendation: Explore how the City of Rockville can partner with VTV or a similar organization
to develop a village or villages within the City.
B15. Employer-Assisted Housing
Employer-assisted housing (EAH) programs can provide financial assistance to municipal employees who
want to purchase a home in the community. However, a broader EAH policy can encourage private-sector
employers to assist workers with housing through matching downpayment assistance, deferred loans or
other support.
Recommendation: Encourage private employers to provide financial assistance to their workers to
enable them to live closer to their jobs. Educate employers about potential benefits of affordable
housing (e.g. less staff turnover, shorter employee commutes, etc.)
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Figure 42. Summary of Strategy Recommendations
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Rockville's housing trust fund can be used
for affordable housing rehabilitation or
Housing
development projects. The fund's revenue
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sales of MPDUs. The fund currently totals
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potential projects in Rockville
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for negotiating PILOTs within
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affordable rental properties.
Proactively reach out to
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property owners to offer
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Anticipated Outcome
Additional new construction,
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affordable to low- and
moderate-income households
Additional resources to help
support new construction and
rehabilitation of housing
affordable to low- and
moderate-income households
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preservation of existing rental
housing affordable to lowincome households

Preservation and improved
housing quality of existing rental
and ownership housing

Increase education/outreach
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to the City’s seniors and
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quality of existing housing stock
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downpayment assistance
program.

Increased home ownership
options for households with
incomes up to 100% AMI
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Special Affordable
Housing
B6
Preservation
District
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households is found within the existing
housing stock. It is critical to identify and
montor this housing stock.
A Special Affordable Housing Preservation
(SAHP) District is an overlay zone designed
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low-income individuals with job
in Rockville.

Increased accecss to housing
among low-income households,
particularly seniors, persons
with disabilities and low-wage
workers

X

X

Preservation

Production

Other

Financial

X

X
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Main
Type of Tool Objective

Land Use

Families

Disabled

Seniors

100% AMI+

MI (80-100% AMI)

LI (60-80% AMI)

Description

VLI (30-60% AMI)

ID Program

ELI (<30% AMI)

Targeted Household Household
Incomes
Type
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Affordable MultiFamily Rental
B9
Property Tax
Exemption

A property tax exemption provides an
incentive for owners of older multifamily
buildings to improve their properties in
exchange for tax relief.

Individual Home
B10 Owner Property
Tax Tax Relief

A real estate tax relief program is an
incentive that reduces the amount of
property tax owed by an individual
homeowner. For low-income homeowners,
a reduction in real estate taxes can enable
them to afford to remain in their home.

In Lieu Fee on
B11
Small Properties

A payment in lieu option for smaller
projects not subject to the MPDU program
requirements.

Condominium
B12
Conversion Fees

Fee (generally per-unit) assessed when an
owner of a multi-family rental building
coverts to ownership.

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
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Preservation

Production

Other

Financial

Main
Type of Tool Objective

Land Use

Families

Disabled

Seniors

100% AMI+

MI (80-100% AMI)

LI (60-80% AMI)

Description

VLI (30-60% AMI)

ID Program

ELI (<30% AMI)

Targeted Household Household
Incomes
Type

Recommendation

Anticipated Outcome

X

With cooperation from the
County, offer a property tax
exemption to owners of
affordable multi-family
X
properties on the additional
value created by any
improvements or renovations
for a determined period.

Preservation and improved
housing quality of affordable
multi-family rental housing

X

With cooperation from
Montgomery County, offer
property tax relief to lowX income seniors and persons
with disabilities who meet
income and asset
requirements.

More low-income seniors and
persons with disabilities are
able to remain in their homes

X

Evaluate the feasibility of an in
lieu payment for small multiX family projects and conduct a
careful economic analysis to set
an appropriate payment level.

More resources for the local
housing trust fund, which could
support broad production and
preservation efforts

Require tenant notification and
a displacement mitigation plan
for all condominium conversion
(of 10+ units). If Montgomery
County adopts a condominium
X
conversion tax or fee, the City
of Rockville should implement a
similar tax, if properties in the
City are not automatically
subject to the levy.

Preservation of some multifamily rental housing and less
displacement among low- and
moderate-income renters

X

X
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Employer-assisted housing (EAH) programs
Employer-Assisted provide financial assistance to employees
B14
Housing
who want to purchase a home in the
community or can provide rental assistance.

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Preservation

X

Production

X

Other

Disabled

X

Financial

Seniors

X
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Main
Type of Tool Objective

Land Use

100% AMI+

X

Families

MI (80-100% AMI)

Universal design or visitability often refer to
Universal Design/ the development of housing and
B13
”Visitability”
surrounding areas so that they can be used
by people with a wide range of mobility.
Under the Villages model, residents are
connected to a system of local service
B14 Villages Model
providers that can help enable them to stay
in their homes.

LI (60-80% AMI)

Description

VLI (30-60% AMI)

ID Program

ELI (<30% AMI)

Targeted Household Household
Incomes
Type

Recommendation

Anticipated Outcome

Provide education and outreach More seniors and persons with
disabilities can remain in their
around universal design and
homes
visitability standards.
Explore can partnering with nonMore seniors can remain in
profit or for-profit
their homes or in their
organizations to develop new
communities as they age
villages within the City.
Encourage private employers to
provide financial assistance to
their workers to enable them to More Rockville workers will live
live closer to their jobs. Educate in the City
employers about potential
benefits of affordable housing.
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Figure 43. Linking Strategies with Forecasted Need

Income Level (2016)a

a

Net New Households
(2015-2040)

Up to $22,850
Up to $26,100
Up to $29,350
Up to $32,600

1 person households
2 person households
3 person households
4 person households
Seniors (age 65+)
Disabled Persons

$22,850 to $45,660
$26,100 to $52,140
$29,350 to $58,680
$32,600 to $65,160

1 person households
2 person households
3 person households
4 person households
Seniors (age 65+)
Disabled Persons

$45,660 to $60,880
$52,140 to $69,520
$58,680 to $78,240
$65,160 to $86,880

1 person households
2 person households
3 person households
4 person households
Seniors (age 65+)
Disabled Persons

$60,880 to $76,100
$69,520 to $86,900
$78,240 to $97,800
$86,880 to $108,600

1 person households
2 person households
3 person households
4 person households
Seniors (age 65+)
Disabled Persons

$76,100 and higher
$86,900 and higher
$97,800 and higher
$108,600 and higher

1 person households
2 person households
3 person households
4 person households
Seniors (age 65+)
Disabled Persons

Current Tools

Assessment of Ability to Meet Future Needs

Recommended
Strategiesb

Extremely Low Income (Under 30% of AMI): 1,653 households
1,007
Extremely low income (ELI) households in Rockville face the biggest
affordability challenges. Federal programs that target ELI households are
344
limited, and the prospect for meeting this future need in the City is slim.
106
A2, A3, A4, A6,
The majority of these households are seniors who will face potentially
196 Public Housing, Housing Choice
A7, A8, A9, A10,
devastating trade-offs between paying for housing and paying for other
1,107 Voucher (HCV), CDBG, Housing necessities, such as good and health care. Significant and/or layered public B8, B9, B10, B11,
600 Opportunity Fund (HOF)
subsidies are required to provide housing affordable at this income level.
B13
Very Low Income (30-60% of AMI): 2,245 households
994
There are programs at the Federal, state and local levels that target this
A1, A3, A4, A5,
income group, though resources are currently insufficient to meet the
398
A6, A7, A8, A9,
needs.
Without
sufficient
housing,
people
will
double
or
triple
up,
or
may
287
A10;
B1, B2, B4,
have to leave Rockville. Individuals in this income group include workers in
566
B6,
B8, B9,
B5,
a variery of jobs, including retail and health services jobs, as well as entry997 MPDU, Public Housing, HCV,
B10, B11, B12,
level professional services jobs. A significant commitment of local
455 CDBG, HOF, LIHTC
resources will be required to meet the housing needs of this group.
B13
Low Income Income (60% - 80% of AMI): 1,263 households
Households higher up the income spectrum also have trouble finding
558
housing they can afford. With the exception of the MPDU program, there
355
A1, A4, A6, A7,
are few housing programs designed to meet the needs of households in
167
A8,
A9, A10, A11;
the 60-80% AMI range. This group includes many workers in Rockville,
183
B1, B2, B4, B5,
including health care workers, program analysts, and researchers. A
681
B6, B9, B11, B12,
combination of land use and financial tools that incentivizes both
211 HOF
production and preservation will be needed to meet the needs of this
B13, B14, B15
Moderate Income (80% - 100% of AMI): 1,085 households
512
Even moderate-income households have housing challenges, which
reflects an insufficient supply of housing generally in Rockville. Current
345
housing programs generally do not target households above 80% AMI.
99
A6, A9; B1, B2,
This group includes many public sector workers, as well as workers in
129
B3, B4, B5, B6,
growing private sector industries. A combination of land use and financial
679
B7, B11, B12,
tools that incentivizes both production and preservation will be needed to
226
meet the needs of this income group.
B13, B14, B15
Higher Income (100%+ of AMI): 3,715 households
1,542
Higher income households can face affordability challenges and can also
1,530
have a hard time finding appropriate housing of the right size or type,
369
which also reflects an insufficient supply of housing generally in Rockville.
274
Land use tools can be most effective at expanding housing options broadly
1,622
A9; B3, B4, B12,
to include housing for higher income households. This group includes a
698
diverse set of public- and private-sector workers.
B13, B14, B15

Income thresholds for 4-person household presented for 4+ person households in this table. The 80% AMI limits are calculated based on the 100% AMI levels and are different from the HUD 80% AMI levels for Rockville.
b See Figure 42 for details.
A = Existing Tools
B = New Tools
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Case Study Profiles
The City of Rockville is home to individuals and families from diverse backgrounds and with varied
socioeconomic characteristics. The diversity of the population is one of the critical elements to creating
the thriving and inclusive community of Rockville. If the City is going to be able to continue to attract and
retain a diverse population, it will need to plan for a wide range of housing types that can meet future
needs.
The analysis of current conditions and the forecasts of housing demand demonstrate that housing
affordability and limited housing choices will be challenges for many people. The following case studies
describe examples of current or future residents of Rockville, describing the challenges and trade-offs
they make in order to be part of the Rockville community. The profile households are fictional; however,
they do represent typical individuals and families in the Rockville community. The objective of the case
study profiles is to put faces to the facts and figures described earlier in the report.
The following individuals and families are highlighted in the profiles:
Edward and Carrie Moreno are a young, married couple living in Rockville and expecting their first child.
They earn above the area median income but are having trouble finding a home in Rockville they can
afford.
Evelyn Matthews is a senior who has lived in the City of Rockville her entire life. Her income is about 50
percent of AMI and she is finding it increasingly difficult to afford her rising rent and increasing health care
costs.
Howard and Cynthia Johnson are Boomers nearing retirement. They love living in Rockville and are hoping
to downsize into a smaller home but they find their options are limited, even with an income a 80 percent
of AMI.
Natalie Silverman is a single mom who works in Rockville but lives in Hagerstown. Her income puts her at
about 30 percent of AMI. She cannot find an apartment she can afford in Rockville, but the cost of
commuting is becoming untenable.
The Garcia Family is a multi-generational family with limited income, about 60 percent of AMI. It has been
difficult to find affordable housing in Rockville that is large enough to accommodate their extended family.
Dev and Soni Aggarwal earn about 150 percent of AMI and love their townhome in Rockville. However,
they have two young children and think they might move out of Rockville because the options to move
into a single-family home are limited.
Amy Wu is a recent college graduate who lives with her parents in Rockville. She earns about 80 percent
of AMI but with her student loans, it is impossible for her to afford an apartment on her own. She is
seriously considering leaving Rockville and the DC region.

Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment
City of Rockville, Maryland
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Who Needs Housing in the City of Rockville?
Edward and Carrie Moreno are a young, married couple living in

Rockville. Carrie grew up in Montgomery County and her parents
still live in Potomac. She went to the University of Maryland,
graduating in 2007 with a double major in physics and
communications, and currently works at the National Institute of
Standards & Technology (NIST) in Gaithersburg. Edward is originally
from the Boston area, and after completing his culinary degree in
2006, he moved to DC for his first job.
Edward and Carrie have been married since 2011 and are expecting
their first child—a girl! They currently live in a one-bedroom apartment at the Fenestra at Rockville Town
Center with a monthly rent of $1,950. They are hoping to buy their first home in Rockville, ideally before
the baby is born. Edward’s job as a sous chef at a Bethesda
restaurant pays $47,500 and Carrie earns $75,000 as a
Millennials & Housing in Rockville
public affairs officer at NIST. Their combined income of
$115,500 puts them above the area median income for a
According to results from the City of Rockville’s
Housing Market Analysis and Needs
family of three, which was $97,800 in 2016.
The couple has been paying off student loans and saving
for a down payment. They currently have about $10,000
but they would like to save $20,000 to be able to put 5%
down (i.e. a $400,000 home). As they began to think
about buying a home, they wanted to be fairly close to
Carrie’s parents who will be providing child care when
Carrie goes back to work after the baby is born. Because
they haven’t budgeted to buy a second car, Edward will
still need to be close to Metro for his commute. They
would like to find a three-bedroom townhouse within
walking distance to a Metro station but they are also
looking at homes that are along a bus line.
Edward and Carrie have become pretty disillusioned as
they starting looking at houses. Three-bedroom
townhouses in Rockville are typically listed at over
$500,000. There are several homes for sale in the King
Farm neighborhood but most are in the $550,000 to
$650,000 range which is well outside of their budget. The
few homes priced in the $400,000 to $450,000 range
typically need quite a bit of updating.
As their baby’s due date gets closer, Edward and Carrie are
considering looking up in the Gaithersburg area where
there are more options in their price range.
Unfortunately, that means they will be further from
Carrie’s parents and Edward’s job.

Assessment, there are many young couples in
Rockville who are finding it hard to buy their
first home.

Only about 20 percent of 25 to 34 year olds in
Rockville were home owners in Rockville in
2014, compared to 43 percent in 2000. There
are currently more than 3,500 households
headed by someone age 25 to 34 in Rockville
that are currently renters.
Many of these Millennials couples would like to
buy a home and would like to stay in Rockville
because of its schools, amenities, and access to
transit. But for many, the cost of home
ownership in Rockville will be too high.
The demand for home ownership will increase
as the Millennial population ages. According to
housing demand forecasts prepared for the
City of Rockville, the number of households
headed by someone under age 35 will increase
by 1,450 between now and 2040, and the
number of 35-to-44 year old households will
increase by 1,711.
The City of Rockville can expand housing
options for young first-time home buyers by
providing downpayment assistance and
changing zoning to allow for the development
of more townhouses, four-plexes and other
small multifamily buildings that could be a
source of more affordable homeownership.
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Who Needs Housing in the City of Rockville?
Evelyn Matthews is an 84-year old woman who has lived in

the City of Rockville her entire life. She keeps busy
volunteering at the Rockville Memorial Library and playing
bingo on Wednesday evenings at the Rockville Senior Center.
Until recently, she would two to three times per week with
her neighbors. Evelyn never married and has no close family
in the area, but she has a wide network of friends and
acquaintances in the City.

Evelyn graduated from Richard Montgomery High School in
1956. Her first job was as an office clerk with the City of Rockville, and subsequently she worked in a
variety of secretarial/administrative assistant positions
with Montgomery County and private sector employers
Seniors & Housing in Rockville
until she retired in 2001. Evelyn receives a monthly
The senior population in the City of Rockville
pension and Social Security. Her annual income is about
has grown dramatically in recent years,
$29,000, which is less than 50 percent of area median
according to results from the City of Rockville’s
income for a one-person household. She has always been
Housing Market Analysis and Needs
a renter and currently lives in a one-bedroom apartment
Assessment. The growth of the older adult
population in Rockville reflects broader
off Rockville Pike. Last year, Evelyn’s rent increased by
demographic trends, but recent senior housing
nearly 10 percent last year and she currently pays $1,200
projects in Rockville have also attracted older
per month, which is about half of her monthly income.
residents to the City.
Her landlord told her rents would be going up another 10
There are currently more than 6,910
percent this year.
A few years ago, Evelyn was forced to give up driving and
she relies on public transportation—primarily Metrobus
and RideOn bus—to run errands, get to medical
appointments and travel to the library and senior center.
While Evelyn has been relatively healthy most of her life,
she has experienced several health issues over the past
18 months. She has been finding it increasingly difficult to
get around and even to attend to activities of daily living,
such as dressing and bathing. Her rising rents, declining
mobility, and increasing health challenges have created a
tremendous amount of stress for Evelyn.
Evelyn would really like to remain in her home, or at least
in her community, as she get older but she is not sure she
can afford to do so, especially if she can’t get access to the
necessary social support and health services she needs.
She fears she may end up moving into an assisted living
facility in another part of Montgomery County, which
would put her further away from her social networks.

households in Rockville headed by someone
age 65 or older. The housing needs of seniors
in Rockville are diverse. Many older adults in
the City are home owners and may be looking
to downsize as they age. Other seniors are
renters, potentially long-time renters. Many
seniors live on fixed incomes.

