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William Kominers

Attorney

301-841-3829

wkominers@lerchearly.com

October 6, 2020
Via Electronic and Regular Mail

Rockville Planning Commission
c/o Charles Littlefield, Chair
Rockville City Hall
111 Maryland Avenue
Rockville, Maryland 20850
Re:

Tower Oaks - Comprehensive Plan, Volume II: Planning Areas Draft for
Planning Commission Public Hearing

Dear Chair Littlefield and Members of the Planning Commission:
This letter is written on behalf of Tower-Dawson, LLC, ("Tower-Dawson"), to present
comments on the Comprehensive Plan, Volume II: Planning Areas Draft for Planning
Commission Public Hearing for the City of Rockville (the "Volume II"). Tower-Dawson is the
original developer of the Tower Oaks Comprehensive Planned Development ("CPD"), located
along the east side of 1-270 and west of Woodmont Country Club. Tower-Dawson is also the
owner of the buildings at 1101 Wootton Parkway and 2000 Tower Oaks Boulevard (where their
office is located) within Tower Oaks, along with the remaining undeveloped sites within the
Tower Oaks CPD.
Attached to this letter is a copy of the Development Area Diagram for the Tower Oaks
CPD, for use in identifying the recommendations for different portions of the CPD in Volume II,
(Exhibit 1) and an excerpt from the recommended land use map from page 111 of Volume II
(Exhibit 2).
Volume II generally recommends the land use category of "ORRM" (Office Residential
Retail Mix) for the principal undeveloped parcels at Tower Oaks (Development Areas 3 and 4 on
Exhibit 1). This use is consistent with the Concept Plan for Tower Oaks and the PD-TO
(Planned Development -- Tower Oaks) Zone (Section 25.14.27), as well as being consistent with
the MXE Zone, noted in Section 25.14.27.6 as the equivalent zone for these undeveloped
parcels. Most importantly, the land use recommendations, in conjunction with other elements of
Volume II, reflect a recognition of the need for flexibility, and that developing those portions of
the Tower Oaks CPD with a wide range of land uses should be possible and be encouraged.
At the same time, the land use recommendations need to respect and work together with
the existing CPD and its approved Concept Plan.
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Development Area 4.
The area between Wootton Parkway and Cabin John Creek (the northern portion of the
Development Area 4 on Exhibit 1) is currently approved for a full-service hotel, large scale
health club, and hotel residences. Unfortunately, this combination of uses is not being embraced
by the marketplace.
Tower-Dawson intends to seek approval to locate more viable, compatible, and
complementary uses for the Tower Oaks CPD in Development Area 4, and uses for which there
is more demand in the marketplace. The recommendation of ORRM for Development Area 4
provides a new flexibility to allow the property to introduce a wider range of uses through the
CPD, to allow these developments to evolve in a changing market environment.
Development Area 3.
The ORRM designation for Development Area 3 on Exhibit 1 is an appropriate land use
designation to support the existing CPD approval.
Development Area 1.
Development Area 1, on Exhibit 1, the narrow portion of Tower Oaks located along the
east side of 1-270 and west of New Mark Commons, is recommended for Residential Flexible
land use. The Residential Flexible ("RF") designation is appropriate going forward. The
Concept Plan approval designates that parcel for an extended stay hotel, expected to occur in a
residential-looking format. However, such hotels are very challenging in today's economic
climate. So the RF presents a positive direction. Certainly, the current PD-TO zoning authorizes
the extended stay hotel use. But, being more expansive and flexible in allowing other uses
provides good opportunities.
Focus Area Recommendation-Area 1. (Volume II, p. 109)
The 9. 75 acre parcel just north of the Tower Oaks CPD is recommended for rezoning to
RMD-25 (Residential Medium Density). Tower-Dawson supports that recommendation.
Policies and Recommendations.
There are a number of Policies and Actions from Volume I of the Comprehensive Plan,
that will be beneficial in utilizing the flexibility of the land use recommendations to create
opportunities to complete the Tower Oaks CPD in the context of the current evolving nature of
the market. These Policies could be restated in Volume II to confirm their applicability to
Planning Area 12.
Volume I urges the City to plan for, and thereby be receptive to, land use changes from
commercial to residential uses. As occurred with the EYA development within Tower Oaks, the
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addition of residential to office parks to create a more mixed-use environment, has been shown
to have a beneficial effect in supporting and promoting the nonresidential uses as well. The
Land Use and Urban Design recommendation of page 110 of Volume II, should be consistent
with, and positive toward, these potential use conversions, especially in light of current public
health conditions and their uncertain effects on the marketplace. As with the EYA development,
conversions from non-residential uses will reduce traffic impacts, while remaining subject to the
environmental constraints of the Tower Oaks CPD, such as the overall forest conservation plan.
To this end, Volume II should incorporate the direction from Volume I, by adding the
recognition that office uses in more isolated location, like the remaining sites at Tower Oaks, are
allowed to convert to other uses. The language of Volume II should encourage evolution of the
planned developments through conversion, if proposed. That conversion is particularly noted in
areas that do not have superior access to transit systems. While Tower Oaks certainly has
excellent access to the highway network, transit options are more limited and subject to creating
sufficient demand to support a transit presence.
These conversions can support the goal of providing more housing to meet projected
needs in the City, particularly for older demographics, which represent a growing percentage of
the population in the City.
Such conversions would also allow new housing in locations where amenities and
infrastructure already exist, and that are compatible with the existing neighborhood. Allowing
housing to be introduced into areas of the City where it may not have been envisioned
previously, which have existing infrastructure, is an effective and appropriate way to meet the
anticipated growing demand for housing.
To help make the recommendations feasible, Volume II should reinforce the goal from
Volume I to "simplify and shorten the process for amending an approved Planned
Development." Currently the project plan amendment process is cumbersome, time consuming,
and expensive. In order to take advantage of more flexible land use designations, a simplified
methodology for making amendments to existing project plans is needed. Mixed use planned
developments, such as Tower Oaks, envisioned from the outset the much longer build out period
that has, in fact, occurred (in contrast single-use, residential Planned Developments, most of
which are "completed"). The ability for long term planned developments to evolve is
inextricably tied to the process by which that evolution can occur. Tower-Dawson would
welcome changes to the current amendment process that would make that process simpler, faster,
less costly, and thereby more viable.
Volume II should be explicit in supporting a reduction in the minimum parking for office
uses to promote economic development, as a related and important element for making the
ORRM use effective. While office buildings at Tower Oaks have provided the full parking
required by the Code, large portions of that parking go unused each day. This suggests that even
in suburban sites, a reduction in auto usage is occurring. The substantial costs for creating that
parking, especially for structured parking, contribute to higher rents needed and thus slower
absorption and consequent slower development. Reducing the minimum parking requirements,

3801619.1

85190.026

Exhibit 31

October 6, 2020
Page 4 of 6
in addition to having a cost benefit, can also reduce the land areas that must otherwise be devoted
to parking.
Planned Development ("PD") Zones. While Volume II speaks of land use, the zoning
should clearly retain the PD zones that reflect the approved Comprehensive Planned
Development projects. The new land use recommendations should be used to provide suggested
direction for the "equivalent zones" as called for in Section 25.14.27.b of the Zoning Ordinance
for the PD zones. The PD Zones, and the CPDs they reflect, were carefully crafted to create a
unified project environment that looked comprehensively at its own elements, while also being
compatible with, and integrated into, its surrounding context.
At the same time, Volume II should promote, and the City's development process should
allow, voluntary evolution of these Planned Development projects. Their unbuilt sites should be
encouraged to evolve to meet the market of the present, without surrendering the original. The
land use recommendations should be additive to the PD Zones, allowing more flexibility, not
less.
Please include this letter in the Record of the public hearing on Volume II.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments.
Very truly yours,
LERCH, EARLY & BREWER, CHARTERED
William Kominers
Enclosures
cc:

Mr. Eric Posner
Mr. David Levy
Mr. Clark Larson
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EXHIBIT "1"
[Development Area Diagram]
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EXHIBIT "2"
[Excerpt of Land Use Map]
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Figure 38: Land Use Policy Map of Planning Area 12
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William Kominers
301-841-3829
wkominers@lerchearly.com

October 6, 2020
VIA ELECTRONIC DELIVERY
Charles Littlefield, Chair, and Members of the
Rockville Planning Commission
Rockville City Hall
111 Maryland Avenue
Rockville, Maryland 20850

Re:

Twinbrook Shopping Center-Comprehensive Plan, Volume II: Planning Areas Draft
for Planning Commission Public Hearing

Dear Chair Littlefield and Members of the Planning Commission:
This letter is written on behalf of Twinbrook Shopping Center Joint Venture ("Owner") to
present comments on the Comprehensive Plan Volume II: Planning Areas Draft for Planning
Commission Public Hearing for the City ofRockville ("Volume II") with respect to the Twinbrook
Shopping Center (the "Shopping Center").
The Shopping Center is at 1920 and 2000 Veirs Mill Road, located on the north side of
Veirs Mill Road just as Veirs Mill Road enters the City. The Shopping Center comprises just over
157,000 sf. of space. Volume I of the Comprehensive Plan recommends the RRM land use (Retail
and Residential Mix) for the property. In addition, smaller areas with designations of R (Retail)
use are spaced along the Shopping Center's frontage on Veirs Mill Road and on the potential future
extension of Atlantic Avenue through the property. The property is within Planning Area 8, for
the Twinbrook and Twinbrook Forest areas of the City. See, generally, Volume II, Planning Area
8, Twinbrook and Twinbrook Forest, pages 86-93 (Public Hearing Draft).
The Shopping Center is also close to, or affected by, Projects 1 and 5 on pages 91 and 92
in Volume II.
Plan Recommendations
The Owner is generally supportive of the RRM land use designation, which will provide
guidance when the entire Shopping Center is to be redeveloped. The RRM land use designation
provides flexibility and opportunity for the Shopping Center in the future when the market is
appropriate for complete redevelopment. At the same time, there is some question as to the need
to add small strips of the single use R (Retail) land use designation within the areas with RRM
land use designation.
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These individually identified strips of retail area seem duplicative of the RRM designation,
and unduly limiting on the overall, comprehensive redevelopment of the Shopping Center when
that time comes. These small areas designated as R (Retail) seem to be an excessively detailed
design constraint being made from significant distance in time. Making the designation today, in
the context of the Comprehensive Plan, seems both too early and too general. Instead, review of
the future redevelopment proposal should look at the totality of the design, to accommodate retail
as well as the other proposed uses. The time when an actual plan for future redevelopment is
presented is the appropriate moment to examine the details of its design. The master plan is not
the vehicle by which to do detailed site design for this property.
The RRM designation already contemplates retail uses. Thus, there is no need to note that
some portion of the redeveloped frontage should be retail. Instead, the R (Retail) designation could
be used to prevent having a mix of uses in that part of the redevelopment. For example, if an
apartment building would otherwise sit on top of retail under the RRM, the R designation could
be used to prevent the apartments extending above those particular small retail-designated areas-
because the retail land use designation does not call for anything in that area except retail. In fact,
the presence of individual use recommendations could have the effect of precluding an otherwise
desirable mixed use plan, because of not hitting specific, physical, retail spots within that overall
design.
Interim Uses/Activity
The Comprehensive Plan must recognize that the ultimate, long term redevelopment
allowed by the Plan is not going to occur overnight. Therefore, nothing in Volume II should
preclude or otherwise prevent incremental and ongoing upgrades for the Shopping Center,
including maintenance, enhancements, re-tenanting, etc. In the interim period before
redevelopment, ongoing upgrades, reconfiguration, additions, and maintenance, etc. should be able
to occur, and in fact, should be encouraged to occur, without triggering the need to implement
broader recommendations that the Comprehensive Plan expects only with redevelopment. Only
in this way, can the Shopping Center be kept fresh, up to date, physically attractive, and provide
the evolution of services that the community desires, especially as it faces increasing competition
from Amazon and other internet sites. A CVS drug store, an international market, several
restaurants, and a variety of "mom" and "pop" stores at the Shopping Center serve the local
community as well as traffic on Veirs Mill Road connecting the City of Rockville and Wheaton.
The importance of the Twinbrook Shopping Center to the community and also the City of
Rockville was implicitly recognized in Volume II, Planning Area 8, page 87, "Key Issues," bullet
#7, which states: "Concern for the future strength of the shopping areas at Veirs Mill Road and
Twinbrook Parkway;"
There should be specific language in Volume II, in the Section on Area 8, that interim
modifications can be made to shopping centers and other businesses without triggering the need
to implement the parts of the Comprehensive Plan that will apply to the event of redevelopment
of properties. An example of appropriate text is included as Attachment I.
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City Projects
The map on page 89 of Volume II, shows recommended City Projects 1 and 5 being on, or
in the immediate vicinity of the Shopping Center. Project Pl recommends advocating for a BRT
station on Veirs Mill Road at Atlantic Avenue, both to serve ridership and support the potential
mixed use, walkable community nodes, such as eventual redevelopment of the Shopping Center.
Project P5 (page 92, Volume II, Planning Area 8), specifically directed at the Shopping Center,
notes that upon redevelopment of the Shopping Center, a study should be done to determine
whether Atlantic Avenue should be extended through the Shopping Center to McAuliffe Drive,
and whether such an extension will improve traffic circulation for the surrounding community.
This extension, if recommended, would incorporate traffic calming measures and pedestrian access
and safety measures by using the existing signalized intersection.
Each of these recommended City Projects calls for a caveat.
Project Pl, the BRT station, should be implemented carefully in a way so as not to impair
or impede the functionality of the property as a shopping center with its service to the community.
Do not impinge on or remove existing parking. Do not impede or impair ingress and egress to the
Shopping Center.
Project P5, the potential road extension, should not be even considered unless and until the
Shopping Center is proposed for complete redevelopment. The language on page 92 of Volume II
recognizes this important limitation by prefacing the consideration of the road extension with "if
the Twinbrook Shopping Center redevelops ..."
The traffic study envisioned by Project P5 needs to include the impact of extending Atlantic
Avenue through the Shopping Center on visitors driving to and from the Montgomery County
Library, Twinbrook Branch, located adjacent to the Shopping Center near Meadow Hall Drive.
The Twinbrook Branch Library location is shown in Volume II, Figure 30: Land Use Policy Map
of Planning Area 8, page 89. Many visitors to the Library also shop at the Center. For many
Library visitors, the most direct route to the Library is to use the traffic light at the entrance to the
Shopping Center.
Plan Conclusion
The single use Retail category along the frontage of the extension of Atlantic Avenue and
turning the corner to extend along Veirs Mill Road, is an excessive constraint on the details of site
design imposed from the master plan level. This design and use concern could and should be
better accomplished through review of the actual site plan for future development under the RRM
designation, without needing a separate R (Retail) designation along the frontage. The single use
retail designation could impair possible mixed use development that would include street level
retail. Clearly, the RRM designation contemplates retail as an important part of the use, thus, there
is no need for separate and individual retail designations as single uses, as they are subsumed into
the mixed RRM.
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Thank you for your consideration of these comments.
Please place this letter in the Record of the public hearing on Volume IL
Very truly yours,
LERCH, EARLY & BREWER, CHARTERED