The demand for housing for seniors will
increase as the Baby Boom population ages.
According to housing demand forecasts
prepared for the City of Rockville, the number
of 65+ households will increase by 5,086
households between now and 2040. More than
2,100 of these senior households will have
incomes below 60% of AMI.
The City of Rockville can expand housing
options for older adults by providing property
tax relief for low-income seniors, creating more
accessible rental housing affordable to lowerincome individuals, and supporting programs
like the Villages model that supports
community-based services for seniors.
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Who Needs Housing in the City of Rockville?
Howard and Cynthia Johnson are a couple in their late 50s

that has lived in the City of Rockville for since the mid-1990s.
Originally from the Atlanta area, Howard and Cynthia moved
to DC in 1985 when Howard got a job with the Department
of Commerce. Cynthia was a stay-at-home mom to their
three children when they were young but when they reached
school age, she took a position doing marketing and
communications for a small theater in the District.

Howard and Cynthia lived for 10 years in the Brookland
neighborhood of the District of Columbia. When their oldest
child was in third grade, they moved to Rockville, choosing
Baby Boomers & Housing in Rockville
the City because of its good schools and easy access to DC for
Baby Boomers will be an important driver
Howard’s job. Time has flown by! The youngest of Howard
of the local housing market in the years to
come. According to results from the City of
and Cynthia’s three children, Elinor, just left for college at the
Rockville’s Housing Market Analysis and
University of Delaware. Their oldest, Andre, works in Tysons
Needs Assessment, there are many City
Corner and their middle child, Keira, is a junior at Towson
residents in their 50s and early 60s who will
State. The couple lives in a four-bedroom home in the
likely want to remain in Rockville after they
retire.
Fallsgrove neighborhood that was valued at nearly $750,000
last year.
Howard and Cynthia are doing well financially, although they
took a bit of a hit during the recession when they refinanced
their home to help pay part of their children’s college tuition.
Over the past few years, however, they have built equity back
up. Their household income is currently $155,000 but when
Howard retires in three or four years, they anticipate that
their annual income—based primarily on Howard’s pension—
will drop to about $70,000 per year, or about 80 percent of
the area median income for a family of two in the region.
Howard and Cynthia would like to downsize to reduce their
housing costs, but they would really like to stay in Rockville.
They think they could sell their home for a profit of about
$250,000 but they aren’t sure whether they want to buy
another, smaller home in the City or perhaps find a place to
rent. Either way, they are looking for a home with little
maintenance—both are done with yard work! They do not
like the big multi-family rental buildings that have been built
recently in Rockville, and they are surprised that they can’t
find more smaller townhouse-style options in the City. They
have recently expanded their search to Silver Spring and
Hyattsville, where there is a lot of new townhouse
construction, but they would be disappointed to leave Rockville.

Many Baby Boomer households in Rockville
are reaching retirement age. High-quality
schools in Rockville may have attracted
these Boomers originally to Rockville, but
the City’s proximity to cultural and natural
amenities and its high-quality, mixed-use
development will keep many of them.

According to housing demand forecasts
prepared for the City of Rockville, there will
be an increase of 5,943 in the number of
households age 55 and older between 2015
and 2040. The housing needs of this
population will be an important driver of
housing demand in the City but the needs
of Baby Boomers will be quite diverse as
they age.
The City of Rockville can expand housing
options for aging Baby Boomers by
changing zoning to allow for the
development of more townhouses and
smaller homes and to plan for ways to
combine housing and services to help older
adults of all incomes be able to age in their
community.
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Who Needs Housing in the City of Rockville?
Natalie Silverman is a single mom in her mid-30s who feels

stressed every day about making ends meet. Natalie
currently works as a nursing assistant at Adventist
HealthCare in Rockville, though she has held a variety of jobs
over the past decade, including jobs in the retail and
hospitality sectors. She completed a Certified Nursing
Assistant program at Montgomery College with the goal of
building a career in health care.
Natalie has been at her job at Adventist about a year and likes
the work and the people. She was able to get a schedule that
allows her to be home with her children most evenings, and a
Low-Wage Working Families & Housing
in Rockville
neighbor helps with child care when she has to work late or
when traffic is bad on the commute home. She has two
The City of Rockville’s Housing Market
Analysis and Needs Assessment revealed
daughters—Emily, her oldest, is nine and Alexa is six.
Natalie currently earns $29,500 a year, which is about 30
percent of area median income for a family of three. While
her income is higher and her schedule is more predictable
than when she worked in retail or hospitality jobs, Natalie still
has trouble paying her bills each month. She needed a major
car repair a few months ago and she was unable to pay her
cable and electricity bill for a couple of months. She is worried
that her 12-year old car is about to die for good and she can’t
afford a new one.
Natalie and her two daughters currently live in a twobedroom duplex in Hagerstown that they rent for $800 per
month, which is just over 30 percent of her monthly income.
She spends nearly $300 a month on gas.
Natalie commutes nearly 50 miles each way to work and the
wear and tear on her car, not to mention the exhaustion and
the cost of the long commute, is becoming a burden.
She would like to move into the City of Rockville to be closer
to her job. However, she has been unable to find a twobedroom apartment in Rockville that she can afford. She
found a single-family rental for under $1,000 per month but
the unit was in disrepair. For now, Natalie and her family will
stay in Hagerstown, but because of her commute, she has
been late to work several times over the last month and she
is worried about losing her job. Right now, she feels like she is
treading water and doesn’t know how to get ahead.

that low-wage workers are among the
most highly cost burdened households in
Rockville.
In 2015, there were about 2,800
households in Rockville with incomes
below 30% of AMI. This number includes
retirees, but it also includes hundreds of
households with workers in retail,
hospitality, education and health services
occupations.

Recent residential development in
Rockville generally has targeted the high
end of the market. However, the demand
for housing for low-wage workers is
expected to increase in the years to come
and housing options for extremely low
income households are very limited.
According to housing demand forecasts
prepared for the City of Rockville, between
2015 and 2040, the City will add 1,653
households with incomes below 30% of
AMI.
The City of Rockville can expand housing
options for low-wage workers and other
extremely low-income households by
modifying the City’s MPDU program to
incentivize the production of units that are
affordable to extremely low income
households and by creating a local housing
voucher program that can target working
families.
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Who Needs Housing in the City of Rockville?
The Garcia Family is a multi-generational family living in
Rockville’s Twinbrook neighborhood. The busy Garcia
household consists of grandparents, Mateo and Luciana,
parents, Samuel and Elisa, and children, Sebastian and
Isabella. Originally from El Salvador, the Garcia adults have
been in the U.S. for more than a decade and Sebastian and
Isabella were born in Montgomery County.

Samuel works in construction and after a few lean years
during the recession, he is busier than ever. Elisa works for
the Montgomery County Schools. Recently retired, Mateo and Luciana care for their two grandchildren,
although Mateo sometimes joins Samuel on construction
jobs.
Multi-generational Families & Housing in
While they have a bustling household already, they are
expecting their cousin to move in with them soon, as she just
lost her job. The four-bedroom home they are renting is large
enough for their family, but they have received complaints
from neighbors about the number of cars in their driveway.
They have also had problems with their landlord and
maintenance issues. City officials have visited the home and
have fined the property owner for failure to comply with
building code requirements, but problems persist.
The bigger issue for the Garcias, though, is that they just
found out that their rent is expected to increase for the third
year in a row. They are not sure they are going to be able to
afford the higher housing costs. Their total household income
fluctuates, depending on Samuel’s and Mateo’s work
schedules, but they typically earn about $65,000, which is
about 60 percent of the area median income for a family of
four or more. Their rent in currently $2,200 a month, or about
40 percent of their monthly income. It is expected that their
rent will rise to $2,500 which would be 46 percent of their
monthly income.
In order to increase their household income, both Mateo and
Luciana are looking for permanent employment, although
that would mean the Garcias would need to find child care
for Sebastian and Isabella. While they would like to move to
higher-quality housing, they can’t find other affordable
options in Rockville that would accommodate their large
family.

Rockville

The City of Rockville’s Housing Market
Analysis and Needs Assessment found that
Hispanic and Asian households drove growth
in the City in recent years. These residents,
particularly those who are first-generation
immigrants to the U.S., are more likely than
native-born households to live in
multigenerational families.
Between 2000 and 2014, the average family
size in Rockville increased, and growth in the
Hispanic and Asian populations in the City
was an important contributor to this trend.
Families
live
in
multi-generational
households for cultural reasons, as well as
for economic reasons, and it is often a
challenge finding large housing that is
affordable.
According to housing demand forecasts
prepared for the City of Rockville, the
number of households with four or more
people will increase by 1,348 between 2015
and 2040. An estimated 762 of these 4+
person households with have incomes
below 60% of AMI.
The City of Rockville can help increase
options for larger families by promoting the
development of larger units under its MPDU
program and creating a local voucher
program than can target working
households in the City.
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Dev and Soni Aggarwal feel like they lived the American

Dream in Rockville. Both came to America from India with
their parents when they were children. They met through
family friends when they were in high school. Dev went to
the University of Maryland and earned an engineering
degree and Soni graduated from Montgomery College with
an associate’s degree in Computer Applications. Dev owns a
small business in Rockville that designs and installs security
systems and Soni works for a local association as a database
administrator.
The Aggarwal family moved into their King Farm townhome
in 2009. Their seven-year old twins—Maya and Jai—are
second graders at College Gardens Elementary School. They
like their community but have hopes to one day have a singlefamily detached home with a yard. Maya and Jai both love
sports and being outside, and Dev and Soni love to garden.
The Aggarwal’s have an annual income of $163,500 which is
about 150 percent of area median income for a family of four.
Their townhome was recently valued at $525,000 and they
feel like they could find a buyer if they put in on the market.
Living in Rockville is ideal for Soni’s commute and most of
Dev’s customers are in nearby Montgomery County or
northwest DC. However, they don’t see a lot of options to buy
a single-family detached home in Rockville. They are looking
for something priced under $650,000 which would be a
manageable mortgage. They like the King Farm neighborhood
but have realized that if they want to find a single-family
detached home in their price range, they will have to expand
their search to other neighborhoods.
Dev and Soni put two offers on homes in Rockville recently
but both times lost out to buyers who offered to pay in cash.
They were surprised at how tight the housing market is in the
City. They have begun to feel like it won’t be possible to find
their move-up home in Rockville.
They visited friends in Frederick and were surprised to find
that single-family home prices were lower and there was a lot
more selection. While they would be disappointed to leave
Rockville, and particularly their neighborhood and their kids’
school, they have expanded the search for their next home to
the Frederick area.

Families & Housing in Rockville
According to results from the City of
Rockville’s Housing Market Analysis and
Needs Assessment, most households in
Rockville are family households and many
are challenged to find housing they can
afford.
While Rockville still attracts a lot of families
the number of married-couple families with
children in Rockville has grown more slowly
than the number of non-family households.
These trends are driven in some part by
broad demographic changes that include
delayed marriage and childbearing and
more single-parent families. But the
available housing stock in Rockville also
plays a role. The vast majority of residential
development in the City in recent years has
been multi-family rental housing which
generally attracts younger households often
living alone or with roommates.
In 2014, there were 7,810 households with
children in Rockville. According to housing
demand forecasts prepared for the City of
Rockville, there will be an increase in
number of households with children of
1,300 between 2015 and 2040.
Families will continue to be attracted to
Rockville because of its high-quality schools
and neighborhood amenities. The City of
Rockville can help expand housing options
for families by promoting the development
of family-sized housing units and creating
opportunities for the development of singlefamily housing of different types.
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Who Needs Housing in the City of Rockville?
Amy Wu is a recent college graduate living at home with her

parents—and she is not happy about it! Amy graduated magna
cum laude from Johns Hopkins University with a degree in
Economics in 2014. She currently works as an analyst with an
economic and financial consulting firm in Montgomery County.
She loves her job and being able to meet friends out in DC,
Bethesda and Silver Spring. She loves the new restaurants and
entertainment options that she can get to easily from Rockville.

When Amy graduated, she got a good job fairly quickly with what
she thought was a good starting salary. She currently earns
$49,000 which is about 80 percent of the area median income
Young Workers & Housing in Rockville
for one person. Based on her income, she could afford to rent
The vitality of the Rockville and the greater
one of the new studio apartments in Rockville. However, Amy
Washington DC area economy depends on
has accumulated over $40,000 in student debt and her
the region being able to attract and retain
monthly student loan payment makes it impossible for her to
young workers. However, according to
results from the City of Rockville’s Housing
afford to rent an apartment on her own. She realized that she
Market Analysis and Needs Assessment,
had two options—find a group house with three or four
young workers often have a difficult time
roommates or move back home temporarily to save money.
finding housing in Rockville they can afford.
She chose to move in with her parents. She pays them a
In 2014, there were 4,360 Rockville
nominal amount of rent each month and helps out around
households headed by someone under age
the house. She can come and go as she pleases, but it doesn’t
35. Almost half of these young households
feel like she has fully reached adulthood when she sleeps in
were cost burdened, spending 30 percent
her childhood bedroom. But whenever she goes online to
or more of their income on housing costs.
The majority of these young households
check apartment listings, she gets depressed.
One of Amy’s college roommates moved to Memphis after
graduation and loves it there. Amy is considering leaving
Rockville and the Washington DC region to move to a place
where she can afford to live on her own and begin to start
saving to buy a home, even as she continues to pay off her
student loans. She would miss being near her family and all of
the amenities she loves in Rockville and the surrounding area.
But the high cost of housing makes staying in Rockville seem
impossible.
Prospects for moving up in her career are good here, but
economic opportunities are growing in other parts of the
country. In fact, there are several financial consulting firms in
Memphis, one that moved from DC to Tennessee just a year
ago.

are renters, and many double- and tripleup in order to afford their housing costs.

According to housing demand forecasts
prepared for the City of Rockville, the
number of households in the City headed
by someone under age 35 is expected to
increase by 1,450 between now and 2040.
Most of these young workers will be
renters, though most will also want to own
a home one day.
The City of Rockville can expand housing
options for young workers by incentivizing
affordable home ownership through the
MPDU program and working with
employers to offer employer assisted
housing programs.
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Forecast Methodology
The forecasts of Area Median Income (AMI) by housing type for the City of Rockville are derived from
three main components: housing demand from non-worker households, housing demand from workers
filling net new jobs, and housing demand from workers replacing jobs vacated by retirees. This process
relies on regional employment forecasts, jurisdictional-level population estimates and analysis of
American Community Survey data.
Geography: The forecasts reported in this report focus exclusively on the City of Rockville. However, in
order to derive the universe of demand from net new worker households, the job growth within the
Washington and Baltimore regions were examined.
Timeframe: The forecasts are for the 2015-2040 period.
Area Median Income Groups: We generate forecasts for six AMI groups. AMI is commonly used as a basis
for grouping households among affordable housing policymakers, planners and advocates. The AMI limits
are published annually by HUD for all U.S. metropolitan areas and correspond to the median family
income.
Housing Types: Within each AMI group, we forecast the demand for single-family owner, single-family
renters, multi-family owner, and multi-family renter. Townhouses and single-family attached are
considered single-family.
This methodology is divided into three sections:
I. Housing needs for households without a payroll job
II. Housing needs for net new workers and replacement workers for retirees
III. Regional housing characteristics and scenarios
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I. Housing needs for households without a payroll job
Households without a payroll job include retirees, students and many self-employed workers, the majority
of whom are living in the City of Rockville for a reason not tied to the traditional employment market.
Demographic changes are assumed to drive their future growth. The forecasted age group and sex of the
householder is used to determine the likelihood that a household would not have a payroll job. A forecast
of the population by age group and sex was first forecasted and then used to estimate the number of
households by the householder's age and sex.
I.a. Population Forecasts by Age:
To forecast the population by age group and sex, we first started by using cohort change ratios. 1 The
population in 1990, 2000 and 2010 was grouped by 5-year age group by sex. Between 1990 and 2000, a
cohort change ratio was calculated by dividing the 2000 population in each age and sex group by the 1990
population in each age and sex group, but for the age group 10 years younger. The cohort change ratio
captures both the “aging up” and net migration by age group and sex. The same was done for the 2000
and 2010 populations and the 2005 and 2015 populations. An average of the 1990-2000, 2000-2010 and
2005-2015 cohort change ratios was applied to the 2015 population to determine the forecasted age and
sex of residents over 10 years old in 2025, 2035 and 2040. The recent period was more heavily weighted
through the use of the 2005-2015 period. This was done to better capture recent trends that may be
missed by equally weighting the 1990-2000 trends. To determine the future number of children under ten
years old, a ratio of number of children under ten to the number of women between 20 and 44 years old
was calculated for 1990, 2000, 2005, 2010 and 2015. The average of this ratio was applied to the
forecasted number of women between 20 and 44 years old to estimate the number of children. Overall
population forecasts from the Round 9.0 Cooperative Forecast from Metropolitan Washington Council of
Governments (MWCOG) were used to control each forecast.
Using cohort change ratios alone for small area forecasts may lead to large percentage changes based on
small absolute changes. For that reason, we then stabilized the changes by taking into account national
growth forecasts. To do so, we calculated the share of the population in each age group by sex for both
the individual jurisdictions and the nation in 1990, 2000, 2005 2010 and 2015. We then calculated the
ratio of each age group by sex in each jurisdiction relative to the nation’s share (for example, the
percentage of the Rockville's population that is 25-29 year old and male in 2015 divided by the percentage
of the U.S. population that is 25-29 year old and male in the U.S. in 2015). This relative ratio was averaged
across the four periods. The average was then applied to the forecasted national share to determine share
of each jurisdiction’s population by age group and sex. These shares were then applied to the overall
population forecasts from MWCOG. An average of the two population estimates was used to take into
account both historic migration and growth patterns and national trends.
I.b. Households Forecasts by Householder Age and Sex:
We analyzed data from the 2012, 2013 and 2014 American Community Survey (an average of the one year
microdata samples) to estimate the percentage of each age group by sex who is a head of household (a
headship rate). Montgomery County's rates were applied to the City of Rockville, as the microdata sample
was too small. This headship rate was applied to the forecasted population by age and sex group to
1