WK/paj
Mr. David Aaronson
cc:
Mr. David Levy
Ms. Andrea Gilles
Mr. Robert Glaser

William Kominers

Attachment
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Attachment 1
Text to be Added to Volume II, Planning Area 8, as a new bullet point under Land Use &
Urban Design (p. 92)

Before a commercial property like the Twinbrook Shopping Center is ready for full
development, it is important that the property remains a viable, supportive, operating asset to the
community and the City. Commercial properties need to be able to take normal business steps to
maintain position during the interim between today and future redevelopment, particularly when
recognized as important community assets. (See Volume II, Planning Area 8, Page 87, Bullet #7
under "Key Issues."). The following are deemed not to be "redevelopment" of a property as is
contemplated by this Plan, and therefore do not initiate either the analysis or physical modifications
called for by this Plan to occur as a part of, or at the time of, redevelopment of the Twinbrook
Shopping Center:
1.

Reasonable, minor increases in floor area, including additions, whether of pad sites
or in-line spaces;

2.

Regular or extraordinary maintenance;

3.

Interior or exterior alterations that do not increase floor area beyond the amount
allowed by paragraph 1 above; and

4.

Modifications and/or replacement of landscaping, signage, or parking (increase or
decrease), unless associated with increases in floor area beyond the amount allowed
by paragraph 1 above.
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7600 Wisconsin Avenue, Suite 700 • Bethesda, MD 20814 • lerchearly.com
William Kominers

301-84)-3829
wkominers@lerchearly.com

October 6, 2020
Rockville Planning Commission
Charles Littlefield, Chair
City ofRockville
111 Maryland Avenue
Rockville, Maryland 20850
Re:

Volume II, Planning Commission Draft Comprehensive Plan for the City ofRockville
Recommendations-255 Rockville Pike and 41 Maryland Avenue

Dear Chair Littlefield and Members ofthe Planning Commission:
This letter is written on behalf of Eldridge, Inc. ("Eldridge" or the "Owner") to comment
on the recommendations in Volume II of the Planning Commission Draft of the Comprehensive
Plan for the City ofRockville ("Draft Plan"). Eldridge is the owner oftwo properties in the Town
Center Planning Area: 255 Rockville Pike ("255 Rockville Pike") and 41 Maryland Avenue ("Lot
4"), as each is shown on the map attached as Exhibit A.
The properties are part of the Rockville Center, Inc. Preliminary Development Plan
("PDP"). Lot 4 is approved for high-rise residential and retail uses, while 255 Rockville Pike is
approved for non-residential/office and retail uses. Lot 4 is vacant and being used temporarily for
surface parking; 255 Rockville Pike is currently used as an office building.
The Draft Plan recommends land use of"ORRM" (Office Residential Retail Mix) for both
255 Rockville Pike and Lot 4. (See Land Use Policy Map of Planning Area 1, from Draft Plan,
page 11, attached as Exhibit B).
Eldridge supports the recommendation of ORRM for each of 255 Rockville Pike and Lot
4, and the recommended zoning on MXTD (Mixed Use, Transit District). Discussion follows of
the other recommendations ofthe Draft Plan.
255 Rockville Pike
The 255 Rockville Pike property is a key site in the City.
Strategically located at the western terminus of the pedestrian bridge from the Rockville
Metro Station, 255 Rockville Pike is a gateway entrance to the City and the Town Center. As
such, the property is a prime location for a wide range of transit-oriented development uses. At
the same time, optimal utilization may take different forms in the near-term as compared to the
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long-term. The Draft Plan should recognize and encourage the differing potentials at these
different times, especially in recognition of the changes in the post-pandemic world, and with the
future development of the Metro Station across Rockville Pike.
A key location like 255 Rockville Pike needs maximum flexibility to achieve its own goals
and the goals envisioned by the City in the Draft Plan. These goals are advised by the recent ULI
Technical Assistance Panel Study-Rockville Town Center: Strengthening Its Vitality ("ULI
Study"). Eldridge embraces the findings of the ULI Study and has applied them to the
recommendations below for 255 Rockville Pike. The ORRM designation, the most flexible
category in the Draft Plan, coupled with the recommendation to retain the MXTD Zone, allows a
wide choice in mixing of uses and ability to respond to unique opportunities for the City through
this similarly unique site.
This flexibility is really the key to the equation for success. Flexibility is needed so that
the property can respond to market forces. With the right use(s), the owner can open the building
front to create an identifiable and more welcoming entry to the City. Parts of the building and
features that have become dated or well-worn, could be upgraded.
The Owner has been exploring a wide variety of nonresidential use alternatives while the
site is currently being used by Montgomery County Government agencies. The Draft Plan should
make a recommendation that promotes the flexibility for utilization of this key site for the City
and the Town Center, and that recognizes that the achievable uses will vary as time goes on and
as the local and world economies recover. The ORRM category, with the MXTD Zone, has the
flexibility needed, and further, does not place procedural restrictions in the path of uses.
The 255 Rockville Pike Property is a key site generally for the City, but especially at
ground level to implement the ULI Study's goals for the Town Center. As a result, the Draft Plan
needs to consider uses for the property during two periods: the current short-term, and the future
long- term. How 255 Rockville Pike serves the goals of the City, the Comprehensive Plan, and
the ULI Study in these two time periods may well be very different in terms of methods and uses
involved.
The Draft Plan should recognize that due to its physical position, 255 Rockville Pike will
have a key role in the City's growth. Thus, the public goal should be to maximize the benefit to
the City and to the growth of the City (with due corresponding result to the Owner), at the time
when the bridge to Metro is redone and the Metro site itself is redone. The Draft Plan should
permit 255 Rockville Pike to evolve as the City evolves, so as to encourage the ultimate design
that will allow the site to maximize its potential as the entry to downtown Rockville.
When Volume II was being drafted, no functional market for office use existed. Now, in
the midst of a public health crisis, viable office uses are even more problematic. The pandemic
impact and the resulting influence on the marketplace is of uncertain duration. Also uncertain is
how return from this condition to something different will occur. The result is likely to be different
today, but also different from the past. The Owner's vision, is to be responsive to the best uses
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over time that adapt to the City's long-range plans, while at the same time, consider what can be
done now on an interim/transitional basis to accomplish at least three important City goals:
1.
Bring people into the area to support the recommendations of the ULI Study for
supporting the Town Center.
2.
Economically support feasible upgrades to the pathway from Metro Station to the
Town Center.
3.

Preserve the opportunity for the property to serve the long-term goals.