a.k.a the Hamilton-Perry Method
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determine the number of households headed by each age group. The total households were controlled
to match the forecasted number of households from MWCOG.
I.c. Non-worker Household Forecasts:
Again using the 2012, 2013 and 2014 American Community Surveys, the current percentage of nonworker households by the householder’s age group and sex was calculated. Again, the County of
Montgomery was used to estimate this percentage within the City of Rockville. This percentage was
applied to the forecasted households by the householder’s age group and sex.
I.d. Non-worker Household Forecasts AMI and Unit Type:
The age and sex of the future non-working householder is assumed to drive the household’s AMI, housing
unit and other characteristics. From the 2012, 2013 and 2014 American Community Surveys, the share of
current non-working households in each AMI group and unit type was calculated for each the age group
by sex. These shares were then applied to the forecasted households by householder age group and sex
to distribute all non-working households by AMI, unit type and other characteristics.
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II. Housing needs for new worker households
II.a. Determine job growth by industry:
In this analysis, future job growth has two components: net new job growth and jobs vacated by retirees.
Net new job growth: IHS Economics provides job forecasts for 12 main industry sectors: construction,
natural resources, and mining; manufacturing; transportation, trade and utilities; information; financial
activities; professional and business services; education and health services; leisure and hospitality; other
services; federal government; state and local government; and military. Forecasts were adjusted if they
differed significantly from those produced by MWCOG.
Jobs vacated by retirees: The 2012, 2013, and 2014 American Community Survey microdata was used to
calculate the labor force participation rate for each 5-year age group for the population over 55 years old
in the Washington Metropolitan Area. Retirees younger than 55 years old are excluded because they may
be more likely to re-enter the workforce. Next, 2012, 2013, and 2014 American Community Survey
microdata was used to determine the number of workers who were likely to retire in the next decade and
the industry of these workers.
These needs were then combined to determine the total need by industry.
II.b. Assign new jobs to workers by age category:
The first step in moving from new jobs to housing demand is to estimate the age distribution of the new
workers. In other words, for each jurisdiction, we assigned some share of new workers in each sector to
one of five age groups: under 35, 35-44, 45-54, 55-64 or 65+. We assumed no new workers were aged 65
or older. For replacement workers, it is assumed that for more senior positions, the majority of the
workers directly filling the job are already in the region and in the same industry. So, as workers in senior
positions retire, their jobs will be filled by another worker in the region, leaving a more junior position
vacant, which will be filled by a younger worker.
The demand for different types of housing is associated with individuals’ ages and new workers will be
somewhat younger than the existing workforce. The age distribution is also important for estimating the
AMI, as the age of the worker is instrumental in determining his or her wage and household type.
We analyzed data from the 2012, 2013 and 2014 American Community Survey microdata to estimate the
age distribution of current workers for each industry sector. We then adjusted the age distribution to
account for the fact that new workers would be younger by analyzing 2012, 2013, and 2014 ACS data on
the age distribution of workers who had recently moved to the region. Through this analysis, we found
that recent movers to Montgomery County were about 95% more likely to be under 34 than existing
residents. All other age groups were less likely to be movers: 35-44 (12 percent less likely), 45-54 (54
percent less likely), 55-64 (67 percent less likely), 65+ (83 percent less likely).
We applied these ratios to the age distribution of existing workers who had earned a wage in each
jurisdiction to create an age distribution for new workers. The recent mover ratio was applied to those
under 34 first. In some cases, 100% of new workers were allocated to this age group. The workers in
groups that had workers leftover were distributed among the remaining age groups proportionally, based
on the mover rates. We assumed that no new workers were age 65 and older. If a sector only had current
workers in one of the age groups, all new workers were allocated to that group. When there were job
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losses in a sector, we used the same age distributions as we used for job gains, which may not be
appropriate.
Thus, for each sector in each jurisdiction, we estimated the percent of new jobs held by workers in each
age group.
II.c. Assign new workers to a household type:
Age is a determinant of both AMI group and housing type both because younger workers are more likely
to have lower wage-based incomes than older workers, and they are also more likely to live alone or be
in young families. For example, new workers under age 34 are more likely to live in one-person households
or two adult-no children households and workers age 35 to 44 are more likely to live in households with
children.
For this step of the analysis, we used the 212, 2013 and 2014 American Community Surveys to assign both
an AMI group and one of 11 household types to current workers. Because this forecast is for workers only,
only households with a worker are included in this step. The 11 household types are listed in Table A2.
Table A2. Household Types
Household Size
1-person households
2-person households
3-person households

4+ person households

Household Composition
1 adult
1 adult, 1 child
2 adults
1 adult, 2 child
2 adults, 1 child
3 adults
1 adult, 3+ children
2 adults, 2+ children
3 adults, 1+ children
4+ adults / 1+ children
4+ adults

These workers were then grouped by age and industry. Thus, for each jurisdiction, we assessed what
percent of workers under 35 years old lived in 1 adult households, by industry, what percent lived in 2
adult households and so on.
II.d. Assign new workers to an AMI group and determine the number of households
Next, we used the household type and industry of each worker to determine what share would earn <30
percent AMI, between 30 and 59% AMI, between 60 and 79% AMI, between 80 and 99% AMI, between
100 and 120% AMI, or 120%+ AMI. The AMI is dependent upon both the household size and the industry
of each worker, so both are used to estimate the number of workers by AMI group and household type.
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i) Using the 2012, 2013 and 2014 American Community Survey, the distribution of the AMI groups of
current workers by both industry and household was calculated. If a quarter of construction workers in 1
adult households earn less than 30% AMI, then 30% will do so in the future. 2
ii) Next, we determined the number of households formed by these workers. The average number of
workers in each of the 11 household types by AMI group is used to convert workers into households. The
average number of workers in each household type, AMI group and available jurisdiction was calculated
using the 2012, 2013 and 2014 American Community Surveys. This step assumes that workers who live in
the same household also work in the same jurisdiction.
II.e. Assign each new household a unit type
We now have a count of the number of household formed by each household type and AMI group based
on the number of new jobs coming to the region. Household type and household AMI are both associated
with the type of housing demand. Therefore, we use these counts to estimate the need for four different
types of housing units by the AMI group. The four housing unit types are: single-family (included singlefamily detached and single-family attached/townhome) owner and renter, and multi-family owner and
renter.
We used the 2012, 2013, and 2014 ACS 3-year microdata file to run crosstabulations of housing type (i.e.
four types) by household composition (i.e. 11 household types) for each of the six AMI groups. The results
of this analysis show the current distribution of housing types for different household types and household
incomes.
We ran this analysis for the following jurisdictions: Washington DC, for Arlington and Alexandria
combined, for Fairfax and Montgomery combined, and for all other jurisdictions combined. We did not
run the analysis for individual jurisdictions because the sample sizes were too small. We then applied
these distributions to the projected households for each jurisdiction to estimate the need for housing by
unit type and rent/price.

2

However, the future median income is adjusted so that approximately half the households in the region earn below
it and half earn above it. Any shifts in the future distribution are used to update the area median income groups.
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III. Determining the Demand for Home in Rockville
III.a. Determine which households “stay” in the region:
The total forecasted demand exceeds the forecasted supply, so commuting patterns were used to
determine the households who would become in-commuters. The location of the job, the unit type and
the AMI group of the household is used to determine who lives in the region and who lives outside the
region. The 2012, 2013, and 2014 American Community Survey data was used to get the current share of
workers by unit type, AMI group and workplace location who commute. These were then applied to future
worker households.
III.b. Adjust the Median Household Income to reflect the scenarios:
The area median income is the level at which half of families in the region have incomes that are higher
and half have incomes that are lower. After each forecast, the median income was re-calculated as
necessary, and each component re-run so that these shares were unchanged. The HUD methodology was
used to adjust the AMI group limits. The AMI adjustments were trial and error until the splits were
achieved.
III.c. Determine the demand for housing in Montgomery County
Commuting patterns based on workplace location, AMI group and unit type were used to determine which
households were most likely to demand housing in Montgomery County. These households were treated
like the universe of demand in for the City of Rockville.
III.d. Determine the demand for housing in the City of Rockville
The total number of households was constrained to the MWCOG Round 9.0 Cooperative Forecasts. Using
pipeline information from the City, the number of units by building types (single-family attached, singlefamily attached or multi-family) was estimated in 2040. All of the demographically-driven increase is
assumed to stay in the City, because migration has already been incorporated in these forecasts. These
households are "given" homes from the projected pipeline. The remaining new homes are allocated to
new worker households. The number of "remaining" homes by type is divided by the number of new
worker households by type for Montgomery County. It is assumed that Rockville when then capture that
share of households, with characteristics reflecting the those forecasted in Montgomery county based on
housing type. These households are combined with the households without a payroll job to determine
the increase in new households.
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A Note on Area Median Income Thresholds
The AMI limits in this forecast use U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) limits and
methods when forecasting.
Household Size Adjustment:
AMI thresholds are dependent on household size. The 100 percent AMI threshold for a 4-person
household is equal to the region’s AMI and all other households are calculated using a 4-person household
as the base as shown in Table A1. AMI limits for households smaller than four people are 100 percent of
the 4-person limit minus ten percent for each fewer person. AMI limits for households larger than four
people are 100 percent of the 4-person limit plus eight percent for each additional person.
Table A1. FY 2015 AMI Limits, Washington Metro Area
1-Person

2-Person

3-Person

4-Person

5-Person

6-Person

7-Person

8-Person

70% of
4-person
HH

80% of
4-person
HH

90% of
4-person
HH

100%

108% of
4-person
HH

116% of
4-person
HH

124% of
4-person
HH

132% of
4-person
HH

22,932

26,208

29,484

32,760

35,381

38,002

40,622

43,243

Very Low Income
Limits (50% AMI)

38,220

43,680

49,140

54,600

58,968

63,336

67,704

72,072

Low Income Limits
(80% AMI)

61,152

69,888

78,624

87,360

94,349

101,338

108,326

115,315

100% AMI

76,440

87,360

98,280

109,200

117,936

126,672

135,408

144,144

120% AMI

91,728

104,832

117,936

131,040

141,523

152,006

162,490

172,973

Extremely
Low
Income
Limits
(30% AMI)

Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

Income Limit Adjustments:
After establishing the 100 percent AMI limits for each household size, the extremely low 3, very low and
120 percent AMI limits are calculated. The 100 percent AMI limits for each household size are multiplied
by 30 percent, 50 percent, and 120 percent, respectively. Unlike the HUD estimates, the limits were not
rounded up to the nearest $50. This method was used when forecasting these AMI limits. The forecasts
assume that other adjustments considered by HUD for these AMI groups, including ceilings or floors, are
not applicable.

3

The HUD methodology changed in FY 2014 (see
http://www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/il/il2014/2014summary.odn). This updated methodology is not
incorporated in these forecasts.
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A Note on Geography
When comparing the City of Rockville to the Washington region, the below definition is used (Figure A1).
This does not align with the 2013 metropolitan statistical area but is the closest approximate available
when using the American Community Survey microdata.
Figure A1. Washington Region For Comparison

However, the Baltimore region is an important source of jobs for Rockville City residents and was included
the employment forecasts. The counties to the west in both Virginia and West Virginia are outside the
commuting shed for the City of Rockville and were excluded.
Figure A2. Employment
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I.a. Population of Rockville City, Maryland (2000-2045)

Population
Estimate (July 1 of Each Year)
2000
47,748
2001
49,390
2002
50,866
2003
52,121
2004
53,212
2005
54,404
2006
55,509
2007
56,602
2008
58,051
2009
59,833
2010
61,536
2011
62,155
2012
63,208
2013
63,869
2014
65,601
2015
66,980
Forecast
2020
71,518
2025
76,871
2030
80,357
2035
83,571
2040
86,827
2045
89,893

Annual
Growth Rate
N/A
3.4%
3.0%
2.5%
2.1%
2.2%
2.0%
2.0%
2.6%
3.1%
2.8%
1.0%
1.7%
1.0%
2.7%
2.1%
1.3%
1.5%
0.9%
0.8%
0.8%
0.7%

Source: U.S. Census (Vintage 2015 Population Estimates and Intercensal Population Estimates)
and MWCOG (Round 9.0)
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I.b (1) Population by Age, Rockville City (2000 and 2014)

Under 18
18-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65-74
75-84
85+
Total Population

Population
2000
2014
11,081
13,591
3,319
5,267
6,725
11,042
8,477
9,721
6,998
7,399
4,573
8,308
3,238
5,112
2,171
3,671
806
1,830
47,388
65,941

Percent
Change
2000-2014
22.7%
58.7%
64.2%
14.7%
5.7%
81.7%
57.9%
69.1%
127.0%
39.2%

Source: 2014 American Community Survey, 1-year file, and 2000 Decennial Census (Summary File 1)
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I.b (2) Population by Race and Ethnicity, Rockville City (2000 and 2014)

Non-Hispanic
White
Black/African-American
Asian or Pacific Islander
Multi-racial/Other
Hispanic
Total Population

Population
2000
2014
41,859
54,258
29,342
33,523
4,200
6,334
7,013
12,284
1,304
2,117
5,529
11,683
47,388
65,941

Percent
Change
2000-2014
29.6%
14.2%
50.8%
75.2%
62.3%
111.3%
39.2%

Source: 2014 American Community Survey, 1-year file, and 2000 Decennial Census (Summary File 3)
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I.b (3) Educational Attainment, Population Over 25, Rockville City (2000 and 2014)

Less than high school
High school diploma/GED
Associate's degree or some college
Bachelor's degree
Graduate or professional degree
Total Population Age 25+

Population
2000
2014
3,615
3,760
5,392
4,909
6,628
8,214
8,081
13,402
9,500
16,798
33,216
47,083

Percent
Change
2000-2014
4.0%
-9.0%
23.9%
65.8%
76.8%
41.7%

Source: 2014 American Community Survey, 1-year file, and 2000 Decennial Census (Summary File 1)
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I.b (4) Households by Household Size, Rockville City (2000 and 2014)

1 Person
2 People
3 People
4 People
5+ People
Total Households

Households
2000
2014
4,112
7,567
5,559
8,326
3,088
4,053
2,626
3,488
1,862
2,111
17,247
25,545

Percent
Change
2000-2014
84.0%
49.8%
31.3%
32.8%
13.4%
48.1%

Source: 2014 American Community Survey, 1-year file, and 2000 Decennial Census (Summary File 1)
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I.b (5) Household Income, Rockville City (1999 and 2014)
1999
Households
(Current $s)
<$15,000
$15,000-29,999
$30,000-59,999
$60,000 to $74,999
$75,000 to $99,999
$100,000 to $124,999
$125,000 to $149,999
$150,000 to $199,999
$200,000+
Total Households

1,456
1,722
4,243
1,965
2,700
1,830
1,263
1,244
799
17,222

Median Household Income
Current $s
2014 $s

68,918
97,931

Share
8.5%
10.0%
24.6%
11.4%
15.7%
10.6%
7.3%
7.2%
4.6%
100.0%

2014
Households
Share
2,080
1,118
4,645
2,386
3,632
2,786
1,816
3,718
3,364
25,545

8.1%
4.4%
18.2%
9.3%
14.2%
10.9%
7.1%
14.6%
13.2%
100.0%

90,606
90,606

Source: 2014 American Community Survey, 1-year file, and 2000 Decennial Census (Summary File 3)
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I.b (6) Household Net Worth, Rockville City (2014)

<$15,000
$15,000-$34,999
$35,000-$49,999
$50,000-$74,999
$75,000-$99,999
$100,000-$149,999
$150,000-$249,999
$250,000-$499,999
$500,000+
Median Net Worth

Share of
Households
19.3%
6.8%
3.9%
6.7%
4.2%
7.1%
7.6%
12.4%
32.1%
$ 171,439

Source: Esri
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I.b (7) Households by Household Type, Rockville City (2000 and 2014)

Family Households
Married-Couple
With Children
Without Children
Single-Parent
Other Familly Households
Non-Family Households
Living Alone
Age 65+
Under age 65
Other Non-Family Households
Total Households
Avg. household size
Avg. family size

Percent
Change
Households
2000
2014
2000-2014
12,002
15,976
33.1%
9,759
12,068
23.7%
4,602
5,301
15.2%
5,157
6,767
31.2%
1,098
2,014
83.4%
1,145
1,894
65.4%
5,245
9,569
82.4%
4,112
7,569
84.1%
1,538
3,320
115.9%
2,574
4,249
65.1%
1,133
2,000
76.5%
17,247
25,545
48.1%
2.65
2.55
-3.8%
3.13
3.22
2.9%

Source: 2014 American Community Survey, 1-year file, and 2000 Decennial Census (Summary File 1)
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Exhibit 13
I.c (1) Jobs Located in Rockville City, Maryland (2005-2014)

2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014

Jobs
68,319
69,878
73,497
75,931
76,159
74,581
76,206
76,541
75,695
75,477

Percent
Change
N/A
2.3%
5.2%
3.3%
0.3%
-2.1%
2.2%
0.4%
-1.1%
-0.3%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, OnTheMap Application and LEHD Origin-Destination
Employment Statistics (Beginning of Quarter Employment, 2nd Quarter of 2002-2014),
Lisa Sturtevant & Associates, LLC
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Exhibit 13
I.c (2) Jobs by Sector Located in Rockville City, Maryland (2005-2014)

Jobs
Natural Resources & Mining
Utilities
Construction
Manufacturing
Wholesale Trade
Retail Trade
Transportation & Warehousing
Information
Finance & Insurance
Real Estate & Rental & Leasing
Professional, Scientific, & Technical Services
Mgt. of Companies & Enterprises
Adm. & Support, Waste Mgt. & Remediation
Educational Services
Health Care & Social Assistance
Arts, Entertainment, & Recreation
Accommodation & Food Services
Other Services
Government
Government, Educational Services
Total
Share of Total
Natural Resources & Mining
Utilities
Construction
Manufacturing
Wholesale Trade
Retail Trade
Transportation & Warehousing
Information
Finance & Insurance
Real Estate & Rental & Leasing
Professional, Scientific, & Technical Services
Mgt. of Companies & Enterprises
Adm. & Support, Waste Mgt. & Remediation
Educational Services
Health Care & Social Assistance
Arts, Entertainment, & Recreation
Accommodation & Food Services
Other Services
Government
Government, Educational Services
Total

2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
38
56
82
82
72
66
182
150
163
151
169
148
2,725
2,808
2,773
2,852
2,438
2,542
1,241
1,302
1,355
1,396
1,441
1,091
2,370
2,241
2,441
2,348
1,992
1,917
4,155
4,227
3,905
3,967
3,530
3,412
717
584
474
371
382
385
3,180
3,175
2,824
2,876
3,344
2,617
4,122
3,970
3,614
3,573
3,445
3,332
1,018
896
1,181
1,168
1,091
1,113
13,052 13,799 14,062 14,977 15,878 15,023
551
561
617
938
862
641
4,419
4,007
4,647
4,610
3,951
4,333
388
465
479
564
625
537
5,640
6,008
5,364
5,403
5,786
5,940
672
754
714
796
734
724
3,181
3,591
3,557
3,654
3,681
3,719
2,127
2,232
2,265
2,309
2,254
2,284
18,497 19,026 22,990 23,912 24,500 24,785
7,230
8,682 12,431 12,859 12,517 12,515
68,319 69,878 73,497 75,931 76,159 74,581
2005
0%
0%
4%
2%
3%
6%
1%
5%
6%
1%
19%
1%
6%
1%
8%
1%
5%
3%
27%
11%
100%

2006
0%
0%
4%
2%
3%
6%
1%
5%
6%
1%
20%
1%
6%
1%
9%
1%
5%
3%
27%
12%
100%

2007
0%
0%
4%
2%
3%
5%
1%
4%
5%
2%
19%
1%
6%
1%
7%
1%
5%
3%
31%
17%
100%

2008
0%
0%
4%
2%
3%
5%
0%
4%
5%
2%
20%
1%
6%
1%
7%
1%
5%
3%
31%
17%
100%

2009
0%
0%
3%
2%
3%
5%
1%
4%
5%
1%
21%
1%
5%
1%
8%
1%
5%
3%
32%
16%
100%

2010
0%
0%
3%
1%
3%
5%
1%
4%
4%
1%
20%
1%
6%
1%
8%
1%
5%
3%
33%
17%
100%

2011
50
141
2,073
1,224
2,036
3,642
291
2,130
3,586
1,356
15,841
766
4,728
892
6,828
690
3,904
2,338
23,690
10,615
76,206
2011
0%
0%
3%
2%
3%
5%
0%
3%
5%
2%
21%
1%
6%
1%
9%
1%
5%
3%
31%
14%
100%

2012
56
276
1,902
1,062
2,041
3,984
273
1,695
3,126
1,276
15,668
658
4,251
940
7,385
706
3,997
2,774
24,471
10,539
76,541
2012
0%
0%
2%
1%
3%
5%
0%
2%
4%
2%
20%
1%
6%
1%
10%
1%
5%
4%
32%
14%
100%

2013

2014
30
2
251
234
1,782
2,091
945
1,297
1,992
1,874
4,024
3,803
258
242
1,601
2,488
3,250
3,085
1,436
1,357
14,758 12,885
731
884
3,837
4,042
1,036
961
6,980
6,426
696
730
3,910
4,110
2,645
2,514
25,533
26,452
10,687 10,632
75,695 75,477

2013
0%
0%
2%
1%
3%
5%
0%
2%
4%
2%
19%
1%
5%
1%
9%
1%
5%
3%
34%
14%
100%

2014
0%
0%
3%
2%
2%
5%
0%
3%
4%
2%
17%
1%
5%
1%
9%
1%
5%
3%
35%
14%
100%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, OnTheMap Application and LEHD Origin-Destination Employment Statistics (Beginning of Quarter Employment, 2nd Quarter of 2002-2014),
Lisa Sturtevant & Associates, LLC
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I.c (3) Home Location of Rockville City Jobholders (2002 and 2014)
2002

2014

#
4,207
40,654
44,861

Share
5.4%
52.4%
57.8%

#
4,113
38,005
42,118

Share
5.4%
50.4%
55.8%

Prince George's County, MD
Frederick County, MD
Howard County, MD
Fairfax County, VA
District of Columbia, DC
Baltimore County, MD
Anne Arundel County, MD
Baltimore city, MD

5,642
5,058
2,221
2,043
2,303
2,095
3,138
1,916

7.3%
6.5%
2.9%
2.6%
3.0%
2.7%
4.0%
2.5%

5,951
5,758
2,575
2,393
2,209
2,080
2,035
1,151

7.9%
7.6%
3.4%
3.2%
2.9%
2.8%
2.7%
1.5%

Elsewhwere in Maryland
Elsewhwere in Virginia

5,103
2,008

6.6%
2.6%

4,035
2,760

5.3%
3.7%

Rockville City, MD
Elsewhere in Montgomery County
Montgomery County, Overall

Other

(43,643)

-56.2%

(39,707)

-52.6%

Total

77,606

100.0%

75,476

100.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, OnTheMap Application and LEHD Origin-Destination Employment Statistics
(Beginning of Quarter Employment, 2nd Quarter)
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I.c (4) Home Location of Rockville City Employees* (2016)

ZIP Codes 20850, 20851 or 20852
ZIP Codes 20853 or 20854
Elsewhere in Montgomery County
Montgomery County, Overall

Permanent
#
Share
108
20.4%
31
5.9%
202
38.2%
341
64.5%

Temporary
#
Share
284
39.0%
95
13.0%
281
38.6%
660
90.7%

Frederick County, MD
Prince George's County, MD
Carroll County, MD
Washington County, MD
District of Columbia, DC
Howard County, MD

63
27
21
19
13
11

11.9%
5.1%
4.0%
3.6%
2.5%
2.1%

13
13
5
1
10
12

1.8%
1.8%
0.7%
0.1%
1.4%
1.6%

Elsewhwere in Maryland
Elsewhwere in Virginia

11
8

2.1%
1.5%

10
3

1.4%
0.4%

Other

15

2.8%

1

0.1%

Total

529

100.0%

728

100.0%

*Based on ZIP Code data
Source: City of Rockville
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Exhibit 13
I.c (5) Home Location of Montgomery College Students (2016)
Credit
ZIP Codes 20850, 20851 or 20852
ZIP Codes 20853 or 20854
Elsewhere in Montgomery County
Montgomery County, Overall
Prince George's County, MD
District of Columbia, DC
Howard County, MD
Frederick County, MD
Charles County, MD
Anne Arundel County, MD
Elsewhwere in Maryland
Elsewhwere in Virginia
Other
Total

Non-Credit
#
Share
618
9.5%
365
5.6%
3,832
59.1%
4,815
74.3%

#
1,580
1,015
11,840
14,435

Share
9.0%
5.8%
67.3%
82.0%

1,881
645
180
163
25
25

10.7%
3.7%
1.0%
0.9%
0.1%
0.1%

724
140
84
96
112
111

11.2%
2.2%
1.3%
1.5%
1.7%
1.7%

129
55

0.7%
0.3%

226
146

3.5%
2.3%

63

0.4%

29

0.4%

17,601

100.0%

6,483

100.0%

*Based on ZIP Code data
Source: Montgomery College
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I.c (6) Home Location of Montgomery College Employees (2016)
#
208
92
1,382
1,682

Share
7.7%
3.4%
50.9%
62.0%

Prince George's County, MD
Frederick County, MD
District of Columbia, DC
Howard County, MD
Fairfax County, VA
Carroll County, MD

313
167
143
80
69
48

11.5%
6.2%
5.3%
2.9%
2.5%
1.8%

Elsewhwere in Maryland
Elsewhwere in Virginia

123
49

4.5%
1.8%

41

1.5%

2,715

100.0%

ZIP Codes 20850, 20851 or 20852
ZIP Codes 20853 or 20854
Elsewhere in Montgomery County
Montgomery County, Overall

Other
Total
*Based on ZIP Code data
Source: Montgomery College
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I.c (7) Unemployment Rate, Rockville City, Maryland (2000-2015)

2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015

Percent
2.6
3.1
3.5
3.3
3.2
3.0
2.8
2.5
3.0
4.9
5.1
4.8
4.7
4.6
4.0
3.6

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (Local Area Unemployment Statistics)
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I.c (8) Employed Residents, Rockville City, Maryland (2000-2015)

2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015

People
24,922
25,046
25,219
25,301
25,307
29,291
30,465
30,325
30,923
30,623
33,074
33,218
33,696
33,936
34,785
35,233

Percent
Change
N/A
0.5%
0.7%
0.3%
0.0%
15.7%
4.0%
-0.5%
2.0%
-1.0%
8.0%
0.4%
1.4%
0.7%
2.5%
1.3%

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (Local Area Unemployment Statistics)
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I.c (9) Work Location of Rockville City Residents (2002 and 2014)
2002

2014

#
4,207
8,371
12,578

Share
21.9%
43.5%
65.4%

#
4,113
11,602
15,715

Share
15.1%
42.6%
57.7%

1,138
1,342
437
614
575
467
363
358
197

0.0%
5.9%
7.0%
2.3%
3.2%
3.0%
2.4%
1.9%
1.9%
1.0%

3,532
1,461
1,368
796
620
543
462
437
426
324

13.0%
5.4%
5.0%
2.9%
2.3%
2.0%
1.7%
1.6%
1.6%
1.2%

Elsewhwere in Maryland
Elsewhwere in Virginia

677
295

3.5%
1.5%

521
487

1.9%
1.8%

Other

185

1.0%

548

2.0%

19,226

100.0%

27,240

100.0%

Rockville City, MD
Elsewhere in Montgomery County
Montgomery County, Overall
District of Columbia, DC
Fairfax County, VA
Prince George's County, MD
Anne Arundel County, MD
Howard County, MD
Baltimore County, MD
Baltimore city, MD
Arlington County, VA
Frederick County, MD
Loudoun County, VA

Total

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, OnTheMap Application and LEHD Origin-Destination Employment Statistics
(Beginning of Quarter Employment, 2nd Quarter)
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I.c (10) Mode of Transportation to Work for Rockville City Residents (2000 and 2014)
2000
Drove Alone
Carpooled
Public Transportation
Bicycled
Walked
Other
Worked at home
Total

#
16,139
2,547
3,308
63
537
113
1,173
23,880

2014
Share
67.6%
10.7%
13.9%
0.3%
2.2%
0.5%
4.9%
100.0%

#
22,078
4,243
5,123
331
1,206
106
1,658
34,745

Share
63.5%
12.2%
14.7%
1.0%
3.5%
0.3%
4.8%
100.0%

Source: 2014 American Community Survey, 1-year file, and 2000 Decennial Census (Summary File 3)
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II.a (1) Housing Units by Tenure, Rockville City (2000 and 2014)
Occupied Units

Owned
Owned with mortgage*
Owned free and clear*
Not Available*
Rented**
Total Occupied Housing Units

2000
No.
11,669
8,294
2,157
1,218
5,578
17,247

Pct.
67.7%
48.1%
12.5%
7.1%
32.3%
100.0%

2014
No.
Pct.
57.0%
14,553
38.3%
9,781
18.7%
4,772
NA
NA
43.0%
10,992
25,545
100.0%

*Only includes specified units
**Includes units occupied without rent
Source: 2014 1-Year American Community Survey, 2000 Decennial Census (Summary File 1 and Summary File 3)
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II.a (2) Housing Units by Building Type, Rockville City (2000 and 2014)
Occupied Units

Single-family detached
Single-family attached/townhouse
2-4 units
5-19 units
20-49 units
50+ units
Mobile home/trailer/other
Total Occupied Housing Units

2000
No.
10,298
2,700
351
1,714
637
1,519
26
17,245

Pct.
59.7%
15.7%
2.0%
9.9%
3.7%
8.8%
0.2%
100.0%

2014
No.
Pct.
43.2%
11,041
16.8%
4,284
3.2%
817
11.0%
2,799
6.1%
1,550
19.8%
5,054
0.0%
25,545
100.0%

Source: 2014 1-Year American Community Survey, 2000 Decennial Census (Summary File 3)
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II.a (3) Housing Units by Number of Bedrooms, Rockville City (2000 and 2014)
Occupied Units

No Bedrooms / Studio
1 Bedroom
2 Bedrooms
3 Bedrooms
4 Bedrooms
5+ Bedrooms
Total Occupied Housing Units

2000
No.
512
1,972
2,832
5,556
5,086
1,287
17,245

Pct.
3.0%
11.4%
16.4%
32.2%
29.5%
7.5%
100.0%

2014
No.
Pct.
1.7%
424
15.8%
4,041
22.7%
5,800
29.1%
7,421
23.4%
5,989
7.3%
1,870
25,545
100.0%

Source: 2014 1-Year American Community Survey, 2000 Decennial Census (Summary File 3)
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II.a (4) Subsidized Housing Units, Rockville City (2016)
2016

Housing Choice Voucher and Public Housing
Rockville Housing Enterprise
Moderately Priced Dwelling Unit
Total Units

No.
514
178
661
1,353

Pct.
38.0%
13.2%
48.9%
100.0%

Source: Rockville City
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II.a (4) Multi-Family Housing Units, Rockville City (2016)
2016

Apartments
Condominiums
Garden Apartments

No.
7,665
2,206
427

Pct.
74.4%
21.4%
4.1%

Senior Housing

2,462

23.9%

10,298

100.0%

Total Units
Source: Rockville City
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II.a (6) Housing Units by Building Age, Rockville City (2000 and 2014)
Occupied Units

No.
Built 2010 or later
Built 1990 to March 2000
Built 2000 to 2009
Built 1990 to 1999
Built 1980 to 1989
Built 1970 to 1979
Built 1960 to 1969
Built 1950 to 1959
Built 1940 or earlier
Total Occupied Housing Units

2000

NA
1,718
NA
NA
1,627
4,120
4,526
3,657
1,597
17,245

Pct.
NA
10.0%
NA
NA
9.4%
23.9%
26.2%
21.2%
9.3%
100.0%

2014
No.
Pct.
2.1%
537
NA
NA
24.3%
6,195
10.8%
2,749
7.8%
1,994
14.3%
3,659
20.8%
5,316
14.7%
3,746
5.3%
1,349
25,545
100.0%