This progression will allow for the building and site to be repositioned into viable final
form when the market/economy settles from the pandemic and takes on its new form. In that final,
long-term iteration of the design/use, the property can then fully upgrade landscaping, enhance the
promenade connection between the Metro Station and the Town Center to help draw people in,
and also to relate to the inevitable future development of the WMATA property.
The Draft Plan needs to accommodate these alternatives. But especially to "encourage"
and embrace both stages of the use--interim/current and final/long-term. At the same time, the
Draft Plan must be realistic, and recognize that "interim" could be in place for a significant time.
The City must think into the future with the Owner about how best to preserve the site for the
future-as a key site for the City as an entrance, gateway--for the City itself and for the Town
Center specifically. As a result, there is a need for the broadest and most flexible thinking on
appropriate uses for both time periods.
The Owner agrees with the ULI Study. To support and justify upgrades to the terrace and
the promenade, there must be reasonable reuse options in both near and long term. The Owner
wants to proceed in concert with the City about how to best: enhance the "landing plaza" for the
Metro connection; provide the proper form and use for the terrace; and create streetfront presence.
All with the goal of making a more effective gateway, both at grade and at the Metro bridge level.
Doing this in the short-term, calls for a focus on uses that attract people immediately. (Just
as the ULI Study contemplates a shuttle for Montgomery College students to reach Town Center.)
In looking at the ULI Study, the lack of people to be customers to support the Town Center is its
greatest shortage. The ULI Study noted that "panelists lamented the lack of visibility of the Town
Center and re-emphasized that it was a critical problem that while the Town Square is well
designed and vibrant, it is hidden. Thus, it will be important to design key nodes in the Town
Center to lead people to the Town Square." Immediate and short term use of 255 Rockville Pike
for this purpose requires outside the box thinking of the broadest type. What is required is to
envision non-residential uses beyond traditional the office use.
For example, two
museums/exhibitions are looking for a home (Rockville Science Center and the KID Museum).
These would both benefit from Metro access and would provide many hungry customers to support
Town Center businesses. Naturally, these non-profit uses would need enhancement of finances by
government or by another credit-worthy backer. However, they would bring in the people that can
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support the Town Center. As the ULI Study notes on page 25: "As oftoday, the types ofland uses
that exist are low density, and those land uses are not giving the Town Center the population and
density required to support the retail, office uses and other development."
The 255 Rockville Pike property has unique characteristics that can support these kinds of
specialized uses. There is a large square footage, and large floor plates that can accommodate a
wide variety of uses at the same time. The site has parking that can accommodate a variety of
uses. There are also advantages presented by the unusual loading and service access.
Longer term uses must be subject to evaluation once the post-pandemic world is
understood, and integrated with other physical changes, like the upgrade ofthe Metro bridge. The
use of255 Rockville Pike still wants to be something that provides and attracts people at that time.
In that future scenario, even something like the relocation ofCity Hall would be possible (allowing
employees to avoid having the barrier of Route 28 separating City Hall from the Town Center,
thereby providing more customers to the City merchants).
But whether for City Hall or another appropriate final use, what is important is to lock in
control ofthis strategic site for the future by facilitating interim uses today. 255 Rockville Pike is
the future ground zero for the City. With residential all around the area, and with Rockville as the
seat of the City and County governments. Therefore, the Draft Plan should provide the broadest
range ofpossible uses for the site. Especially with the office market being very challenged today
and likely in the future, the Draft Plan cannot ignore that reality and must therefore look at the
broadest possible range ofuse opportunities to allow the site to provide its benefits to the City and
community.
If primed for commercial or residential development when the post-pandemic market
declares itself, the property can then propose the right streetscape design at ground level and at the
Metro level. The Draft Plan must recognize that non-residential does not only mean office,
especially in the short term. Interim uses must be recognized and supported, so as to preserve the
opportunity for this core asset to be readapted to the market at the right point in the future.
The ULI Study also notes that "WMATA is planning to rebuild the connecting bridge from
the station to the Town Center, and ULI strongly recommends that the new design including
landscape space where pedestrians experience a positive walk and community gathering could be
facilitated." Activity at 255 Rockville Pike can create the means to psychologically shorten the
distance from the Metro station through the promenade to the Town Center by virtue of the
activity/distraction that occurs along the way. This can be effectuated in different ways in the
interim and the long term.
A part of that solution can be physical. The current design may not best respond to the
evolutionary end point, or perhaps, the best steps along the way. New uses (interim and long
term) can be a catalyst to change the aesthetic of the building and its physical relation to its
surroundings. Rather than close itselfoff, the building can become an open invitation for the City,
at both the street level and above ground at the level ofthe bridge.
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With this strategic site, the Owner has high expectations to attract users who further the
City goals of increased people to support business and increased tax base. The Owner looks to
partner with the City and REDI, so that the site can reach its potential to enhance the City.
All of the foregoing is consistent with the discussion about Area 2 on page 12 of the Draft
Plan concerning 255 Rockville Pike. Projects 2 and 3 on page 13 of the Draft Plan also support
the above discussion, but need to recognize that different methods may need to be utilized at
different times for the site.

Lot 4, like 255 Rockville Pike, retains the integrity of the PD-RCI Zone. The PD Zone and
the projects it represents, were carefully crafted internally, and with consideration of external
relationships, particularly with the Town Center. While protecting that history, the property should
also be able to elect to evolve to fit the differing needs of today. Recommendations of the Draft
Plan should be additive to the PD Zones, and to provide more flexibility.
With respect to Lot 4, the Owner embraces the recommendations of Project 6 on page 13
of the Draft Plan as one option for Lot 4, that should not be constrained in the short term. The
waiver of parking requirements, recommended in the Draft Plan will be an important consideration
in the development of this site, given the proximity of parking in the area generally and the physical
constraints of the site.
The City, and the planned development projects generally, would benefit by simplifying
the process for amending existing planned developments, so that they can mature and evolve to
better serve the City today.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments. Please place this letter in the Record
of the public hearing of the Draft Plan.
Very truly yours,
LERCH, EARLY & BREWER, CHARTERED

William Kominers
WK/paj
Enclosures
Mr. Mitch Rutter
cc:
Mr. David Levy
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Figure 4: Land Use Policy Map of Planning Area 1
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October 5, 2020

By email to: planning.commission@rockvillemd.gov
City of Rockville Planning Commission
111 Maryland Avenue
Rockville, MD 20850
Re:

Written Testimony - Planning Areas Public Hearing Draft, Planning Area 16

Dear Planning Commission Members:
This law firm represents Lidl USA, LLC (“Lidl”), in connection with a development project
proposed at 15931 Frederick Road, Rockville, Maryland (the “Subject Property”). The Subject Property
is located at the southeast corner of the intersection of Frederick Road with King Farm Boulevard on the
west and Shady Grove Metro West Drive on the east. Lidl is the contract purchaser of the property. In
keeping with the property’s existing MXTD (Mixed-Use Transit District) zoning, Lidl is preparing to
file an application for a mixed-use project. Lidl proposes to construct a grocery store and, in partnership
with a non-profit housing developer, approximately 200 to 250 units of affordable multi-family housing,
with associated surface and structured parking. A preliminary site layout concept plan is attached for
your review. As you will see, the grocery store has its main door and most activating façade on
Rockville Pike, with café seating in the public open space along the site frontage. The residential
component is situated adjacent to the Shady Grove Metro Station. The proposed project will bring new
vitality to a site that has been vacant for several years. It will provide a community-serving grocery
store and a substantial number of new, affordable multi-family units directly adjacent to the Shady
Grove Metro Station. It will also enliven and enhance the streetscape along both Frederick Road and
Shady Grove Metro West Drive.
The Subject Property is located in Planning Area 16 of the City’s 2040 Comprehensive Plan Planning Areas Public Hearing Draft (the “Planning Areas Draft”). The Planning Areas Draft does not
refer specifically to the Subject Property or its immediate environs in its text. However, Figure 46 on
page 131, the Land Use Policy Map for Planning Area 16, depicts the Subject Property with RM
(Residential Multiple Family) zoning. RM zoning is consistent with a multi-family residential project
that was approved for the Subject Property in 2016. That project, however, did not proceed. RM zoning
is not consistent with the project proposed by Lidl, the current contract purchaser. Lidl requests that the
Planning Areas Draft be revised to recommend continuation of the existing MXTD zoning for the
Subject Property to allow the proposed project to proceed.