Source: 2014 1-Year American Community Survey, 2000 Decennial Census (Summary File 3)
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II.b (1) Rental Housing Units by Building Type, Rockville City (2000 and 2014)
Occupied Units

Single-family detached
Single-family attached/townhouse
2-4 units
5-19 units
20-49 units
50+ units
Mobile home/trailer/other
Total Occupied Housing Units

2000
No.
1,171
822
239
1,463
562
1,268
7
5,532

Pct.
21.2%
14.9%
4.3%
26.4%
10.2%
22.9%
0.1%
100.0%

2014
No.
Pct.
11.3%
1,242
14.3%
1,574
4.1%
447
18.6%
2,046
10.7%
1,180
41.0%
4,503
0.0%
10,992
100.0%

Source: 2014 1-Year American Community Survey, 2000 Decennial Census (Summary File 3)
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II.b (2) Median Gross Rent, Rockville City (2000 and 2014)

Median Gross Rent

2000
972

2014
1,802

Source: 2014 1-Year American Community Survey, 2000 Decennial Census (Summary File 3)
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II.b (3) Gross Rent Distribution, Rockville City (2010-2014 Average)
Renter Occupied Units

<$750
$750-999
$1,000-1,249
$1,250 to $1,499
$1,500 to $1,999
$2,000 or more
Occupied without Rent
Total Renter Occupied Housing Units

2010-2014
Average
No.
Pct.
10.0%
997
2.5%
247
10.1%
1,009
14.8%
1,470
34.4%
3,428
25.0%
2,489
3.1%
311
9,951 100.0%

Source: 2010-2014 5-Year American Community Survey

Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment
City of Rockville, Maryland

Appendix

Exhibit 13
II.b (4) Rental Market Statistics, Rockville City, Class A & B projects, 2000 - 2Q 2016

2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2Q 2016

Stabilized
Vacancy
Rate
0.8%
2.4%
1.7%
7.7%
3.2%
1.2%
1.8%
4.2%
3.6%
6.9%
6.8%
4.3%
5.6%
5.4%
4.7%
3.1%
2.4%

Effective
Rent
$1,307
$1,376
$1,351
$1,334
$1,379
$1,476
$1,642
$1,606
$1,622
$1,609
$1,784
$1,815
$1,833
$1,813
$1,743
$1,854
$1,814

Effective
Rent/SF
$1.38
$1.40
$1.41
$1.35
$1.39
$1.50
$1.70
$1.65
$1.66
$1.63
$1.81
$1.84
$1.86
$1.84
$1.77
$1.91
$1.87

Source: Delta Associates
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II.b (5) Absorption Rates, Rockville City, Class A projects

Jefferson at King Farm
Centergate King Farm - Phase II
Alden Branch at Fallsgrove
Centergate King Farm - Phase III
Crest at Congressional Plaza
Westchester at Rockville Town Ctr.
Summit Falls Grove
Jefferson at Congressional Village
Fenestra
Westchester at Rockville Station
The Alaire
The Terano
Upton at Rockville
Galvan
Total

Project
Type
Low-Rise
Low-Rise
Low-Rise
Low-Rise
Mid-Rise
Low-Rise
Low-Rise
Low-Rise
Mid-Rise
Low-Rise
Mid-Rise
Mid-Rise
High-Rise
Mid-Rise

Total Units
417
352
317
277
124
187
233
349
492
163
237
182
223
302
3,855

Units
Absorbed
417
352
317
277
124
187
233
349
492
163
237
173
150
135
3,606

Marketing
Project
Date
Overall Monthly
Began
Delivered Stabilized Lease-up Pace
2/99
3/00
Sep-00
22
6/00
8/00
Jun-16
14
3/02
~5/02
Sep-16
16
6/02
7/02
Mar-16
8
12/02
1/03
Feb-16
9
7/03
7/03
Mar-16
9
12/03
11/04
Jun-16
13
5/04
9/05
May-16
14
7/07
8/07
May-16
20
3/09
3/09
Feb-16
12
3/10
3/10
Aug-16
12
2/15
5/15
N/A
11
4/15
5/15
N/A
11
10/15
12/15
N/A
17

Source: Delta Associates
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II.b (6) Rental Units by Size and Current Rent as a Percent of AMI, 2015
Affordable to
<30% AMI
30-59% AMI
60-79% AMI
80-99% AMI
100-119% AMI
120%+ AMI
Vacant
Total

0 Bedrooms 1 Bedroom 2 Bedrooms 3 Bedroom 4 Bedrooms
137
149
15
38
642
586
81
3
19
1,330
1,487
246
9
369
620
236
6
36
126
15
1
1
101
69
2
3
33
66
7
207
2,660
2,969
587
10

Total
410
1,347
3,085
1,240
178
173
111
6,433

Source: Montgomery County Rental Survey, 2015
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II.c (1) Ownership Rate, Rockville City (2000 and 2014)

Ownership Rate

2000
67.7%

2014
57.0%

Source: 2014 1-Year American Community Survey, 2000 Decennial Census (Summary File 1)
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II.c (2) Housing Units by Home Value, Rockville City (2000 and 2014)
Owner Occupied Units, in Current Dollars

Less than $150,000
$150,000 to $199,999
$200,000 to $299,999
$300,000 to $499,999
$500,000 to $999,999
$1,000,000 or more
Total Owner Occupied Housing Units

2000*
No.
Pct.
23.2%
2,429
27.2%
2,842
25.4%
2,659
23.3%
2,436
80
0.8%
0.0%
10,451
100.0%

2014
No.
Pct.
3.5%
513
2.2%
320
12.2%
1,782
35.1%
5,103
44.8%
6,523
2.1%
312
14,553
100.0%

*Only includes specified units
Source: 2014 1-Year American Community Survey, 2000 Decennial Census (Summary File 3)
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II.c (3) Assessed Value by Building Type, Rockville City (FY 2016)*

<$200k
$200-299k
$300-399k
$400-499k
$500-599k
$600-799k
$800-999k
$1M+
Total

GardenStyle
Building
540
346
435
98
15
27
1,461

High-Rise
Building
239
422
84
25
24
8
1
803

Units
Single-Family
Attached and
Single-Family
Townhomes
Detached
168
144
470
3,811
795
1,107
949
1,687
942
2,226
211
1,640
1
552
64
3,536
11,231

Total
1,091
5,049
2,421
2,759
3,207
1,886
554
64
17,031

Garden-Style
Building
37.0%
23.7%
29.8%
6.7%
1.0%
1.8%
0.0%
0.0%
100.0%

Share of Total
Single-Family
SingleFamily
High-Rise Attached and
Townhomes Detached
Building
29.8%
4.8%
1.3%
52.6%
13.3%
33.9%
10.5%
22.5%
9.9%
3.1%
26.8%
15.0%
3.0%
26.6%
19.8%
1.0%
6.0%
14.6%
0.1%
0.0%
4.9%
0.0%
0.0%
0.6%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%

Total
6.4%
29.6%
14.2%
16.2%
18.8%
11.1%
3.3%
0.4%
100.0%

*Excludes properties with no assessed value
Source: Rockville City
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II.c (4) Number of Sales of Existing and New Homes, Rockville City (2000-2015)

2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015

Condo
Properties
80
96
109
124
155
140
129
91
105
68
97
82
114
132
120
127

Existing Homes
SingleSingleFamily
Family
Attached
Detached
105
440
116
441
129
456
174
473
189
529
195
490
154
411
153
363
120
312
141
397
130
357
139
289
123
315
157
369
135
353
129
390

Total
625
653
694
771
873
825
694
607
537
606
584
510
552
658
608
646

Condo
Properties
4
23
15
27
19
3
2
1
5

1

New Construction*
SingleSingleFamily
Family
Attached Detached
35
34
27
41
44
39
49
22
26
14
15
23
14
7
7
4
5
4
10
6
1
8
2
11
2
2
2
1
2

Total
69
72
106
86
67
57
17
16
10
19
6
9
13
5
2
3

Total
694
725
800
857
940
882
711
623
547
625
590
519
565
663
610
649

**Only includes sales in MRIS system
Source: Metropolitan Regional Information Systems (MRIS)

Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment
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II.c (5) Median Sales Price of Existing and New Home Sales, Rockville City (2000-2015)

2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015

Condo
Properties
95,250
141,500
185,000
230,500
305,000
390,500
378,750
360,000
335,000
320,250
310,000
308,450
303,500
327,250
330,750
305,000

Existing Homes
SingleSingleFamily
Family
Attached
Detached
215,100
185,000
274,500
225,000
350,000
278,000
417,500
316,150
505,000
355,250
574,900
450,250
571,000
459,900
555,000
480,000
535,000
469,500
538,000
370,000
521,750
366,000
546,000
400,000
550,000
460,000
540,000
444,000
540,000
455,000
540,000
444,500

Total
180,000
217,000
265,000
319,900
371,500
467,000
465,000
490,000
450,000
415,000
400,000
441,500
431,250
439,500
453,000
441,250

Condo
Properties
N/A
247,116
269,000
336,440
459,000
465,000
730,000
497,500
575,000
324,000
N/A
N/A
N/A
291,872
N/A
N/A

New Construction*
SingleSingleFamily
Family
Attached
Detached
312,000
406,639
310,624
501,353
375,279
544,274
457,680
575,720
570,240
605,991
627,000
886,232
N/A
810,000
429,600
640,000
428,450
850,000
397,450
606,500
N/A
522,000
357,000
941,285
458,750
600,000
678,315
565,727
N/A
673,500
470,000
730,000

Total
350,634
373,650
396,846
462,669
555,000
620,000
735,000
472,500
552,500
485,000
522,000
938,547
567,500
597,988
673,500
555,000

Total
195,000
230,000
278,000
337,000
380,550
475,000
467,900
490,000
450,000
415,000
400,000
447,000
440,000
440,000
453,950
443,500

**Only includes sales in MRIS system
Source: Metropolitan Regional Information Systems (MRIS)
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II.c (6) Median Days-On-Market of Existing Home Sales, Rockville City (2000-2015)

2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015

Condo
Properties
26
5
6
7
8
11
33
26
41
32
42
34
22
21
27
28

Existing Homes
SingleSingleFamily
Family
Attached
Detached
12
12
8
10
8
8
8
14
9
11
8
11
32
28
40
39
37
45
23
28
18
20
19
24
24
16
11
10
18
15
18
16

Total
13
9
8
11
10
10
30
39
42
27
23
25
19
12
18
18

Source: Metropolitan Regional Information Systems (MRIS)
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II.c (7) Active Listings by Price and Select Characteristic, Rockville City, Jan-Aug 2016 Average

<$200k
Home Type
Single-Family Detached
Single-Family Attached
Condo Properties
Number of Bedrooms
1 Bedroom
2 Bedrooms
3 Bedrooms
4+ Bedrooms
Total

$200-399k $400-599k $600-799k $800-999k

7

7
7

36
2
63

43
31
52

16
37
35
13

3
41
47
34

100

126

56
39
0

23
1
1

-

0
2
30
63
95

2
22
25

$1M+
10
-

Total
168
72
122

10

26
80
114
142

10

362

-

Source: Metropolitan Regional Information Systems (MRIS)

Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment
City of Rockville, Maryland
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II.c (8) Bank-Mediated Home Sales, Rockville City* (2000-2015)

2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015

Bank-Mediated Sales
As % of All
#
Sales
7
0.5%
3
0.2%
1
0.1%
1
0.1%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
4
0.3%
20
2.1%
139
13.3%
213
19.9%
147
16.2%
97
9.1%
84
7.1%
62
5.5%
82
7.1%

* Includes sales with a ZIP code of 20850, 20851 or 20852.
Source: RealEstate Business Intelligence

Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment
City of Rockville, Maryland
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II.c (10) Land Value to Improvement Value Ratio of Ownership Units by Building Type, Rockville City (FY 2016)*

>0.5
0.5-0.749
0.75-.99
1.0-1.249
1.25-1.49
1.5-1.99
2.0-2.49
2.5+
No Improvement Value
Total

GardenStyle
Building
1,248
24
1,272

High-Rise
Building
746
14
760

Units
Single-Family
Attached and
Townhomes
743
875
825
499
260
129
37
23
54
3,445

Single-Family
Detached
80
632
1,658
1,468
1,653
2,919
1,698
1,073
44
11,225

Total
2,817
1,531
2,483
1,967
1,913
3,048
1,735
1,096
112
16,702

Garden-Style
Building
98.1%
1.9%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
100.0%

Share of Total
Single-Family
SingleHigh-Rise
Attached and
Family
Building
Townhomes
Detached
98.2%
21.6%
0.7%
0.0%
25.4%
5.6%
0.0%
23.9%
14.8%
0.0%
14.5%
13.1%
0.0%
7.5%
14.7%
0.0%
3.7%
26.0%
0.0%
1.1%
15.1%
0.0%
0.7%
9.6%
1.8%
1.6%
0.4%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%

Total
16.9%
9.2%
14.9%
11.8%
11.5%
18.2%
10.4%
6.6%
0.7%
100.0%

*Excludes properties with no assessed value and MPDU properties
Source: Rockville City

Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment
City of Rockville, Maryland
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II.d (1) Select Owner Costs as a Percent of Household Income, Rockville City (2000 and 2014)
Owner Occupied Units

<30%
30-49%
50%+
Not Calculated (No Income)
Total Renter Occupied Housing Units

1999*
No.
Pct.
77.7%
8,117
14.9%
1,553
7.1%
747
0.3%
34
10,451
100.0%

2014
No.
Pct.
70.9%
10,320
17.3%
2,519
11.5%
1,669
0.3%
45
14,553
100.0%

*Only includes specified units
Source: 2014 1-Year American Community Survey, 2000 Decennial Census (Summary File 3)

Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment
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II.d (2) Gross Rent as a Percent of Household Income, Rockville City (2000 and 2014)
Renter Occupied Units

<30%
30-49%
50%+
Not Calculated (No Income or No Payment of Rent)
Total Owner Occupied Housing Units

1999*
No.
Pct.
58.0%
3,210
20.8%
1,150
16.7%
923
4.5%
249
5,532
100.0%

2014
No.
Pct.
41.7%
4,582
30.0%
3,300
22.9%
2,520
5.4%
590
10,992
100.0%

*Only includes specified units
Source: 2014 1-Year American Community Survey, 2000 Decennial Census (Summary File 3)
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II.d (3) Housing Costs as a Percent of Household Income by Age of Householder, Rockville City (2010-2014)*
Households

Under 35
35-64
65+
Total Households

<30%
753
6,951
2,998
10,702

Owners
30%+
365
2,552
983
3,900

Total
1,118
9,503
3,981
14,602

Renters
<30%
30%+
1,503
1,743
2,107
2,623
1,110
458
4,824 4,720

Total
3,246
4,730
1,568
9,544

*Excludes households without income and renter households without cash rent
Source: 2010-2014 5-Year American Community Survey

Share of Total by Tenure

Under 35
35-64
65+
Total Households

<30%
67.4%
73.1%
75.3%
73.3%

Owners
30%+
32.6%
26.9%
24.7%
26.7%

Total
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%

Renters
<30%
30%+
53.7% 46.3%
55.5% 44.5%
29.2% 70.8%
50.5% 49.5%

Total
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%

*Excludes households without income and renter households without cash rent
Source: 2010-2014 5-Year American Community Survey

Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment
City of Rockville, Maryland
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II.d (4) Housing Costs as a Percent of Household Income by Household Income, Rockville City (2010-2014)*
Households

Less than $35,000
$35,000 to $49,999
$50,000 to $74,999
$75,000 to $99,999
$100,000 or more
Total Households

<30%
296
351
816
1,215
8,024
10,702

Owners
30%+
Total
807
1,103
431
782
813
1,629
2,132
917
8,956
932
3,900 14,602

<30%
240
108
552
1,089
2,835
4,824

Renters
30%+
1,736
940
1,262
565
217
4,720

Total
1,976
1,048
1,814
1,654
3,052
9,544

Renters
30%+
87.9%
89.7%
69.6%
34.2%
7.1%
49.5%

Total
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%

*Excludes households without income and renter households without cash rent
Source: 2010-2014 5-Year American Community Survey

Share of Total by Tenure

Less than $35,000
$35,000 to $49,999
$50,000 to $74,999
$75,000 to $99,999
$100,000 or more
Total Households

<30%
26.8%
44.9%
50.1%
57.0%
89.6%
73.3%

Owners
30%+
73.2%
55.1%
49.9%
43.0%
10.4%
26.7%

Total
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%

<30%
12.1%
10.3%
30.4%
65.8%
92.9%
50.5%

*Excludes households without income and renter households without cash rent
Source: 2010-2014 5-Year American Community Survey

Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment
City of Rockville, Maryland
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II.e (1) Housing Units by Distance from Metro, Rockville City (2016)
Units