Exhibit 34
October 5, 2020
Page 2

The proposed project will be consistent with the current mix of commercial and multi-family
residential uses in Planning Area 16, which the Planning Areas Draft proposes to continue, with
enhancements to improve connectivity and quality of life. In particular, the proposed project offers:
•
•

•

A new full-service grocery option for Rockville residents.
Approximately 200 to 250 multi-family residential units directly adjacent to the Shady
Grove Metro Station, with on-site parking and amenities, at a range of rental prices
targeting various levels of affordability.
Enhanced streetscape along both Frederick Road and Shady Grove Metro West Drive, in
keeping with specific recommendations in the Planning Areas Draft to improve
pedestrian access to the Shady Grove Metro Station and enhance streetscape on major
roads in Area 16 for the benefit of pedestrians and bicyclists.

Lidl looks forward to bringing this exciting project to the City of Rockville. Thank you very
much for taking this testimony into consideration. We will be happy to participate in a Planning
Commission work session on the Planning Areas Draft, should you so desire.
Sincerely yours,
BREGMAN, BERBERT, SCHWARTZ & GILDAY, LLC
By:

cc:

Dustin Schade
Manisha Tewari

______________________________
Françoise M. Carrier
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October 6, 2020

Rockville Planning Commission
111 Maryland Avenue
Rockville, MD 20850
RE:

WMATA’s Comments on the Planning Areas component of the Draft
Comprehensive Plan

To the Rockville Planning Commission:
The Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA) offers the following
comments on Volume II: Planning Areas component of the Rockville 2040 Comprehensive
Plan update. These comments are consistent with WMATA’s perspective on what most
supports a robust transit-oriented development, which includes high-density, mixed-use
development at and near the Metro station, connected by pedestrian and bicycle networks.
Twinbrook Metrorail Station
The Land Use Policy Map for Planning Area 9 (page 97, figure 32) designates four parcels
on the west side of the Twinbrook Metrorail Station area as a Public Park. One of these
parcels is owned by WMATA and is currently being considered as a joint development
site. Therefore, WMATA recommends a change to Office Residential Retail Mix (ORRM).
This classification would align with the greater station area and not eliminate desired
development potential.
Open space is important to a vibrant mixed-use environment, and we suggest the area in
front of the Metro Station entrance take the form of an urban civic plaza, to be integrated
and co-developed with a real estate project at the location of the surface parking and bus
facilities. The redevelopment of the surface parking lots surrounding 1700 Rockville Pike
(the Hilton) might also present an opportunity for creating a linear park along Chapman
Ave. that could benefit the area and create a more pedestrian-friendly streetscape.
Project 3 for Planning Area 9 (page 98) further describes the Public Park designation is
solely for planning purposes and recommends no zoning changes until all or a portion of
the planned park is implemented. We understand the intent to identify the need for public
park space but are concerned this language will deter investor or development interest in
WMATA’s property. Instead, WMATA recommends Project 3 describe that a location for
a future city park should be explored with property owners in the vicinity of the Twinbrook
Station area but not exclusively refer to a specific property or parcel as the preferred
location.
Rockville Metrorail Station
WMATA supports the proposed designation from Office (O) to ORRM on the Land Use
Policy Map for Planning Area 1 (page 11, figure 4) for the west side of the Rockville Metro
Station property.

Comments to City of Rockville Comprehensive Plan Draft
Page 2
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Shady Grove Metrorail Station
Project 4 for Planning Area 16 proposes that WMATA, Maryland State Highway
Administration (SHA) and Montgomery County improve pedestrian and bicycle access
between the Shady Grove Metro Station and the King Farm neighborhood with a bridge
or tunnel across Frederick Road (MD-355) at its intersection with King Farm Boulevard.
WMATA recommends that the language be revised to include an enhanced, at-grade
crossing in addition to a bridge or tunnel solutions.
General Land Use Policy Designations
Lastly, please clarify that the Office Residential Retail Mix (ORRM) designation includes
life sciences industry uses, such as research and development activities that may take
place in a lab and/or limited production activities. This is a rapidly growing economic
sector that is already well established in greater Montgomery County and the City of
Rockville.
If you have any questions or require clarification on any responses, please contact Steven
Segerlin, Program Manager, Station Area Planning, at scsegerlin@wmata.com or myself
at nmalbert@wmata.com.
Sincerely,

Nina M. Albert
Vice President, Real Estate & Parking
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2040 Comprehensive Plan
Testimony of John Rhoad
October 5, 2020

I am submitting this written testimony in connection with the Draft 2040 Comprehensive Plan
Recommendations, specifically for Planning Area 14 as it relates to Rockshire and the vacant
Rockshire Shopping Center property. These comments are being provided on behalf of the
owner of that property.

The background and history of the Rockshire Shopping Center are now both well documented.
Like many of the small neighborhood retail centers that were originally built in the 1970’s in
places like Columbia, MD and Reston, VA, these centers were typically located interior to the
communities they served, resulting in limited access to a larger target market. In the over
forty (40) years that have passed, these small neighborhood retail centers have seen their
already minimal customer base dramatically eroded by the opening of larger retail centers that
can offer a significantly larger selection of merchants and greater ease of access to a larger
target market.

Much as the City of Rockville is now undertaking with the 2040 Comprehensive Plan update,
jurisdictions throughout the country have recognized that it is incumbent upon them to make
the changes necessary to land uses and zoning to ensure that these important infill sites can
once again become viable based upon the realities of current and anticipated future market
conditions.
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The Rockshire Shopping Center effectively ceased functioning in August of 2012 with the closing
of the Giant Food store. It has now been over eight (8) years since Giant departed and many
years now since all of the remaining small merchants closed their doors.

Previous testimony provided on behalf of the Rockshire Shopping Center owner included as an
exhibit a 2015 Retail Study (prepared by the retail research division of Streetsense). This study
concluded that “there is an insufficient level of unmet retail demand to merit a retail
presence in the Rockshire neighborhood at this location”.

As a follow up to the 2015 study, Streetsense prepared the attached September 23, 2020
update that concluded by urging “ the City of Rockville to consider restraint and to not
require retail space in the redevelopment plans for Rockshire Village Center”.

After nearly a decade without a viable retail presence on this important infill site, the owner
respectfully implores the City of Rockville to make the necessary updates to the 2040
Comprehensive Plan for Rockshire that will finally enable the viable and long overdue
redevelopment of the Rockshire Shopping Center based upon the realities of market demand.