Share of Total
W/in
W/in 0.75
Walkable
Mile
0.5 Miles
Radius
0.4%
37.7%
44.4%
65.7%
46.8%
87.6%
41.7%
70.5%

W/in
Walkable W/in 0.75
0.5 Miles Mile Radius
204
Townhouse Apartment
2
2,781
Garden Apartment
1,878
1,939
High Rise Apartment
1,037
Rental Units
2,917
4,924

Total
541
4,232
2,214
6,987

394
582
744
46
1,766

7
986
803
3,483
1,133
6,412

651
1,461
803
11,202
2,866
16,983

0.0%
27.0%
72.5%
6.6%
1.6%
10.4%

1.1%
67.5%
100.0%
31.1%
39.5%
37.8%

100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%

175

255

735
257

0.0%
68.1%

0.0%
99.2%

100.0%
100.0%

6,795

11,591

24,962

27.2%

46.4%

100.0%

Townhouse Condo
Garden Condo
High Rise Condo
Single Family Detached
Single Family Attached
Ownership Units
Nursing Home
Assisted Living Facility

Total Units

Total
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%

Source: Rockville City, Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authoridy

Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment
City of Rockville, Maryland
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III.a. Residential Project Pipeline, City of Rockville (2016)

Project Name
Projects Under Construction
Brightview at Town Center
1900 Chapman Avenue
Julius West Middle School Addition
King Farm-Irvington Center (F5/F6)
The Metropolitan at Rockville Town Center
Total Under Construction
Approved Projects
Avalon Bay
Quality Suites
Silverwood
1900 Chapman Avenue (Phase 2)
Approved Planned Developments
Without Site Plan Approval
King Farm - Ingleside (Phases 2 & 3)
Twinbrook Station (West)
Tower Oaks PD
Tower Oaks - Hotel/Fitness/Condo (Phases 2-4)
Duball (Phase 2)
Chestnut Lodge (Remaining phase)
Total Approved and Unbuilt
With Site Plan Approval
King Farm PD (1)
Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment
City of Rockville, Maryland

Address

Residential units
SingleSingle-Family Family MultiAttached Family Senior
Detached

285 N. Washington St.
1900 Chapman Avenue
651 Great Falls Road
900/901 King Farm Blvd
255 N Washington St

-

129
129

319
275
594

195
195

12720 Twinbrook Parkway
1380 Piccard Drive
15931 Frederick Road
1900 Chapman Avenue

-

61

238
203
405
-

-

King Farm Blvd
Chapman Ave

-

225
225

359
30
100
222
7
718

335
335

-

-

-

30
2250/2300 Tower Oaks Blvd
198 E. Montgomery Ave.
Bullard Circle

30

-

Total
195
319
129
275
918

238
203
405
61
-

335
359
285
100
222
7
1,308

-

Appendix

Exhibit 13
Fallsgrove PD (2)
Twinbrook Station PD
Rockville Center PD
Total Site Plan Approved and Unbuilt

-

Total Approved and Unbuilt
TOTAL PIPELINE
Site Plan Approved and Construction Pipeline
Total Approved Pipeline

-

30

30

61

751
295
1,534

335

751
295
1,930

286

2,610

335

3,261

530
530

2,848
4,179

190
415

2,128
3,204

(1) The King Farm PD has additional residential capacity of 261 units of undetermined unit type within the existing approval.
(2) The Fallsgrove PD has additional residential capacity of 119 units of underermined unit type within the existing approval.
Source: City of Rockville

Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment
City of Rockville, Maryland
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I. Households by Age of Householder, City of Rockville, 2015-2040
2015
2020
<35
4,513
5,580
35-44
5,241
5,702
45-54
4,714
4,888
55-64
4,046
4,412
65+
6,911
7,919
Total
25,426
28,500
Source: Lisa Sturtevant & Associates, LLC

Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment
City of Rockville, Maryland

2025
5,562
6,273
5,114
4,565
9,286
30,800

2030
5,622
6,543
5,275
4,659
10,401
32,500

2035
5,745
6,761
5,411
4,752
11,331
34,000

2040
5,965
6,956
5,570
4,907
12,002
35,400
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II. Households by Labor Force Participation Status, City of Rockville, 2015-2040
2015
Household has a worker with a
payroll job
5,486
Household does not have a worker
with a payroll job
19,940
Total
25,426
Source: Lisa Sturtevant & Associates, LLC

Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment
City of Rockville, Maryland

2020

2025

2030

2035

2040

6,043

6,752

7,545

8,309

8,819

22,457
28,500

24,048
30,800

24,955
32,500

25,691
34,000

26,581
35,400
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III. Households by Disability Status, City of Rockville, 2015-2040
2015
No member of the household has
a disability
20,743
1+ members of the household
has/have a disability
4,683
Total
25,426
Source: Lisa Sturtevant & Associates, LLC

Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment
City of Rockville, Maryland

2020

2025

2030

2035

2040

23,392

25,318

26,512

27,474

28,520

5,108
28,500

5,482
30,800

5,988
32,500

6,526
34,000

6,880
35,400
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IV. Households by Unit Type, City of Rockville, 2015-2040
2015
Single-Family Detached, Owner
9,570
Single-Family Detached, Renter
1,663
Single-Family Attached, Owner
2,988
Single-Family Attached, Renter
2,194
Multi-Family, Owner
1,606
Multi-Family, Renter
7,404
Total
25,426
Source: Lisa Sturtevant & Associates, LLC

Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment
City of Rockville, Maryland

2020
9,874
1,653
3,168
2,280
2,093
9,431
28,500

2025
10,137
1,698
3,293
2,371
2,465
10,836
30,800

2030
10,339
1,700
3,413
2,475
2,690
11,884
32,500

2035
10,514
1,700
3,537
2,584
2,885
12,780
34,000

2040
10,659
1,711
3,690
2,673
3,109
13,558
35,400
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V. Households by Household Type, City of Rockville, 2015-2040
2015
2020
1 adult
7,266
8,393
1 adult & 1 kid
599
660
2 adults
7,195
8,172
1 adult & 2 kids
392
425
2 adults & 1 kid
2,024
2,253
3 adults
1,947
2,058
1 adult & 3+ kids
51
74
2 adults & 2+ kids
3,022
3,249
3 adults & 1+ kids
1,406
1,576
4+ adults
915
957
4+ adults & 1+ kids
608
684
Total
25,426
28,500
Source: Lisa Sturtevant & Associates, LLC

Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment
City of Rockville, Maryland

2025
9,411
700
8,860
458
2,386
2,140
74
3,382
1,676
987
727
30,800

2030
10,332
714
9,231
482
2,452
2,201
82
3,494
1,748
1,010
753
32,500

2035
11,123
728
9,591
505
2,517
2,263
89
3,580
1,802
1,029
773
34,000

2040
11,882
753
10,017
506
2,569
2,313
92
3,616
1,823
1,038
790
35,400
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VI. Households by Area Median Income Group, City of Rockville, 2015-2040
2015
2020
<30% AMI
2,784
3,166
30-59% AMI
4,231
4,912
60-79% AMI
3,082
3,483
80-99% AMI
2,703
3,043
100-119% AMI
2,188
2,553
120%+ AMI
10,438
11,344
Total
25,426
28,500
Source: Lisa Sturtevant & Associates, LLC

Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment
City of Rockville, Maryland

2025
3,507
5,400
3,755
3,308
2,817
12,013
30,800

2030
3,869
5,842
3,959
3,496
2,945
12,390
32,500

2035
4,197
6,222
4,152
3,643
3,055
12,731
34,000

2040
4,437
6,482
4,342
3,796
3,183
13,160
35,400
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VI.a. Households by Area Median Income Group and Age of Householder, City of Rockville, 2015-2040
Householder Under 35 Years Old
2015
2020
<30% AMI
455
617
30-59% AMI
1,147
1,429
60-79% AMI
933
1,067
80-99% AMI
473
624
100-119% AMI
317
426
120%+ AMI
1,188
1,418
Total
4,513
5,580
Source: Lisa Sturtevant & Associates, LLC
Householder Between 35 and 44 Years Old
2015
2020
<30% AMI
301
301
30-59% AMI
1,072
1,221
60-79% AMI
590
672
80-99% AMI
553
600
100-119% AMI
565
665
120%+ AMI
2,161
2,241
Total
5,241
5,702
Source: Lisa Sturtevant & Associates, LLC
Householder Between 45 and 54 Years Old
2015
2020
<30% AMI
564
512
30-59% AMI
581
632
60-79% AMI
486
523
80-99% AMI
423
455
100-119% AMI
362
376
120%+ AMI
2,298
2,390
Total
4,714
4,888
Source: Lisa Sturtevant & Associates, LLC

Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment
City of Rockville, Maryland

2025
666
1,428
1,008
610
447
1,404
5,562

2025
330
1,376
746
638
760
2,424
6,273

2025
546
671
561
477
395
2,464
5,114

2030
699
1,464
992
613
458
1,397
5,622

2030
353
1,467
779
656
805
2,484
6,543

2030
582
704
586
490
404
2,509
5,275

2035
730
1,506
987
624
476
1,421
5,745

2035
363
1,538
805
669
845
2,540
6,761

2035
606
731
610
499
414
2,551
5,411

2040
778
1,536
1,019
651
503
1,478
5,965

2040
380
1,569
831
677
881
2,617
6,956

2040
620
764
642
513
428
2,603
5,570
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Exhibit 13
VI.a. Households by Area Median Income Group and Age of Householder, City of Rockville, 2015-2040
Householder Between 55 and 64 Years Old
2015
2020
<30% AMI
321
371
30-59% AMI
340
406
60-79% AMI
425
475
80-99% AMI
270
274
100-119% AMI
420
448
120%+ AMI
2,270
2,438
Total
4,046
4,412
Source: Lisa Sturtevant & Associates, LLC
Householder 65 Years Old or Older
2015
2020
<30% AMI
1,141
1,366
30-59% AMI
1,092
1,225
60-79% AMI
648
746
80-99% AMI
985
1,088
100-119% AMI
524
637
120%+ AMI
2,521
2,857
Total
6,911
7,919
Source: Lisa Sturtevant & Associates, LLC

Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment
City of Rockville, Maryland

2025

2030

2035

2040

377
441
490
276
461
2,521
4,565

380
469
498
280
470
2,562
4,659

384
495
508
284
478
2,603
4,752

411
520
521
289
488
2,679
4,907

2025
1,589
1,484
950
1,309
753
3,201
9,286

2030
1,856
1,738
1,103
1,457
809
3,437
10,401

2035
2,114
1,951
1,242
1,567
842
3,616
11,331

2040
2,249
2,092
1,329
1,666
884
3,783
12,002
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Exhibit 13
VI.b. Households by Area Median Income Group and Labor Force Participation Status, City of Rockville, 2015-2040
Household has a worker with a payroll job
2015
2020
<30% AMI
874
1,102
30-59% AMI
3,195
3,861
60-79% AMI
2,475
2,816
80-99% AMI
2,198
2,499
100-119% AMI
1,800
2,083
120%+ AMI
9,398
10,097
Total
19,940
22,457
Source: Lisa Sturtevant & Associates, LLC

2025
1,228
4,250
3,021
2,693
2,269
10,587
24,048

2030
1,328
4,501
3,138
2,797
2,361
10,831
24,955

2035
1,398
4,688
3,232
2,869
2,447
11,056
25,691

2040
1,452
4,868
3,355
2,973
2,560
11,373
26,581

Household does not have a worker with a payroll job
2015
2020
2025
<30% AMI
1,910
2,065
2,278
30-59% AMI
1,037
1,051
1,150
60-79% AMI
607
667
734
80-99% AMI
505
544
615
100-119% AMI
388
470
548
120%+ AMI
1,040
1,248
1,426
Total
5,486
6,043
6,752
Source: Lisa Sturtevant & Associates, LLC

2030
2,541
1,341
822
699
584
1,559
7,545

2035
2,800
1,534
919
774
607
1,675
8,309

2040
2,985
1,614
987
823
623
1,786
8,819

Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment
City of Rockville, Maryland
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Exhibit 13
VI.c. Households by Area Median Income Group and Disability Status, City of Rockville, 2015-2040
No member of the household has a disability
2015
2020
<30% AMI
1,906
2,199
30-59% AMI
3,441
4,076
60-79% AMI
2,623
2,995
80-99% AMI
2,036
2,343
100-119% AMI
1,823
2,110
120%+ AMI
8,914
9,670
Total
20,743
23,392
Source: Lisa Sturtevant & Associates, LLC

2025
2,454
4,510
3,240
2,570
2,315
10,229
25,318

2030
2,665
4,824
3,393
2,696
2,417
10,516
26,512

2035
2,831
5,060
3,525
2,785
2,507
10,767
27,474

2040
2,958
5,235
3,673
2,899
2,622
11,132
28,520

1+ members of the household has/have a disability
2015
2020
<30% AMI
878
967
30-59% AMI
791
836
60-79% AMI
459
488
80-99% AMI
667
700
100-119% AMI
365
443
120%+ AMI
1,524
1,675
Total
4,683
5,108
Source: Lisa Sturtevant & Associates, LLC

2025
1,053
890
515
738
502
1,784
5,482

2030
1,204
1,017
566
800
528
1,873
5,988

2035
1,367
1,162
627
858
548
1,964
6,526

2040
1,479
1,247
668
897
561
2,028
6,880

Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment
City of Rockville, Maryland
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Exhibit 13
VIII.d. Households by Area Median Income Group and Household Size, City of Rockville, 2015-2040
One Person

2015
2020
<30% AMI
1,652
1,816
30-59% AMI
1,461
1,684
60-79% AMI
967
1,106
80-99% AMI
695
823
100-119% AMI
552
679
120%+ AMI
1,938
2,284
Total
7,266
8,393
Source: Lisa Sturtevant & Associates, LLC
Two People

2015

2020

<30% AMI
540
30-59% AMI
948
60-79% AMI
764
80-99% AMI
820
100-119% AMI
652
120%+ AMI
4,071
Total
7,794
Source: Lisa Sturtevant & Associates, LLC
Three People

2015

646
1,073
898
943
779
4,492
8,832

2020

<30% AMI
300
30-59% AMI
612
60-79% AMI
626
80-99% AMI
496
100-119% AMI
417
120%+ AMI
1,913
Total
4,363
Source: Lisa Sturtevant & Associates, LLC

Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment
City of Rockville, Maryland

335
708
691
531
467
2,004
4,736

2025
2,050
1,882
1,204
938
794
2,542
9,411

2030
2,287
2,103
1,316
1,041
858
2,727
10,332

2035
2,508
2,289
1,421
1,120
904
2,881
11,123

2040
2,664
2,454
1,524
1,208
965
3,069
11,882

2025

2030

2035

2040

692
1,158
988
1,033
877
4,811
9,560

2025
358
779
736
556
491
2,063
4,984

759
1,225
1,028
1,079
907
4,947
9,946

2030
373
831
757
574
504
2,095
5,136

826
1,291
1,072
1,118
936
5,077
10,319

2035
391
881
775
589
518
2,130
5,285

880
1,349
1,121
1,168
987
5,266
10,771

2040
404
901
791
596
530
2,166
5,388
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Exhibit 13
VIII.d. Households by Area Median Income Group and Household Size, City of Rockville, 2015-2040
Four People or More

2015

2020

<30% AMI
292
30-59% AMI
1,211
60-79% AMI
725
80-99% AMI
692
100-119% AMI
567
120%+ AMI
2,516
Total
6,003
Source: Lisa Sturtevant & Associates, LLC

Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment
City of Rockville, Maryland

369
1,446
787
746
627
2,564
6,539

2025
407
1,580
827
780
655
2,596
6,846

2030
449
1,683
857
802
676
2,620
7,087

2035
473
1,760
883
816
697
2,643
7,272

2040
490
1,779
906
824
701
2,659
7,359
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Exhibit 13
VIII.e. Households by Area Median Income Group and Unit Type, City of Rockville, 2015-2040
Single-Family Detached, Owner
2015
2020
<30% AMI
367
387
30-59% AMI
604
644
60-79% AMI
733
795
80-99% AMI
810
839
100-119% AMI
873
897
120%+ AMI
6,184
6,312
Total
9,570
9,874
Source: Lisa Sturtevant & Associates, LLC
Single-Family Detached, Renter
2015
2020
<30% AMI
267
254
30-59% AMI
149
148
60-79% AMI
330
319
80-99% AMI
255
263
100-119% AMI
191
191
120%+ AMI
472
479
Total
1,663
1,653
Source: Lisa Sturtevant & Associates, LLC
Single-Family Attached, Owner
2015
2020
<30% AMI
221
227
30-59% AMI
448
474
60-79% AMI
329
357
80-99% AMI
314
334
100-119% AMI
316
331
120%+ AMI
1,360
1,446
Total
2,988
3,168
Source: Lisa Sturtevant & Associates, LLC

Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment
City of Rockville, Maryland