Thank you.
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September 23, 2020
John D. Rhoad, Jr.
Managing Principal
RMJ Development Group, LLC
1650 Tysons Blvd, Suite 820
McLean, VA 22102

Dear Mr. Rhoad,
Thank you for the opportunity to provide an update for our October 2015 retail study for the
Rockshire Shopping Center site located along Wootton Parkway in Rockville, Maryland.
As determined in our first assessment five years ago, the Rockshire site, which was once a
well-positioned retail center within densely populated neighborhoods, has been
outpositioned over the 40 years since it was first constructed. Development such as
Fallsgrove Village Center (constructed in 2002) and Park Potomac (constructed in 2010)
essentially reallocated major portions of the Rockshire site’s retail demand. These retailcentric projects had significant impacts on the Rockville/West of I-170 submarket, shifting
demand from smaller, traditional neighborhood centers, such as Rockshire Village Center, to
other properties with nearly twice the retail space with stronger anchor tenants. This
condition was further exacerbated in 2018 with the opening of a new Trader Joe’s (located
two miles west of the site) and the retail at Research Row, which is now anchored by a
Cooper’s Hawk Winery & Restaurant as well as a Chick-Fil-A.
In addition to limitations for retail at the site caused by diluted market demand, the Rockshire
Shopping Center location does not allow competitive levels of visibility for potential retail
tenants. Superior retail sites exist and are available in areas that would be more appealing to
store owners and restauranteurs than the Rockshire site. For example, Park Potomac and
Research Row benefit from I-270 visibility and access; whereas Fallsgrove Village Center and
Trader Joe’s Travilah benefit from 30,000+ passing cars each day (Wootton Parkway has
roughly half as many).
Our 2015 Retail Market Conditions Assesment for the site concluced that the potential draw
for retail space at this location was insufficient to support a retail component at that time. In
the five years since that study, the macroeconomics associated with isolated, suburban, retail
real estate have deteriorated significantly – due in part to increased cultural acceptance of
online shopping, home delivery, and now COVID-related business struggles.
From a broader perspective, following years of extensive study of the District of Columbia
and Loudoun County, Virginia retail environments, our firm was very grateful for the
opportunity to provide a similar demand analysis for our own Montgomery County in 2018.
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One of the most significant conclusions of this document is that the county’s restrained
approach to the requirement and development of new retail spaces has served as an
important factor in its ability to persevere through economic difficulties. Simply stated,
whether intentionally or unintentionally, the county did not facilitate retail overbuilding. This
approach will help buffer Montgomery County, as retail vacancies rise and profit margins for
store owners and restauranteurs increasingly risk dwindling to unsustainable levels in the
current economic climate.
Projects such as this one begin to unravel this smart stewardship. Building retail space for the
sake of it – especially if it is not well-supported by customer demand – creates a situation
where new retail space is essentially being constructed to be vacant. Vacant or underperforming, under-tenanted retail space at the Rockshire site will have a far more deleterious
effect on the surrounding neighborhoods than no retail at all.
The future of retail activity and demand is practically unknown right now. One thing we are
absolutely certain of is that the state of the retail industry and its real estate will never be the
same. For this reason and all of the reasons above, I would urge the City of Rockville to
consider restraint and to not require retail space in the redevelopment plans for Rockshire
Village Center.
Thank you,

Heather Arnold
Managing Principal
harnold@streetsense.com
m 301.652.9020 | d 240.479.7222

10/7/2020

Mail - Larissa Klevan - Outlook

Exhibit 37

Online Form Submittal: Rockville 2040 Public Testimony - Volume II: Planning Areas
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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):*
Edmund Morris
Address (recommended):
Bickford Ave
Email Address (recommended): eomorris86@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.
1 (Town Center) and 4 (West End); as well as general thoughts

Type your testimony in the field below:*

I would like to add my voice of staunch support for the goals of improving the walkability,
pedestrian and cyclist friendliness, and ease of navigation of the city of Rockville. I'm also
excited for the prospect of creative and maker spaces, and hope that this means consideration
for more small and contingent retail opportunities for local craftspeople. I strongly support
the encouragement of mixed-use development on top of and adjacent to the metro stations
(eagerly anticipating the Twinbrook quarter project), and hope to see more small-count multi
unit residential and office space proliferate throughout the city as the nature of work
changes. I would also like to highlight the importance of periodic benches, wider sidewalks,
and better shade to improve the pedestrian experience. As a futurist and urbanist, I am
heartened by the notion of focusing on connected open spaces, but would like to additionally
recommend that future (re)development also be assessed on environmental impact, integration of
functional and aesthetic green space open to the public, and its equity impacts as well as
such considerations as architectural and "character" compatibility. Far too often, "green
space" is translated into vast fields or isolated parks, without being the kinds of spaces
that bring people together or allow for quiet contemplation (or the moving mediation and
communal activities of gardening). I should like to point out such features as the gardens and
recreational area at Park Potomac, the vibrant walkability and lushness of Pike and Rose, or
the revamped and highly engaging boardwalk and lounge spaces at Rio as local examples of
functionally integrated park and green spaces from which to emulate or take inspiration for
the city generally. I am still flabbergasted by the number of zoning designations - they
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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=20
The following form was submitted via your website: Rockville 2040 Public Testimony - Volume II: Planning Areas
Rockville 2040 image:
Name (required):: Edmund Morris
Address (recommended):: Bickford Ave
Email Address (recommended):: eomorris86@gmail.com
Organization (if applicable)::
Indicate on which Planning Area(s) you are submitting testimony, if any.: 1 (Town Center) and 4 (West End); as
well as general thoughts
Type your testimony in the field below:: I would like to add my voice of staunch support for the goals of
improving the walkability, pedestrian and cyclist friendliness, and ease of navigation of the city of Rockville. I'm
also excited for the prospect of creative and maker spaces, and hope that this means consideration for more
small and contingent retail opportunities for local craftspeople. I strongly support the encouragement of
mixed-use development on top of and adjacent to the metro stations (eagerly anticipating the Twinbrook
quarter project), and hope to see more small-count multi unit residential and office space proliferate
throughout the city as the nature of work changes. I would also like to highlight the importance of periodic
benches, wider sidewalks, and better shade to improve the pedestrian experience.
As a futurist and urbanist, I am heartened by the notion of focusing on connected open spaces, but would like
to additionally recommend that future (re)development also be assessed on environmental impact, integration
of functional and aesthetic green space open to the public, and its equity impacts as well as such
considerations as architectural and "character" compatibility. Far too often, "green space" is translated into vast
fields or isolated parks, without being the kinds of spaces that bring people together or allow for quiet
contemplation (or the moving mediation and communal activities of gardening). I should like to point out such
features as the gardens and recreational area at Park Potomac, the vibrant walkability and lushness of Pike and
Rose, or the revamped and highly engaging boardwalk and lounge spaces at Rio as local examples of
functionally integrated park and green spaces from which to emulate or take inspiration for the city generally.
I am still flabbergasted by the number of zoning designations - they certainly feel excessively specific and
limiting of adaptation - and urge all who are in a position to do so to reconsider simplifying the residential and
commercial zoning categories. Not unrelated, as a long-time resident of the West End/Haiti neighborhood I
must say I am a bit baffled by the supposedly expressed concern surrounding home businesses and retail. In
my 26 years in the area, I have rarely heard anything of a complaint against having such options available, and
indeed have encountered more than a few who would have liked more freedom to see clients at home for a
variety of reasons from lack of an appropriate size commercial space, to economic or household obligatory
concerns. I sincerely hope such restrictions are few and far between. Likewise, due to proximity to metro and
bus routes, I hope it is not lost on the City that parking requirements need to remain flexible, and that other
modes of transportation be prioritized for viability both for environmental and economic reasons.
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Additional Information:
Form submitted on: 10/7/2020 1:25:26 AM
Submitted from IP Address: 173.79.41.63
Referrer Page: https://www.rockvillemd.gov/203/Rockville-2040-Comprehensive-Plan-Update
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Online Form Submittal: Rockville 2040 Public Testimony - Volume II: Planning Areas
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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):*
Rachel A. Spellman
Address (recommended):
504 Bickford Avenue
Email Address (recommended): spellmanrachela@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.
Type your testimony in the field below:*

When I moved to the King Farm apartments in Rockville from Bloomington, Minnesota, it was for
the sake of my rapidly declining mother. While she was still able to work with considerable
accommodations at the time, the stress from cost of living between her government job and my
stream of disability, unreliable commissions, and minimum wage work made neither of our lives
easier. To put it bluntly, the both of us needed to work to respective breaking points to try
and make it. Little other affordable housing was available, especially not accessible housing.
As it was, she was already needing a walker at 50, and I needed canes from 16 onwards. The use
of stairs was difficult at best for one of us, and resulted in extraordinary pain for the
other; needing to take multiple transfers on unreliable public transit in extreme weather
(which is to say, your average Mid-Atlantic summer or winter, and sometimes spring and autumn
if you're unlucky) was a considerable risk itself after the car was gone, especially when she
was beginning to show signs of dementia; being too far away from doctors meant potential hours
just getting to appointments weekly. Something had to give, of course, and the decision was
eventually made for me to rent a room while she found a single room condo with necessary
accommodations to hopefully afford living here. We still couldn't. Both of our health has been
in rapid decline since. She has since needed to resort to a retirement care facility at 55 and
power of attorney to minimize her risk of harm. I've been in limbo with SSDI while breaking
myself over labor in DC my body was not capable of, and am barely able to leave the house. All
for affordable housing. The conversation keeps being turned to single family housing and
making room for large houses, yet there seems to be little thought spared for the rest of us.
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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=21
The following form was submitted via your website: Rockville 2040 Public Testimony - Volume II: Planning Areas
Rockville 2040 image:
Name (required):: Rachel A. Spellman
Address (recommended):: 504 Bickford Avenue
Email Address (recommended):: spellmanrachela@gmail.com
Organization (if applicable)::
Indicate on which Planning Area(s) you are submitting testimony, if any.:
Type your testimony in the field below:: When I moved to the King Farm apartments in Rockville from
Bloomington, Minnesota, it was for the sake of my rapidly declining mother. While she was still able to work
with considerable accommodations at the time, the stress from cost of living between her government job and
my stream of disability, unreliable commissions, and minimum wage work made neither of our lives easier. To
put it bluntly, the both of us needed to work to respective breaking points to try and make it. Little other
affordable housing was available, especially not accessible housing. As it was, she was already needing a walker
at 50, and I needed canes from 16 onwards. The use of stairs was difficult at best for one of us, and resulted in
extraordinary pain for the other; needing to take multiple transfers on unreliable public transit in extreme
weather (which is to say, your average Mid-Atlantic summer or winter, and sometimes spring and autumn if
you're unlucky) was a considerable risk itself after the car was gone, especially when she was beginning to show
signs of dementia; being too far away from doctors meant potential hours just getting to appointments weekly.
Something had to give, of course, and the decision was eventually made for me to rent a room while she found
a single room condo with necessary accommodations to hopefully afford living here. We still couldn't. Both of
our health has been in rapid decline since. She has since needed to resort to a retirement care facility at 55 and
power of attorney to minimize her risk of harm. I've been in limbo with SSDI while breaking myself over labor in
DC my body was not capable of, and am barely able to leave the house. All for affordable housing.
The conversation keeps being turned to single family housing and making room for large houses, yet there
seems to be little thought spared for the rest of us. My friends and coworkers under the age of 35 have had
different but similar struggles to afford survival, with some residents urging us to outright leave if we can't
afford it here. The young adults of this city are being progressively pushed away by a lack of adequate housing,
as are the entire spectrum of people that allow this city to flourish. Your favorite barista, the janitorial staff at
your offices, the teachers for your children, the numerous interns that allow a political frontrunner like Rockville
to flourish – the demand increases, yet the oxygen continues to be drained from the room and available space
chipped away.
When you talk about affordable housing, your conversation must include what is realistically affordable to all of
us, especially in the wake of economic destruction 2020 has wrought. We need dense housing, apartment
complexes on public transit, and to not strand people – particularly working class BIPOC – across the tracks that
https://outlook.office365.com/mail/deeplink?version=20200928003.10&popoutv2=1
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can't be crossed for miles-long stretches and 2 flights of stairs. We don't need McMansions. We need rent
control. We need spaces like Rockville Town Square where both housing can build up,, economic activity
flourish, and where people can continue to enrich this city and each other with festivals and concerts and
somethong that can maybe be considered connection in a world increasingly devoid of it.
Moreover, the city cannot continue to be built around the expectation of cars for all. We don't need wider
roads, we need buses that are on time and can allow us to live our lives, not just go to work. Continuing to pin
the expectation of usable public transit on how well the people use it while simultaneously starving us of the
option does not help the case for encouraging Metro use. Build it, and the people will come. If even one
member of the public transit commission takes even a moment to stop treating the Metro and bus lines like
work shuttles for government and city employees, Rockville can only benefit. With night hours, restaurants
could consider later hours; worried families could make it in the middle of the night to their loved ones sides in
a time of need; more work opportunities would open to those relegated to public transit.
And I would ask that in considering public transit, you consider finally accommodating pedestrians as well. I will
not forget the ad campaign scolding pedestrians for daring to die when faced with vehicles. The blame cannot
be put on people just trying to walk streets that were never built for them. No shade exists for stretches at a
time, making it a serious health hazard to even wait for a bus in most places. Little seating is available near
sidewalks, meaning anybody injured or disabled (like myself or my mother) is forced to sit on the sidewalk if
necessary. Before you scoff, I would ask that you take a walk from Montgomery College to Shady Grove. No
busses – just walk. Take a moment to appreciate every minute the sun is beating down on you; the stretch of
nothing but road as cars pass; feel your heart leap into your throat as you try to cross an intersection with no
road barrier to rest on if a careless driver tries to rush past; try to weave your way through packed cars in the
parking lot, or maybe trying a side road that is somehow more contrived to travel. Consider that journey, and
consider making treks like it twice a day for every work day. Consider that you are asking pedestrians to travel
paths just like this.
Above all, however, I just ask that you finally think of all of us in Rockville when drafting development for the
coming decades.
Thank you.
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Online Form Submittal: Rockville 2040 Public Testimony - Volume II: Planning Areas
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Wed 10/7/2020 6:21 AM

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):*
Edward P. Magner
Address (recommended):
115 Forest Avenue
Email Address (recommended): chickmagner@gmail.com
Organization (if applicable):
N/A
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.
PA4