2025
403
677
851
869
918
6,420
10,137

2025
285
147
321
270
191
485
1,698

2025
239
493
373
349
345
1,493
3,293

2030
438
720
867
902
933
6,479
10,339

2030
286
148
318
271
191
486
1,700

2030
249
515
395
361
357
1,537
3,413

2035
478
764
880
930
941
6,521
10,514

2035
286
149
316
271
191
487
1,700

2035
258
534
419
370
370
1,586
3,537

2040
502
792
900
942
954
6,570
10,659

2040
292
148
321
273
191
486
1,711

2040
269
551
439
385
385
1,661
3,690
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VIII.e. Households by Area Median Income Group and Unit Type, City of Rockville, 2015-2040
Single-Family Attached, Renter
2015
2020
<30% AMI
322
341
30-59% AMI
623
608
60-79% AMI
229
234
80-99% AMI
310
337
100-119% AMI
163
183
120%+ AMI
548
577
Total
2,194
2,280
Source: Lisa Sturtevant & Associates, LLC
Multi-Family, Owner

2015

2020

<30% AMI
205
30-59% AMI
221
60-79% AMI
239
80-99% AMI
328
100-119% AMI
83
120%+ AMI
530
Total
1,606
Source: Lisa Sturtevant & Associates, LLC

2025
373
622
235
362
189
591
2,371

2025

2030
385
644
255
393
197
602
2,475

2030

2035
396
663
279
427
205
614
2,584

2035

2040
424
666
295
458
202
627
2,673

2040

242
300
301
370
153
727
2,093

267
357
345
411
205
879
2,465

294
402
380
436
225
952
2,690

312
442
414
455
246
1,016
2,885

327
481
444
479
273
1,105
3,109

2015
2020
<30% AMI
1,403
1,714
30-59% AMI
2,187
2,738
60-79% AMI
1,221
1,477
80-99% AMI
687
901
100-119% AMI
561
798
120%+ AMI
1,345
1,803
Total
7,404
9,431
Source: Lisa Sturtevant & Associates, LLC

2025
1,941
3,103
1,631
1,047
970
2,144
10,836

2030
2,218
3,412
1,744
1,133
1,043
2,334
11,884

2035
2,467
3,670
1,843
1,189
1,103
2,507
12,780

2040
2,623
3,845
1,941
1,259
1,179
2,710
13,558

Multi-Family, Renter

Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment
City of Rockville, Maryland
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Exhibit 13
VIII.e1. Households Headed by Someone 65+ by Area Median Income Group and Tenure, City of Rockville, 2015-2040
Owner

2015

2020

<30% AMI
309
30-59% AMI
556
60-79% AMI
477
80-99% AMI
673
100-119% AMI
373
120%+ AMI
2,129
Total
4,517
Source: Lisa Sturtevant & Associates, LLC
Renter

2015

369
620
547
740
413
2,337
5,027

2020

<30% AMI
832
30-59% AMI
536
60-79% AMI
171
80-99% AMI
311
100-119% AMI
152
120%+ AMI
392
Total
2,394
Source: Lisa Sturtevant & Associates, LLC

Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment
City of Rockville, Maryland

997
604
198
348
224
520
2,892

2025

2030

2035

2040

423
688
625
807
457
2,473
5,473

495
764
670
861
480
2,571
5,842

559
831
718
902
494
2,641
6,146

586
868
745
937
513
2,716
6,365

2025
1,166
796
325
501
297
728
3,813

2030
1,361
974
433
596
328
867
4,559

2035
1,555
1,121
523
664
348
974
5,186

2040
1,663
1,224
584
729
371
1,066
5,637
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VIII.e2. Households Headed by Someone 65+ by Area Median Income Group and Building Type, City of Rockville, 2015-2040
Single-Family Detached

2015

2020

<30% AMI
171
30-59% AMI
251
60-79% AMI
227
80-99% AMI
393
100-119% AMI
253
120%+ AMI
1,882
Total
3,176
Source: Lisa Sturtevant & Associates, LLC
Single-Family Attached

2015

2020

<30% AMI
162
30-59% AMI
285
60-79% AMI
172
80-99% AMI
264
100-119% AMI
110
120%+ AMI
201
Total
1,193
Source: Lisa Sturtevant & Associates, LLC
Multi-Family

2015

229
292
275
433
270
2,010
3,509

194
285
181
297
116
248
1,321

2020

<30% AMI
809
30-59% AMI
557
60-79% AMI
249
80-99% AMI
328
100-119% AMI
161
120%+ AMI
438
Total
2,542
Source: Lisa Sturtevant & Associates, LLC

Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment
City of Rockville, Maryland

943
648
290
358
251
599
3,088

2025
277
328
327
472
289
2,111
3,805

2025

2030
315
368
346
504
304
2,179
4,016

2030

2035
356
409
359
531
311
2,226
4,192

2035

2040
372
432
377
546
321
2,262
4,310

2040

230
320
189
331
124
269
1,464

256
344
218
366
129
290
1,604

278
355
253
401
133
304
1,724

291
365
273
435
138
320
1,819

2025
1,082
836
433
505
340
821
4,017

2030
1,285
1,026
540
587
375
968
4,780

2035
1,480
1,187
630
635
398
1,086
5,416

2040
1,586
1,296
680
686
425
1,201
5,873
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Exhibit 14

Rockville Planning Commission Sets Oct. 7 for Close of Public Record for
Rockville 2040 Planning Areas Draft, Holds Final Public Hearing on Sept. 23
RANDY A <ralton1997@msn.com>
Sun 9/13/2020 1:12 PM
To: David Levy <dlevy@rockvillemd.gov>; Alan Frankle <franklelawyer@gmail.com>; Nina Helwig, Esq.
<ninahelwigesq@gmail.com>; Robert Wright <bobwright0130@gmail.com>; Douglas Guidorizzi
<dougguidorizzi@yahoo.com>; borislanger@hotmail.com <borislanger@hotmail.com>; DeLucia, Rob
<RDelucia@airlines.org>; Kihoon Lee <wb16@msn.com>; Brian Rabin <brabin35@gmail.com>; Amy Bryan
<amybryan@comcast.net>
Cc: Clark Larson <clarson@rockvillemd.gov>; Andrea Gilles <agilles@rockvillemd.gov>;
PlanningCommission@rockvillemd.gov <PlanningCommission@rockvillemd.gov>

Thank you for this reminder. In terms of other stakeholders, I am sugges7ng that the City also
include the members of the Korean Presbyterian Church (Mr. Lee) and the WooBon Cluster
representa7ves (Brian Rabin and Amy Bryan), copied on this e-mail. You might have already
reached out to them? Mr. Lee is a representa7ve of the church (not the pastor). The church
has helped and opened their door to provide a loca7on to hold mee7ngs/gatherings given
nothing exists in this planning area that can accommodate all of us.
If anyone is interested in my tes7mony from September 9th, please e-mail me directly. I raised
ques7ons regarding the number of HOA parking spots available prior to any land use changes,
the handicapped parking spaces and signage that will be available for a community of 660
dwelling units at the Rockshire Village Shopping Center, the 1999 APFO (Adequate Public
Facili7es Ordinance), and the safety and ADA concerns brought forward from the Mayor and
Council November 7, 2019, tes7mony before the MCPS BOE, regarding safety and ADA concerns
including the front school parking lot used as a driveway and pedestrian access by students and
staﬀ. I understand for WooBon High School, the overﬂow leased student parking will end this
semester (I have not seen any oﬃcial documents that veriﬁes this however)? This overﬂow
student parking (leased) has been used since 2000. I also discussed the concern about the
school buses occupying the ﬁre lane in front of the high school, the lack of separa7on for
students and staﬀ from buses and cars which creates a safety liability for pedestrians when
walking in the school driveway. As you know, I pe77oned that MCPS release their ADA
assessments to the public for all facili7es. On September 9, 2020, I recommended a new
comprehensive neighborhood plan for our Planning Area 14. I made this recommenda7on due
to the shared deeded and leased parking arrangements in the past 5 decades associated with
this land use. I also remember the loss of life within this corridor and cognizant of student car
incidents along WooBon Parkway as recent as 2017. I also advocated to the Planning
Commission members that in the current drad of the 2040 Master Plan, the word substan7al be
deﬁned given this is open to debate regarding what this term means by deﬁni7on and
applica7on. I prefer however we ﬁrst get the answers to the ques7ons related to what happens
to the HOA parking, the church, and if the overﬂow student parking for the high school is
removed, do these students park in the upper parking lot? Will the front driveway bd
reconﬁgured to separate students and staﬀ from buses and cars? Will the APFO concerns from
1999 be more pronounced with this change? Is there now handicapped parking at the
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Exhibit 14

shopping center? How will parking be addressed for the church? The HOA parking-?
Perhaps some of you have the answers already regarding some of my ques7ons. Please
respond, 'reply sender' to avoid clogging everyone's e-mail in-box, if that is the case. In terms
of process, there were 7 speakers from September 9. I was the only speaker west of I-270.
Speakers, from my perspec7ve commented on the impact C.O.V.I.D.-19 would have and a
discussion about impacts of the planning process related to what kind of world will unfold as it
relates to density, residen7al, and retail? There was also focus on Town Center with one speaker
remembering the 'old Rockville Mall' days. Would there need to be changes now to residen7al
? Several speakers regarding the Twinbrook area provided recommenda7ons speciﬁc to their
planning area and one speaker suggested pausing the planning process, at least that is my
recollec7on of statements and you can hear everything if you pull the archives. We also went
early-on in the mee7ng which helped to provide a sense where we fell in terms of the agenda.
For planning area 14, our area, it really comes down to the parking and space as it relates to
safety and ADA for me. So many arrangements; deeded and leased. Very pleased to see back
on January 15, 2020, during the Planning Commission mee7ng, the work signiﬁcant was
changed to substan7al by the commissioners related to the Rockshire Village Shopping Center. I
just don't know what this means and I would rather ﬁnd out today rather than down the road.
It is regreBable that MCPS has pulled the WooBon High School rebuild oﬀ the table 2 X 7mes.
The current school footprint is riddled with safety and ADA concerns. In addi7on to the front
school driveway used by students and staﬀ, our middle school students from our planning area
walk through the school parking lot absent sidewalks. ScoB Drive has been going through a
feasibility study to place sidewalks to help oﬀset this but funding is allusive. Keep in mind, the
evacua7on for a crisis occurring at either school (Frost MS or WooBon HS) would include the
poten7al of 2500 students and staﬀ using a non-ADA compliant bridge (under 60 inches)
between the 2 campuses. In 2018, this bridge was in such horrible condi7on, I had to reach-out
immediately to the Mayor and BOE folks for immediate ac7on. The WooBon campus, beginning
with the footprint to the interior, does not meet the 1991 ADA requirements or the 2010 ADA
revisions as documented in the MCPS ADA evalua7ons released in October 2019. In 2017, I also
pe77oned the City to conduct an ADA assessment from Hurley Avenue to Greenplace Terrace.
This resulted in the iden7ﬁca7on of 87 ADA concerns. As you know, this is within the school
zone. May of 2019 saw the installa7on of the fence along WooBon Parkway, suppor7ng many of
the ADA concerns and welcomed mi7ga7on by the City. Many of the connec7vity concerns with
the school and Ride-on bus remain including the dirt path used by students and staﬀ to access
the crosswalk and Ride-on bus. The high school driveway, with its current design, contributes to
WooBon Parkway traﬃc. School buses, staﬀ cars, visitor cars, students and staﬀ as pedestrians
use the same space which occurs in the ﬁre lane...and the school driveway/parking lot/student
and staﬀ access as pedestrians creates a daily fear for our community. WooBon is the only
high school within City limits to have had a loss of life. Student incidents do occur within the
school zone involving cars. I believe WooBon HS to be the only high school in the State of
Maryland where there is not a separated bus loop. There are so many unknowns which is the
basis for my recommenda7on that planning area 14 go through a comprehensive neighborhood
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plan. Again, if you have any answers to my ques7ons, can you please share them with me?
As discussed on September 9, 2020, during the planning commission mee7ng, how will things
change? Will WooBon be pulled a 3rd 7me? The WooBon Cluster folks are strenuous
advocates for the school rebuild, which is part of the land use impact. Like many communi7es,
schools are an integral part of the community but this school has serious safety and ADA
factors. I hold steadfast to the parking issues ar the shopping center because I well remember
the day the student was killed along WooBon Parkway....something none of us want to see.
I do not know if any of the Planning Commissioners reside west of I-270 or are familiar with the
shared parking with HOA, ADA concerns, safety concerns, ﬁre lane concerns in this corridor that
impacts residents, the church and the WooBon Cluster. I am going to request that my
statements made here and ques7ons be shared with the Planning Commission and made part of
the public record. I also recommend when contac7ng the church members, determining if the
Korean Presbyterian Church needs addi7onal informa7on? I do my best to keep them
informed---the City might have already reached out to this group as well?

I hope my comments and reﬂec7on allows you to par7cipate on September 23rd. As already
stated, you need to register and organiza7ons get 5 minutes; individuals 3 minutes. Given the
7mes we live in, this was a very doable process-diﬀerent but certainly doable.
Take care...Thank you for your 7me. Randy Alton; 2309 Glenmore Terrace
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The contents of this email message and any aBachments are intended solely
for the addressee(s) and may contain conﬁden7al and/or privileged informa7on and may be legally
protected from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient of this message or their agent, or if this
message has been addressed to you in error, please immediately alert the sender by reply email and then
delete this message and any aBachments. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby no7ﬁed
that any use, dissemina7on, copying, or storage of this message or its aBachments is strictly prohibited.
Signature; Randy Alton

From: David Levy <dlevy@rockvillemd.gov>
Sent: Friday, September 11, 2020 4:13 PM
To: Alan Frankle <franklelawyer@gmail.com>; Nina Helwig, Esq. <ninahelwigesq@gmail.com>; Robert
Wright <bobwright0130@gmail.com>; RAlton1997@msn.com <RAlton1997@msn.com>; Douglas
Guidorizzi <dougguidorizzi@yahoo.com>; borislanger@hotmail.com <borislanger@hotmail.com>;
DeLucia, Rob <RDelucia@airlines.org>
Cc: Clark Larson <clarson@rockvillemd.gov>; Andrea Gilles <agilles@rockvillemd.gov>
Subject: FW: Rockville Planning Commission Sets Oct. 7 for Close of Public Record for Rockville 2040
Planning Areas Drad, Holds Final Public Hearing on Sept. 23
Good adernoon, friends –
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I hope you are all doing well in these odd 7mes. We in the City government are doing our best to keep
things moving – delaying where necessary so that there is more opportunity to organize and get
par7cipa7on, but doing our best to keep serving the community.
As the people on this email list know, we have been working on (at least) two items in parallel that
interact with each other – the Rockville 2040 update to the City’s Comprehensive Plan, and the future of
the Rockshire Village Center site. I wanted to make sure that you know that the public hearing process on
the Planning Areas is now happening. We put the word out through our various distribu7on channels
(Rockville Reports, NextDoor, Facebook, community organiza7ons, etc.), but I wanted to make sure that
you good folks, who have been so ac7ve regarding your neighborhood, knew about it as well. Randy
certainly knows, because he provided tes7mony to the Planning Commission on September 9th. The
next, and last, opportunity in front of the Planning Commission is September 23rd. However, the record
for wriBen tes7mony is staying open un7l October 7th. So, if you want to comment on the drad for
Planning Area 14, please do so. Direc7ons on how to provide tes7mony are below, in the email blast that
we sent out, but also on the project Web site, at www.rockvillemd.gov/Rockville2040.
The discussion of the Rockshire Village Center site is within the Planning Area 14 discussion, on pages
117 and 118 of the drad, which is also on the project Web site at www.rockvillemd.gov/Rockville2040.
You will ﬁnd that the language is virtually the same as what we showed you when we met last year in
City Hall (in the pre-COVID days when there were in-person mee7ngs in City Hall). There may have been
some grammar edits, but it is otherwise the same. We look forward to any comments you may wish to
provide to the Planning Commission.
If you have any ques7ons or wish to discuss any of it, please don’t hesitate to reach out to me.
Enjoy your weekend.
David
David Levy
Assistant Director
Department of Planning and Development Services
City of Rockville
111 Maryland Avenue
Rockville, MD 20850
240-314-8272 (w)
301-906-7969 (m)

From: Clark Larson <clarson@rockvillemd.gov>
Sent: Friday, September 11, 2020 2:39 PM
To: Clark Larson <clarson@rockvillemd.gov>
Subject: Rockville Planning Commission Sets Oct. 7 for Close of Public Record for Rockville 2040 Planning
Areas Drad, Holds Final Public Hearing on Sept. 23
To Whom It May Concern,
The Planning Commission has set October 7, 2020 as the deadline to submit wriBen tes7mony on the
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Planning Commission's drad Planning Areas por7on of the Rockville Comprehensive Plan update. They
will also hold a ﬁnal public hearing on September 23, 2020 to accept oral tes7mony on the Planning
Areas drad. As a representa7ve of a residen7al community in Rockville, staﬀ seeks your help to spread
the word to your neighbors and residents about the upcoming public hearing and remaining
opportuni7es to provide tes7mony on the drad Plan.
The Planning Areas drad is available for review online at www.rockvillemd.gov/Rockville2040.
Submi1ng Wri5en Tes7mony
The Planning Commission opened the public record for the Planning Areas drad in March 2020. WriBen
tes7mony will con7nue to be accepted un7l 5:00 p.m. on Wednesday, October 7, 2020, ader which the
public record will close on the Planning Commission's Planning Areas drad.
WriBen tes7mony may be emailed to planning.commission@rockvillemd.gov, mailed to Rockville City
Hall, or submiBed through an online form. Addi7onal details for submisng wriBen tes7mony are
available at www.rockvillemd.gov/Rockville2040.
About the Final Public Hearing
The ﬁnal Planning Commission public hearing date will take place on Wednesday, September 23, 2020,
star7ng at 7:00 p.m. Due to con7nuing direc7ves for social distancing to slow the spread of the COVID-19
coronavirus, the hearing will be held as virtual mee7ngs via the Cisco Webex platorm.
Pre-registra*on to par*cipate in the public hearing is strongly encouraged.
Details for registra7on and par7cipa7on in the public hearing are available on the Rockville 2040
webpage at www.rockvillemd.gov/Rockville2040.
Next Steps
Ader the public record closes on October 7 for tes7mony on the Planning Commission's Planning Areas
drad por7on of the Comprehensive Plan update, the Planning Commission will hold a series of work
sessions to review the tes7mony received and determine what changes to make to the Plan as a result.
Once the Planning Commission has ﬁnalized changes to the Planning Areas drad, they will consider
forwarding both the city-wide Elements and Planning Areas por7ons to the Mayor and Council. The
Mayor and Council will then have the opportunity to consider further changes and seek public input prior
to ﬁnal adop7on of the Comprehensive Plan update.
About Rockville 2040
Rockville 2040 is the city's ini7a7ve to update the Rockville Comprehensive Plan, which sets the vision,
goals, and policies that will shape the city over the next twenty years. The Planning Commission's drad of
Volume II: Planning Areas consists of policies and recommended zoning changes and city projects for
each of the city’s 17 neighborhood-scale planning areas. The Planning Area drad builds on citywide
policies from the drad Volume I: Elements — which the Planning Commission reviewed in 2019 — by
focusing on issues and opportuni7es unique to each planning area. Both of the Planning Commission's
drad volumes derive from feedback gathered throughout the Rockville 2040 process, which included
numerous listening sessions, citywide forums, open houses and other mee7ngs, as well as analysis and
discussion by the Planning Commission and city staﬀ.
Ques7ons?
For more informa7on on the Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan update, visit
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www.rockvillemd.gov/Rockville2040 or contact Principal Planner Clark Larson, AICP at
clarson@rockvillemd.gov.
Thank you for your interest in Rockville’s future. We look forward to hearing from you!
Sincerely,

Clark Larson, AICP
Principal Planner
Planning and Development Services
City of Rockville
111 Maryland Avenue
Rockville, MD 20850
www.rockvillemd.gov
240-314-8225 (desk)
240-314-8200 (main)
Follow the city’s Comprehensive Plan update, Rockville 2040
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Online Form Submittal: Rockville 2040 Public Testimony - Volume II: Planning Areas
noreply@civicplus.com <noreply@civicplus.com>
Mon 9/14/2020 7:34 PM
To: Comprehensive Plan <comprehensiveplan@rockvillemd.gov>

If you are having problems viewing this HTML email, click to view a Text version.

Rockville 2040 Public Testimony - Volume II: Planning Areas

The Planning Commission needs to hear from you!
Share your testimony with the Planning Commission on the Volume II: Planning Areas draft of the
Rockville Comprehensive Plan through this online form, in addition to any email or physical mail
testimony you wish to submit directly to the Commission. Submitting written testimony does not limit
your right to also provide oral testimony during the Planning Commission's public hearing, held over two
days on September 9 and 23, 2020.
All submitted testimony is considered an item of public record and will be included in the Planning
Commission testimony report for the draft Comprehensive Plan. To contact the Commission directly,
email Planning.Commission@rockvillemd.gov.
Name (required):*
Tara Dutka
Address (recommended):
713 Shetland Street
Email Address (recommended): tchdutka@gmail.com
Organization (if applicable):
By including your Address of Residence or Business and/or Email Address, you are expressing your
willingness for staff to contact you for clarification or for legal notifications related to the Comprehensive
Plan. Staff will not use your address or email for any other advertisement or notification lists.
Indicate on which Planning Area(s) you are submitting testimony, if any.
Area 8

Type your testimony in the field below:*
I am in favor of the zoning changes planned in twinbrook. The whole corridor of viersmill would
be excellent to have more mixed use buildings to give greater flexibility and walk- ability to
the neighborhood and take advantage of transit. I also think we could expand the residential upzoning to more of twinbrook, allowing more mixed use and larger development along baltimore rd
and twinbrook parkway. I also strongly encourage further examination of creating safe pedestrian
corridors linking twinbrook across viers mill and linking to the town center. Another pedestrian
bridge would be welcomed as there are multiple fatal accidents each year at the intersection of
viersmill and twinbrook parkway.

* indicates required fields.
https://outlook.office365.com/mail/deeplink?version=20200907002.05&popoutv2=1
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View any uploaded files by [www.rockvillemd.gov/MyAccount]signing in and then proceeding to the link below:
http://www.rockvillemd.gov/Admin/FormHistory.aspx?SID=18

The following form was submitted via your website: Rockville 2040 Public Testimony - Volume II: Planning Areas
Rockville 2040 image:
Name (required):: Tara Dutka
Address (recommended):: 713 Shetland Street
Email Address (recommended):: tchdutka@gmail.com
Organization (if applicable)::

Indicate on which Planning Area(s) you are submitting testimony, if any.: Area 8

Type your testimony in the field below:: I am in favor of the zoning changes planned in twinbrook. The whole
corridor of viersmill would be excellent to have more mixed use buildings to give greater flexibility and walkability to the neighborhood and take advantage of transit. I also think we could expand the residential upzoning to more of twinbrook, allowing more mixed use and larger development along baltimore rd and
twinbrook parkway. I also strongly encourage further examination of creating safe pedestrian corridors linking
twinbrook across viers mill and linking to the town center. Another pedestrian bridge would be welcomed as
there are multiple fatal accidents each year at the intersection of viersmill and twinbrook parkway.

Additional Information:
Form submitted on: 9/14/2020 7:34:34 PM
Submitted from IP Address: 173.79.20.71
Referrer Page: android-app://com.google.android.gm/
Form Address: http://www.rockvillemd.gov/Forms.aspx?FID=65
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Reference Document:
Public Hearing Draft, Page 19, Figure 8: Land Use Map Of Planning Area 2
•

I support the RA zone as aligned for a depth of One Lot Size along Veirs Mill Road,
First Street, South Stonestreet Avenue and Park Road facing Park Road only and
NOT infringing in any way on the single-family houses on Reading Terrace.
Refer to shaded area //// on my map.

•

I VIGEROUSLY DO NOT support the RA zone extending one full block from South
Stonestreet Avenue to Grandin Avenue along:
o Reading Terrace
o Highland Avenue
o Croydon Avenue
o Along Veirs Mill Road and First Street (Area A12 on the Panning Draft map)

• One full block of duplexes on all those streets would have the effect of balkanizing the
character of our neighborhood which is one of the primary aspects of East Rockville
we want to maintain.
This was listed as a primary goal in our last East Rockville Neighborhood plan from
2004. In addition, it is even mentioned in the Planning Draft document sited, on page
18: “Key Issue. Desire to maintain residential character in the planning area”.
Such a large grouping of “RA” dwellings would have the opposite effect.
• In all our ERCA meetings I do not recall agreeing to the RA area being anywhere but
along a small one lot wide “strip” along Park Road, South Stonestreet, Veirs Mill Road
and First Street

Exhibit 17
•

I instead would support the RA zone change for a narrow swath of ONE LOT as long
as it borders and faces:
o South Stonestreet Avenue (area A5 on the map)
o Park Road (area A5 on the map)
o Veirs Mill Road (area A12 on the map)
o First Street (area A12 on the map)

• In addition, any multi-family (RA) building MUST follow the East
Rockville Design Guidelines.
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Planning Area 4 Neighborhood Plan
Jack Gelin <gelinjac@gmail.com>
Mon 9/21/2020 9:54 AM
To: Planning Commission <Planning.Commission@rockvillemd.gov>

I am Jacques Gelin, I lived at 105 S. Van Buren St. from May 1968 to June 2019 when I moved to a
retirement community located at 701 King Farm Blvd, in Rockville, where I now live. During the over
50 years that I have lived in Rockville, I have served on the Planning Commission, the Historic District
Commission, and as an officer of the West neighborhood plan.End Citizens Association. I also served
as a member of the community task force that, together with City staff members, David Levy and
Cynthia Kebba, prepared the above neighborhood plan. I submit this statement in support of your
adoption of this neighborhood plan.
Other members of the planning committee have explained the reasons why, and the process by which,
the community's representatives drafted the neighborhood plan. Area 4 is particularly fragile because
it is located near major traffic arteries that invite institutions to locate in this area. These institutions
threaten the residential quality of this community. Unlike newer neighborhoods, Area 4 is not
protected by a homeowners' association that limits development, Area 4 depends wholly upon your
adoption of the neighborhood plan.
For the reasons I have expressed and those detailed by the accompanying submissions of residents of
Area 4, I urge you to adopt this neighborhood plan.
Respectfully, Jacques Gelin

https://outlook.office365.com/mail/deeplink?version=20200914002.04&popoutv2=1
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Dear Planning Commission,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 2040 Comprehensive Draft Plan. This is an impressive body of work, and it shows. It is
obvious that there has been significant thought and effort put into getting it “just right.” As a resident of East Rockville, the care and time that
has been extended by the city to our neighborhood is one of the many reasons why we selected Rockville as a place to raise our family, work,
and call home. There is one section of the Draft Plan (see page 16) Section A12, that we would respectfully like
to comment. We are requesting the zoning from the Mapleton Alley to Grandin remain “Residential
Detached” and not rezoned to Residential Attached. (see circled section of the graphic on the right) Grandin
Avenue is a beautiful street full of mature trees and old homes. The block of Grandin from First Avenue to
Joseph contains only 7 properties on both sides of the block. Rezoning this street has the potential to change
the street front on Grandin Avenue and would change what is a very well kept, well maintained, historically
beautiful street with an immense canopy of mature trees.
We live at 812 Grandin – our house was built in 1898 and we are on a large (for East Rockville lot), next door to
Figure 1: 2040 Design Plan p. 16
us at 810 Grandin is a house that was recently built in the style of our farmhouse (and a graphic that is being
used as an example of good design in the East Rockville design guidelines), on the next lot, 806 Grandin, is an original Sears Craftsman house
built in 1924(ish), next to that house is an all brick house built in 1948. Across from us is the church which has been lovingly cared for and is a
wonderful neighbor. Next to the church at 807 Grandin is a house that was built in 1897 and then brilliantly remolded in 2012(ish) and finally the
last house 803 Grandin was built in the 1980s and is meticulous. These houses and lots represent some of the oldest homes in East Rockville, all
these homes and lots are well maintained. Given the beauty and charm of this section of East Rockville we would request that reconsideration
is given to how the properties from First Avenue down the Mapleton Alley to Joseph and down to Grandin is zoned (see circled section of the
graphic). The potential for the character of this street to be changed by the inclusion of Residential Attached seems out of place. If one of the
considerations in the 2040 Comprehensive Draft Plan is “Desire to maintain residential character in the planning area” keeping those areas like
this section of Grandin Ave. where this “character” exists in abundance seems to be in alignment with the stated considerations and should not
be changed. On the next page is a visual of this portion of Grandin Ave. to show the beauty and character of this neighborhood and to share
with you what we love about this little part of East Rockville and what we are requesting you consider preserving.
Thank you for your consideration – if you have questions or would like more information, or would like a guided socially distant walking tour of
our little street please reach out – we are grateful to the street we call home and all that we see out our front door.
Jamie and Joe Parker – the stewards of an amazing old farmhouse
812 Grandin Ave
Rockville, MD
j.parker812@gmail.com

Veirs Mill Road

Mapleton Alley

Figure 2: Street View of Grandin Ave

Exhibit 19

Exhibit 20
Andrew D Sellman
411 West Montgomery Avenue
Rockville, MD 20850
sellmana@verizon.net
To: ROCKVILLE 2040: COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE
Planning Commission Public Hearing on the Planning Areas component
of the Draft Comprehensive Plan
ATTN: Members of the Rockville Planning Commission & City Staff, 23 Sept 2020
Subject: Business/Institutional intrusion into residential neighborhoods
You have heard testimony regarding the desire, particularly from the West End/Woodley Gardens
Leaders and residents, to make sure that the properties in Planning Area 4 remain overwhelmingly
residential. And that addition or expansion of existing or proposed non-residential use be minimized
in residential areas that are primarily residential.
I won't waste your time with a long talk, just provide some visual evidence of what happens if nonresidential intrusion occurs with little constraint. I will provide pictures of the City of Fall Church, and
mostly of Towson, MD, my home town, and lastly, a former Post Office in Bethesda, MD along
Wisconsin Ave.
Like Rockville, Towson is the county seat of a large Maryland county (Baltimore County). The
difference with Towson is that it has not incorporated with a city government and has no active
historical preservation community activity. The legal community is the 800-lb gorilla when it comes to
development in the areas about 6 blocks around the courthouse in all directions.
Falls Church, VA
My first photograph is of a lone business in Falls Church, VA on a major thoroughfare: Broad St. (VA
Route 7). The area was originally full of older homes where some, to the West, have been converted to
business use, but mostly demolished to construct large business & retail buildings that dwarf any
remaining older structures. There are residential homes on Broad Street, but they are mostly restricted
well outside the town center and in a transitional area leading to Seven Corners (a intersection of
several major highways).
This first and only photograph taken in Falls Church, VA is of an older home, but a business for
decades that has resisted multiple attempts to be bought out. As you can see, the original structure is
dwarfed by large buildings.
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This photograph is of a business called Bedos Leatherworks, a Falls Church institution. Clearly, at
some point a residence. But the downtown area has made the price of real estate irresistable to most.
This structure (and business) just sits in the dark shadow the large commercial buildings.

Towson, MD
Towson, like Rockville has a large courthouse crowd. But all of the older homes still standing are not
residential any more, but business or retail in all directions for 4-6 blocks. I can say this with
confidence because I was the LAST residential home owner in this courthouse area. In 1982, I sold my
1880's Victorian (22 rooms, 55 windows on a half acre) because I had no fellow residential homes left
and it was becoming a graveyard after 5pm on every weekday. I had thefts from my home, and any
real crime would have gone unnoticed until the following morning if any foul play happened to myself
or other parties in my home. Many of the nearby older homes were torn down and large 4-5-story
masonry buildings were constructed up to the property lines.
Here are a few photographs with some descriptions/context of what I would strongly wish Rockville
NOT emulate.
Towson Picture 1: Intersection of Baltimore Ave and Joppa Road.
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A single former residential structure, now business/legal still stands. But all the buildings to the left
(moving closer to the courthouse) are buildings in size and shape similar to the tall brick building to the
left. Across the street from these two structures that are former residential homes now all converted to
support the businesses (lawyers, Title Settlement) that support the County Courthouse, 2 blocks away.

Exhibit 20
Towson, Picture 2: This is of the same block, Allegheny Road, looking North towards Joppa Road.
Dwarfed and hidden behind the red brick building on the left is the small gray house shown in Picture
1. And the right are former residences that are all now commercial (legal offices, etc).
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Towson, Picture 3: The is the intersection of Baltimore and Allegency Avenues, looking North, and
the same street as the previous 2 photographs. To the left is a large brick commercial building, and
across the street is a stone house. Unfortunately, the stone house is a thrift store run by a nearby
church.
What hurts most is the large masonry building on the left. This is the land where my Victorian house
once stood until it was demolished in 1982.
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My family home as it was in 1923: Reference Towson Picture #4 (just a century apart, but a world of
difference). This was....Baltimore and Allegheny Ave looking NorthWest.
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Bethesda, MD – Wisconsin Ave near the intersection with Old Georgetown Pike.
Bethesda Picture #1 – The historically-protected old Post Office. Unfortunately, the Post office and
sold the property in 2012. It is now an indoor gymnasium surround by skyscrapers.

I don't really consider any of these pictures of giving any more that nostalgic regret. I hope you can
appreciate how even small land use proposals, each one considered minor, can have big affects upon
neighborhoods.
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on the Planning Areas component of the Draft Comprehensive Plan