Type your testimony in the field below:*

My name is Edward Magner and I live at 115 Forest Avenue. I moved my family to Rockville in
1970 and have been a Rockville resident for more than 50 years. Older Rockville neighborhoods
like PA4 aren’t as “orderly” and uniform as the HOA’d communities that made up more than 50%
of Rockville’s housing. They are loved by their residents for the unique history of individual
homes and lots. They enhance the reputation and liveability of the City with their diversity
of home sizes, architecture, and price points within one neighborhood. Yet this very strength
should not make them vulnerable - unlike HOA’d communities - to having their single-family
status diluted, green spaces and biodiversity bulldozed away. At the house where I live in
PA4, six species of woodpeckers regularly visit the backyard! Nature and mature trees share
space with families in hundred year old houses. That places like PA4 exist, within walking
distance of downtown and 30 minutes by metro from a major metropolis, is miraculous! This is
part of what gives Rockville its character, what makes this City unique, what provides a
tangible link to its history, and what should be stewarded and preserved for its future
generations by residents and by the City alike. I am concerned by language in the
Comprehensive Plan which would allow two separate dwellings on single-family lots in the nonHOA’d neighborhoods in Rockville. Like many others in PA4, I am asking that free-standing
Accessory Dwelling Units or ADUs be excluded from PA4. ADUs sound advantageous, but in
neighborhoods like PH4, mature trees nearly always need to be cut down to make way for one.
They require their own sewer and water lines, so if your neighbor puts one in, the land next
to you will be torn up putting in a sewer line, and then when it’s finished, with a lighted
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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=22
The following form was submitted via your website: Rockville 2040 Public Testimony - Volume II: Planning Areas
Rockville 2040 image:
Name (required):: Edward P. Magner
Address (recommended):: 115 Forest Avenue
Email Address (recommended):: chickmagner@gmail.com
Organization (if applicable):: N/A
Indicate on which Planning Area(s) you are submitting testimony, if any.: PA4
Type your testimony in the field below:: My name is Edward Magner and I live at 115 Forest Avenue. I moved
my family to Rockville in 1970 and have been a Rockville resident for more than 50 years.
Older Rockville neighborhoods like PA4 aren’t as “orderly” and uniform as the HOA’d communities that made
up more than 50% of Rockville’s housing. They are loved by their residents for the unique history of individual
homes and lots. They enhance the reputation and liveability of the City with their diversity of home sizes,
architecture, and price points within one neighborhood. Yet this very strength should not make them vulnerable
- unlike HOA’d communities - to having their single-family status diluted, green spaces and biodiversity
bulldozed away.
At the house where I live in PA4, six species of woodpeckers regularly visit the backyard! Nature and mature
trees share space with families in hundred year old houses. That places like PA4 exist, within walking distance of
downtown and 30 minutes by metro from a major metropolis, is miraculous! This is part of what gives Rockville
its character, what makes this City unique, what provides a tangible link to its history, and what should be
stewarded and preserved for its future generations by residents and by the City alike.
I am concerned by language in the Comprehensive Plan which would allow two separate dwellings on singlefamily lots in the non-HOA’d neighborhoods in Rockville. Like many others in PA4, I am asking that freestanding Accessory Dwelling Units or ADUs be excluded from PA4.
ADUs sound advantageous, but in neighborhoods like PH4, mature trees nearly always need to be cut down to
make way for one. They require their own sewer and water lines, so if your neighbor puts one in, the land next
to you will be torn up putting in a sewer line, and then when it’s finished, with a lighted walkway and foot traffic
from the extra parked cars, in-between your houses, to the new house in the backyard.
Some of PA4’s more affordable housing - the beautiful smaller homes built after WW2 - are already easy prey
for developers, who tear down a cape, cut down more trees, and put up a border to border house that towers
40 feet above street level after the front yard grade is changed. Just imagine what would happen if it were also
possible to build a second house in what remains of the backyard.
https://outlook.office365.com/mail/deeplink?version=20200928003.10&popoutv2=1
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I have heard multiple times, as the Mayor and Council have discussed ADUs in the past, the argument that
these neighborhoods have to make room for our children: They were raised here, and now they shouldn’t have
to move further out 270 to raise their families! The reality is, if we allow these rare spaces to disappear from the
map; if we cut down the trees where those woodpeckers live; and pave the green spaces for more cars; if we do
away with backyards by putting two houses in the spaces which held one while our kids were growing up, this
won’t be the place where our kids were raised anymore. If we really think growing populations are a tragedy,
then we could trade places with our kids, and move up-county ourselves so they can raise their kids here. Or we
can build additional living space within existing houses.
Rockville shouldn’t only be historic neighborhoods, and it shouldn’t only be HOA’d communities and it
shouldn’t only be world class mixed use areas ….. it should be all of that. But we need to FIGHT, together - to
retain the uniqueness and single family nature of PA4 and other older neighborhoods or they will go away and
never be back.
The City is a stakeholder itself in stewarding the unique qualities of PA4 and not incentivizing the destruction of
the more affordable housing within the neighborhood. But even if the City shies away from this active
stewardship role, at the very least, the City has a responsibility to hear the residents of PA4. They don’t have an
HOA, they don’t want one. But that shouldn’t make them vulnerable to losing the single family nature and parklike qualities they want to uphold and pass down. Please include policy to keep freestanding ADUs out of PA4.
Thank you.
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Remarks from Lincoln Park Civic association on the Comprehensive Plan Volume II
draft/Rockville2040/Planning Area 6
Alexandra Dace Denito <alex.dacedenito@gmail.com>
Wed 10/7/2020 10:39 AM

To: Planning Commission <Planning.Commission@rockvillemd.gov>
Cc: Andrea Gilles <agilles@rockvillemd.gov>; fran.hawkins@verizon.net <fran.hawkins@verizon.net>; 'Leila Diop'
<lediop@hotmail.com>; germaine.diouf@yahoo.com <germaine.diouf@yahoo.com>

Good morning Mr. Chair and Commissioners:
Since we, Lincoln Park Civic Associa. on members, have been involved and working closely with City staﬀ, the
content of the dra of Volume II of the Comprehensive Plan Rockville2040 does not come as a surprise. We would
like to thank Mrs. Andrea Gilles and everyone in the long-range Planning Department for this work.
We would like to reinforce one single point concerning the “recommended City Projects” on page 73 (ﬁrst format)
on recommended Project 1 of Planning Area 6: LPCA has been advoca ng for the past three ﬁscal years for
improvements to the Community Center be included in the City budget. While we are glad that this
recommenda on appears as Project 1, we would like to stress the fact that we made the request as we saw
current needs not being met. We are hopeful that changes to the Community Center will come sooner than 2040.
We would like to thank City Staﬀ in both Public Works and Recrea on Departments as well, for adding a parking
lot, sidewalks and an unexpected (beau ful) retaining wall along the Cemetery.
Otherwise, Project 2 is completed for the most part. Although we did not see downregula on of industrial traﬃc
ﬂow on N. Horners lane, Westmore Avenue and Ashley avenue, LPCA is grateful for a wonderful and produc ve
partnership with City staﬀ on parts already accomplished. It is one thing to perform a job; it is something else to
go beyond expecta ons on requested help. Adding a ramp, and physical aids on the parts that connect the
original path in Wilma S. Bell Park to the newly built sidewalk, for people with mobility limita ons, is something
that truly shouts “care and though ulness”.
Thank you for this, and thank you for your generous gi of me spent with us, explaining, paying a en on to our
comments and to details. Recent added work have greatly enhanced the quality of Life of residents in Lincoln
Park. We are looking forward for future improvements alongside North Stonestreet avenue.
Sincerely,
Alexandra Dace Denito, PhD
President, Lincoln Park Civic Associa on, Inc.
128 Moore drive
Rockville, MD 20850
Phone: 301-424 1004
Cell: 240-353 8030

https://outlook.office365.com/mail/deeplink?version=20200928003.10&popoutv2=1

1/1

